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[bookmark: _GoBack]Note: R1 includes p-card eCatalog. 

	Focus Area
	Notes

	1. Goal and Vision
	· N/A

	2. Leadership and Governance
	· Partnership with DAS is unprecedented.”

	3. Stakeholder Engagement
	· Management of timing of calls & emails is good.
· Communication and conference calls are beneficial.”
· Lack of communication of major catalogs that were not able to be loaded to core team and user group. Mitigation: Sent out communication prior to go live that key catalogs will not be available
· Maintenance releases haven’t been communicated to early adopter agencies. Mitigation: Use the eProcurement@das.ohio.gov email or eProcurement website to share updates on a regular basis about recent maintenance releases (e.g., monthly summaries)
· Contractor should not present to agency community at any phase. Mitigation: State should always be leading these sessions in partnership with KPMG.
· Supplier community communications. Mitigation: Suppliers unaware of what to expect or next steps
· Need to revise strategy to inform non-design agencies of progress with system and expectations on functionality. Mitigation: OCM needs to determine better ways to bring information to non-design agencies. / Meeting on 1/9-1/10 to re-plan


	4. Team
	· The four agency representatives where good choices due to the diversity of each person involved.
· Lack of clarity around teams - who is the core team, design team, who are decision makers? Review role document and revised to clarify key state decision makers at all levels of the project. / meetings started 1/3/19
· State team members working separately from their KPMG counterparts, resulting in communication gaps between the groups. Mitigation: Pair-up members from the State and KPMG teams so they can form a cooperative working relationship throughout the project / moves will happen in January
· Better understand the skillsets and use those to their full potential. Mitigation: Utilize Agency reps more. Understand that some have better system / data analytic skills than others and may be able to take lead on some tasks. 
· Speaking specifically of the project team, it always feels as though I am playing catch up to understand what is happening and who is working on what. Monday meetings are a great idea, but it seems like those that are reporting out are not giving information that could be useful. 
· Making all DAS employees work from one location (@ OBM Air Center) for the duration of hypercare cuts off access to their regular work files (G:/drive) and creates potential firewall issues with other necessary programs. No access to DAS servers. Mitigation: Allow more than one work location for hypercare with regular update/check-in meetings to keep everyone on the same page
· War Room had limited value for R1, however, with greater usage and richer feature set in R2, this construct should not be abandoned. Mitigation: Maintain War Room, consider telecommunication requirements
· Logistical difficulties in using OSS as hypercare site (ex;  no access to building before 7:30a must be out of building by 5:50p, wi-fi only access). Mitigation: Suggest an alternative location to using OSS for hypercare

	5. Requirements and Scope
	· Interaction during Discovery was very good, and at the proper level.
· It was sometimes unclear which roles were responsible for verifying requirements had been met. No accessibility to RTM. Mitigation: RTM Analysis – clearly define which roles are responsible for RTM analysis. Add RTM to project SharePoint site.
· Design team should have more time to get more familiar with R1 requirements heading into discovery sessions. Mitigation: Share the RTM well ahead of discovery sessions / Housed on SharePoint
· Interaction during Discovery was very good, and at the proper level. Continue the context and direction of the Discovery work, not bogging things down with alteration of requirements. Requirements should be detailed here, not solutioned.
· Design sessions went mostly smoothly. When we get sidetracked or items put on the parking lot, we need to have some additional team meetings for those longer discussions.

	6. Estimating and Contracting
	· N/A

	7. Planning
	· N/A

	8. Risk
	· N/A

	9. Architecture, Configuration and Information Management
	· Design decisions not documented in a timely manner -- too difficult to review during build/test if documentation is available at all. (x2). Mitigation: State needs to document all design decisions to then review against KPMG RTM. Also need to know if any State decision makers did not agree with or had exceptions to decisions made in design so these can be validated during testing.
· Training examples should come from core team (x2) . Mitigation: Ask team for input prior to creation
· Agencies were not involved in training material reviews, and errors were subsequently identified when it was too late to correct them prior to rollout of the materials (x3) . Mitigation: Involve agencies from the beginning of training material development activities / Training Strategy is being updated for R2 to document these activities
· No training given for iValua application. Mitigation: Learned the systems on my own
· Administrator training materials were missing . Mitigation: Ensure training materials for administrators are developed, at least for some of the most common administrator functions (e.g., adding/removing users, updating workflows/notifications/announcements in the system, etc.)
· “How To” processes for parts of the system were never passed on to State staff. Mitigation: More quick reference guides need to be developed and published in a location that is accessible by whomever needs them
· Need in person training for users. Mitigation: Set up dates and book rooms in advance to accommodate being able to train in person, also establish training locations outside of central Ohio / ILT is scheduled for R2
· No knowledge transfer. Mitigation: No official knowledge transfer documentation

	10. Quality
	· System seems very good
· We need Ivalua experts who know full functionality onsite. Have direct participation from Ivalua to answer questions about product capabilities. Resolution: Ivalua on site or immediately interactive on the phone / Ivalua will be onsite for all R2 Design sessions
· State team members did not provide much feedback on deliverables. Mitigation: Carefully plan which deliverables should be reviewed by design team members, and clearly communicate the expectations for them to review deliverables. / Deliverable RACI to be updated in January
· Deliverable acceptance process lasts significantly longer than expected/accounted for. Mitigation: Involve State in production of deliverables, or provide iterative components of deliverables for interim review.  Establish de facto acceptance procedure after second State review.
· Design session reviews did not occur during the design phase. Mitigation: Need additional design review sessions to occur other than just the initial meeting sessions.
· Build is not iterative - no visibility on progress or tie back to decisions. Mitigation: Bring build in closer to design sessions. If system is so configurable this shouldn't be such a problem. / Meeting on 1/7/19
· Build iteratively with self contained functional targets (ie – Supplier Management, Payment, Invoicing, etc) and Provide view only access to build components as developed (iteratively self-contained). Mitigation: Provides capability to produce sub releases rather than releases in their entirety which should smooth out Build Review Process
· I personally felt I was in the dark on the build aspect at times. While we went over things together, the actual demo / testing was more of a “find our errors”. (x2) Mitigation: Ensure the agency and DAS staff review the build in detail prior to the other 8 agencies testing. I realize we were on a tight schedule in R-1 but prior to R-2 testing, we really need to make the time to demo first.
· Build validation session was not effective, examples incomplete or unclear (x2). Mitigtion: Build validation sessions should be limited to core team participation – a demo for all early adopter agencies should be delivered separately / Meeting on 1/9-1/10 to re-plan
· Set proper expectation for Build Review Process. Mitigation: Build review is not a “second chance to reconsider”, nor is it a training exercise, but rather a review to determine if critical requirements have been missed or misrepresented
· SIT is the phase that should be used to verify the RTM is covered, not UAT. Mitigation: SIT must have script coverage for all requirements
· UAT defects needed to be validated by KPMG before being entered into JIRA, which understates the issues found by the State’s testers. Mitigation: Have all defects found by the State’s testers input into a test tracking tool they have access to, complete defect triage in the tool and if there are illegitimate defects they can be categorized that way but at least there is a record of what was reported
· State had limited visibility into test tool. Mitigation: Change test tracking tool to TFS / meeting on 1/3
· It is not clear that all defects are being reported. Mitigation: Log all proposed defects into test tracking tool after initial analysis to ensure it is not a duplicate
· UAT should mirror actual day to day operations as much as possible, and testers should not be asked to assume roles they do not normally do. (x7) Mitigation: UAT test scripts should focus on getting the system accepted rather than verifying requirements (which will be done in SIT).
· State staff went into UAT with limited knowledge of how the system works (x3). Mitigation: Allow the State to participate more fully in SIT execution
· The test was more of a “fix our errors” test. Mitigation: Allowing for more time by the team will be beneficial in R-2.
· Not involving core team that are tasked with creating test scripts in actually creating the scripts which were poorly written. (x4) Mitigation: These should be sent to the team early. We would have gladly fixed the writing errors within a day
· Many of the script writing failures from SIT were not corrected moving into UAT. Mitigation: Plan more time between SIT and UAT to allow for review/refinement of test scripts.
· No visibility into the types of tickets opened, just numbers reported. Mitigation: Summary of tickets should be supplied daily regarding types: log in issues / catalog issues / etc.
· No way for core team to know issues that have been submitted. Not shown certain resolutions. Unable to see the resolution to provide assistance for future cases Mitigation: Either give team access to view or provide report of issues
· Allowing data to be put in the system that was not scrubbed garbage in garbage out-No data validation by State and not addressed when brought up. Mitigation: Scrub data
· Errors in catalog data were not discovered until data validation phase – should have been discovered during the catalog build and review process by contract. Mitigation: Review catalog template with contract analysts; highlight areas of template that caused confusion or errors in R1 / Training on 1/8/19
· Take additional time to think through all Data templates needed. KPMG should submit all of these they know about up front so we know what we are looking at. Mitigation: KPMG must get us all data templates early on, so we can review them / standardize our data. Even if these may change through design. 
· State SIT efforts should put a greater focus on data validation and data quality than we experienced on R1. Mitigation: Data quality and data consistency are arguably the two most critical success factors in determining overall system defects
· Good communication so far. Response time was excellent, turnaround for defects well within SLA. KPMG response to tickets was initially good. There are a few lingering tickets for ODOT that seem to vanish. Ex. MOL for GBEX.
· Data validation required specific instructions. Mitigation: Provide detailed instructions on how to complete data validation activities
· Feedback on data validation was limited, which led to assumptions being made about what data had been validated. Mitigation: Consider establishing a data validation tracker to list assignments for team members where they need to document pass/fail results
· It did not feel like there was a coordinated data validation plan in place until after SIT and UAT.  This made the process rushed and risked the project not meeting the anticipated go-live (x2) . Mitigation: Create a data validation plan prior to the completion of or in parallel with SIT/UAT and provide plenty of time prior to planned go-live to validate data and address any potential data related issues (x2)
· Org structure for example. Issues arose too close to implementing to address. Mitigation: Data should be gathered and discrepancies found at the analyze state.
· Bill to / Ship to. . Mitigation: We could have addressed that very early on.
· Not using real data to test; Not having full sets of real data loaded to test (x2) . Mitigation: Have actually role security set up for actual agency/user role
· Where is master data coming from who is making the decision of what and where to pull from? . Mitigation: Document and provide details to core team of where master data is being pulled from and who made the decision.
· Environments: Need a sandbox before. Mitigation: The earlier we get a sandbox, the better. Even if it is not state data

	11. Project Management
	· Release was delivered on time, on expected budget.
· People being called into meetings at the last minute or halfway through, making it harder to fully understand the context of what is being discussed or asked. Actin: Review the agenda before sending the meeting invite to be sure all necessary participants and SME’s have been invited to attend; update the invitation list as soon as agenda items change
· All project Leads not invited to daily standup Lead meetings. Mitigation: Include Entire Core team Leads in meetings / started 1/7/19
· Excluding core team from critical meetings. Mitigation: Invite core team to meetings
· Deciding that State team be excluded from meetings because the meetings are scheduled after hours. Mitigation: Invite core team to meetings no matter the time of day meeting is scheduled
· Separate meetings with State and project implementer. Mitigation: Hold meetings with the State and project implementer attending
· Need agendas before the meetings to prepare. Mitigation: Provide agenda to analyze meetings day prior to meeting
· Action items are not updated in a timely manner. Mitigation: Assign individual to get status on open issues, risks and action items on a weekly basis and update the lists on SharePoint / assigned to JB
· Build was very quiet as an agency rep. I did not have any meeting invites from the time we went from design until SIT. I am sure there were many decisions made and issues worked on during this time. Mitigation: This should be mitigated already by the Tuesday morning “To do” list meetings. 
· It was difficult to determine if the build activities were on track. Mitigation: Create a tracker that tracks progress against every build object 
· Multiple instances where design team members indicated that they were not clear on expectations or what needed done. Mitigation: Start documenting action items and due dates in SharePoint, regularly follow up and review statuses
· Lack of clear direction, too many emails with vague requests-Since Oct 1st received over 900 project related emails; Lack of creating way to track tasks, creating the tasks and informing the team who is assigned and detailing deadlines. Mitigation: Use the SP site to track and assign tasks to specific team members, this would eliminate a great number of emails that are sent to groups of people with tasks that need completed but no clear direction of when they are due and who the tasks are assigned to.
· If there is a document we could all see of ongoing team tasks, that would be great.
· Need to communicate project schedule to project team on a regular basis. Mitigation: Review project schedule with design team weekly
· Hard to know what the scope is for the day. Mitigation: Provide agenda to team prior day to team / Refer to SharePoint for Action Log and Weekly Project Plan PDF
· Courtesy: Difficulty in getting points across if you are on the phone. There are some team members that like to speak over others, or cut them off. Mitigation: I appreciate R asking each person if they have anything additional. This has helped. We need a reminder to not interrupt each other until the person is done making their point. Reinforce with folks that they have an obligation to finish speaking, and it is ok to tell that person to wait until you are done.

	12. Decision Making
	· Fast response time for issues
· Non State Program team members making and executing decisions without input/discussions from central team. Action: Keep core State team involved in all aspects of decisions
· Design decision being changed after core team designs without telling team of the change and who made the decision (x2). Action: Advise core team of any changes to design decisions and advise who approved the change document dates decisions made in writing
· Concern of major decisions being made in a silo – Ex. the dealer’s decision was made by Sandy, Andrew, etc., then not communicated well. It moved on quickly. Action: Is there a decisions document? / State will be utilizing the SharePoint decision log going forward for all decisions.
· Decisions were made at different points to go with certain functionality in iValua  in R1 with what appears to be little to no regard for how this will work along with OAKS in future releases (e.g.: data and configurations within the Marketplace catalogs could have impacts later with the inception of interfaces for the eProcurement and Strategic Sourcing modules, but those team members were largely left out of the catalog design and build discussions). Action: Keeping all impacted parties (stakeholders and SMEs) involved in design/build discussions will go a long way toward making sure we are not creating hurdles to be cleared in a future release.
· Ensure decisions are made in a timely fashion. E.g.: Open question on how to handle dealers remained open well into Build phase, and was only real jeopardy item from R1
· Decisions being made at higher levels which have direct impacts to work in progress by other members of the team, but those members are not advised until they “hear it through the grapevine”. Mitigation: Decisions related to design and build should be clearly documented in a central location for reference; any changes should be formally documented and communicated to all impacted team members so that everyone remains on the same page
· Design decisions taken to executive team outcomes not communicated back to team (x4). Mitigation: A core team meeting should be held after the executive team meeting to inform the team of decisions
· Some design decisions required the design team to follow up with business owners, causing minor delays in finalizing design decisions. Mitigation: Proactively identify design decisions that will require business owner involvement, conduct the work required to finalize such decisions prior to design sessions
· Courtesy: Attentive in design sessions. Mitigation:  Design decisions were missed due to multi-tasking during sessions.

	13. Miscellaneous, Other Comments
	· There is great communication in some areas and not great in others. I am at time unsure who is working on what, so I don’t know who to follow up with. Overall, big picture communication was great.
· Not enough internal project communications with KPMG. Add a weekly project team meeting to include KPMG staff.
· My only concern is the verbiage contractor is using relates more to other states and or other engagements they had prior to Ohio. Mitigation: Be sure that contractor is aware the Ohio terminology  moving forward.
· Not all project team members are aware of communications being sent from OCM team (ex: suppliers communications regarding order contact change during hypercare). Mitigation: A more concerted effort to make sure all project team members are aware of communications being sent both internally and externally.
· No single source for communication. Lack of Communication. Mitigation: Provide a plan of how information will be communicated so everyone understands and is on the same page
· It is difficult to know if other SMEs are needed in specific design sessions without a detailed agenda. Mitigation: Provide a detailed agenda for each design session as part of invitation
· Opinions being given without researching is a risk for R2. Ex – IT OITR&P that is not needed today, but almost all agencies thought it was. Reminder to be careful that we consider impact of our decisions on all state agencies.
· Untimely response to cases submitted Mitigation: Provide some way for users to know status of ticket
· OSS tickets – need some manner of visibility. Mitigation: We submit so many tickets, it is hard to keep track of which are still pending. Is there a consolidated ticket list published? This may help.
· Lack of communication about where a ticket should be submitted. Mitigation: Send out communication or post on website
· Hypercare weeks 1 and 2 were overstaffed. Mitigation: Consider more efficient use of staff 
· KPMG not on site during entire hypercare period (x2). Mitigation: Scheduling should include on site KPMG staff at all times
· Day one OSS was not up and running at 8:00 a.m. as directed. I believe I was the first caller inquiring why GBEX was not available. We had staged orders ready to process the morning of December 17th. Mitigation: Better communication prior to the roll out a broadcast email should be enough
· Lack of communication early with suppliers about CxML and punch out capabilities. Mitigation: Set plan and communicate with suppliers community about CxML and establish plan to establish connections with Suppliers early on many suppliers need months 
· Punch out catalogs. Mitigation: Determine that the supplier has the capability for a punch out catalog before pursuing this method / meeting 1/3/19
· Evaluating catalog types. Mitigation: Make sure the catalog is a good fit for an eCatalog
· Creating a catalog template prior to receiving official template. Mitigation: Varying versions of the catalog template
· Upload templates for catalog and contracts went through many revisions due to a misunderstanding of all the required data elements, format of data, and lack of communication. This led to duplication of efforts and overall process inefficiency. . Mitigation: Coordinated effort between the consultant and State teams to understand data elements required for R2 and then creating a plan to capture and maintain that data prior to loading into the system. This plan should be communicated with stakeholders who own the data.
· Catalog approval process . Mitigation: SharePoint or iValua should be used for catalog approval/denial




eLicense Ohio
September 17, 2018

The answers to the key question below apply to the migration from CAVU to the Salesforce platform. These answers do not apply to the Irondata project. Responses were provided by the project owner.

	Focus Area
	Notes

	1. Goal and Vision
	· Buy-in and commitment and readiness was not present at project startup (E)
· Enormous project & magnitude – high complexity with many parts (E)

	2. Leadership and Governance
	· Active governance / Leadership Advisory Panel that included representatives from small, medium and large boards in terms of size and complexity was positive (O)
· OIT negotiating on the behalf of the board with the vendor was helpful as was the inclusion of OIT and DAS representatives in the project (E)
· Didn’t have the SC at the beginning but it did surface (E)
· Steering Committee was Supportive of Q&A and information (E)
· Some question regarding who was in control DAS or Supplier (E)
· Spun some governance wheels in the beginning and even now (E)
· Cost transparency to the Steering Committee is not there (E)
· A lesson in governance – each entity was dealt with/handled separately (E)
· Steering Committee Structure could’ve been better and formation was uncertain (E)
· Not on Steering Committee but saw committee work (E)
· Leadership near the end and post iron data was communicating well and transparent (E)
· Review Committee worked well and was transparent – being able to stay in conversations that occurred was very constructive.  (E)


	3. Stakeholder Engagement
	· Interactive communication to project stakeholders through monthly meetings was important (O)
· Need for organizational change management was initially underestimated; adjustments were made to fulfill this role (O)

	4. Team
	· OIT consistency was very helpful but different vendor personnel for each release agency was part of created some communication and retraining issues for both the board and the vendor (E)
· Supplier had some talented staff, was able to identify needs and did deliver. (E)
· Data prep conversion work load was unexpected, Staffing resources to support project deliverables not aligned to the requirement. The surprise was the workload to support the project (E)
· Project team reporting structure was vague and the infrastructure org changed more than three time on the state side  (E)
· Staff(s) required to spend too much time on project  (U). 
· State had BA appointed to be the bridge between agencies and supplier although BA did not do the due diligence and often misrepresented/confused to the supplier (E)
· Prep team wasn’t around long enough (U)

	5. Requirements and Scope
	· Salesforce constraints against operational requirements in some cases. Board/vendor misunderstanding of workflow in early sessions and UAT sessions, Misalignment of terminology in use (E)
· Vendor was willing to work through complexities and reach positive outcomes (E)
· Not sure if “enterprise” standardization is fully sustainable given variation in different agency needs. No one comprehensive discovery occurred… segregation of board in design did not serve the state but it served the supplier. Still a great deal of off system tasks and processes. Automation within the transaction was a struggle. Consolidation occurred and that created process changes. If the program was unified the solution would look different (E)
· Got satisfaction within this organization regarding processes and accommodations (E)
· Trying to roll out too much too soon at one time – ODX insertion was not logical, and caused a lot of rework and confusion. ODX caused pain and suffering as it was not a smooth addition to the applciation (E)
· Moving too fast and did not do enough evaluation (E)
· Full scale review of Laws and Rules did not happen up front (U)
· The solution ended up hard coding some bad processes (U)
· Portal searchability of the public facing side of the inquires is weak (U)
· Business License not considered early (as a group/in mass) (U)
· Design Session vendor was prepared, and the sessions were timely (U)

	6. Estimating and Contracting
	· Use of RFP as procurement and contracting vehicle instead of State Term Schedule recommended for future (O)
· Cost allocation process lead by DAS was not transparent. Not sure about the value due to a lack of understanding about the budget. Cost went up +6 fold from legacy system cost. Putting the cost of R&D on budgets without offset funding. Ok with the cost structure 10K licenses – not a heavy but OK with fees. ($3.50 no big deal) (E)
· Judgement calls on Contract Change Requests and costs. DAS is wrestling with who and how to pay for what; unclear about what is in cost/price (E)

	7. Planning
	· Upfront planning of roadmap and release schedule to include mixture of boards while taking into account renewal schedules worked well (O)

	8. Risk
	N/A

	9. Architecture, Configuration and Information Management
	· Uncomfortable training environment – didn’t set well with the folks, poorly executed (E)
· Readiness at launch was not a strength / On Job Training (OJT used) (E)
· “Reporting” knowledge transfer was not enough (E)
· Struggling to evolve and struggling with cross training (E)
· Training is now a problem and confusion on who is responsible for long term training and process documentation (E)
· Knowledge transfer could’ve been better (E)
· Change management deficiencies (E)
· Wave 2 – wave education did occur and self-selection was available (E)
· Documentation – No tracking of changes  (U)
· Training content missing early on  (U)
· Training for changes didn’t exist  (U)
· Training not deep enough  (U)
· Not sure if current build includes the evolutions from the other launches and waves (E)

	10. Quality
	· Multiple mock data conversions in collaboration with the boards through the data conversion process was helpful (O)
· Uncertainty between State/supplier during testing (U). 
· Notification of changes to the enterprise  (U)
· CSC backlog notification absent and low profile of CSC contact information was a surprise. Workflow of support calls came into question (U)
· Testing Scripts Needed Improvement and people needed training on use of scripts  (U)
· No continuous reconciliation of revenue between eLicense, CBOSS, and OAKS/TOS, requiring modified deposits (E)
· Audit issues into the Treasury (U)
· Product issues / Concerns – as delivered: confidentiality, license type, business process shortfalls, complexity, password reset (U)
· The need for forced work arounds was a surprise (U)
· Inflexibility of system and “nothing we can do” to fix it. E.g. Search for names: all contacts come up in search results, can’t tell which license in search results (U)
· End Product is satisfactory and flexible (U)
· Email and Public records request process concerns (U)
· Documentation by all parties was critical (E)
· UAT Support identified some confusion between user error and bug identification (U)

	11. Project Management
	· Release schedule that focused on monthly large releases but also accommodating for more frequent hot-fixes to accommodate more urgent needs was important plus (O)
· Timing in waves effected ability to leverage lessons learned in previous waves. Being a later wave was perceived as being smoother (E)
· Not able to meet conversion deadlines in earlier scheduled releases. Data conversion became a problem and became a schedule issue (E)
· Supplier supposedly had done this in other states but “the experience” did not translate over to this project. First phase was too ad hoc (E)
· Roll-Out dates kept moving  (U)
· System Integrator project end date constraints  (U)
· Release 5 was first experience to “OPT IN”, the option was taken but the experience has not been productive (E)

	12. Decision Making
	· Project had to react to changing legislation and rules of boards that were already in production while still onboarding and migrating boards and commissions into the system (O)

	13. Miscellaneous, Other Comments
	· Larger pilot scope would have been useful-- More representative of boards and license types – mixture of individual and business license types; More core licensure capability – pilot focused on a subset of licensing capability; More up-front enterprise design and planning (O)
· Allow ample time between implementation for a new constituent groups/license type and the start of their license renewal period (O)
· The need for call center/help desk to assist end users with registration and login assistance was not anticipated. Most boards were not equipped to hand the increase in call volume. Using the Customer Service Center was a helpful positive (O, E)
· Still in mode of discovery on system capabilities and deficiencies (E)
· Top three priorities going forward: (1) Developing internal SalesForce/Basic.Gov talent, (2) See beyond what Supplier said the system could do, (3) Sorting out the cost and investment model, long term (E)
· Priorities: (1) Need to develop conversation and talk track for new administration, (2) TRAINNING AND EVOLUTION OF PRODUCT IS THE BIG DEAL (3) Addition of more give and take with the customer (the Board) during development process. (E)
· Currently, changes or adjustments require weeks or months of prep , not as flexible, not ideal. Changes and support process is unclear at this time. (E)
· Self-service for small adjustment needed in the future (letters, etc.)  (E)
· Not sure about who/how to make change (E)
· Hypercare wasn’t long enough (E)
· Some aspects of applications till not complete (U)
· Future release communication could be enhanced (U)





Ohio Benefits Project (2013-2018)
September 6, 2018

Key Questions (Responses were provided by the project owner):  
· What worked well for this project or for the project team?
· Considerable focus on upfront planning, RFP development and vendor selection. 
· Strong HHS Governance led by the Ohio Office of Health Transformation and partnership/collaboration between the Departments of Administrative Services (DAS), Medicaid (ODM) and Job and Family Services (ODJFS). 
· Active engagement and coordination with the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) and Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS), our Federal partners, supporting the programs and project. 
· Dedicated and comprehensive organizational change management effort to support the project. Specific efforts include:
· Robust stakeholder engagement including focused effort working with the 88 Counties and building strong ties to the Ohio Job and Family Services Directors Association (OJFSDA)
· Comprehensive and inclusive training strategy and execution including training in the Counties as well as web based offerings
· Dedicated resources to provide on-site support to Counties during the largest releases. 
· Deliberate decision to focus on quality. Strategy included:
· Conducting a robust pilot program by selecting 5 Counties to pilot the new SNAP/TANF functionality prior to releasing to all 88 Counties.
· Substantial time and effort dedicated to testing efforts, and in particular user acceptance testing.
· Release schedule that focused on monthly or quarterly large releases but also accommodating for more frequent hot-fixes to accommodate more urgent needs. 
· What did not work well for this project or for the project team? N/A
· What could have been done over or differently? N/A
· What surprises did the team have to deal with?
· Project began under very tight deadlines given the Affordable Care Act deadline and Ohio’s expansion of Medicaid. 
· Project had to adapt and be responsive to a variety of policy changes from ODM, the most significant being the policy change from a 209B to a 1634 State. 
· The uniqueness of each of the County office in terms of structure, systems used as well as approach toward citizen engagement proved a challenge for the project team as the Counties adopted a new system and changed processes to adopt efficiencies. 
· The project had over 150 unique stakeholders across the State that required attention and unique communication and engagement needs. Many of which are strong voices and partners across the State and local community.  
· What project circumstances were not anticipated? N/A
· Were the project goals attained? If not, what changes need to be made to meet goals in the future?
· The Ohio Benefits project has exceeded the goals that were originally set by the Office of Health Transformation. The impact of the Ohio Benefits project extends far beyond the originally anticipated objectives. The project has become a nationally recognized program for not only its successful implementation of one of the largest and most complex projects across the nation, but furthermore, for the robust portfolio of innovative and transformative projects the project has pioneered (i.e. Enterprise EDMS, Robotics Process Automation, IVR, etc). 


Ohio Department of Transportation, 
OAKS Onboarding (August 2015 to date)
October 5, 2017

DOT drivers behind decision to terminate project:
· Complex nature of DOT’s business needs
· Limited extensibility of OAKS in its current form to meet DOT’s business needs
· The level of restructuring necessary within the existing OAKS system to meet those needs, and 
· The level of ongoing maintenance necessary due to the level of customization required. 
DOT has chosen to abandon OAKS adoption and pursue building a stand-alone system to meet its business needs. 
 
	Focus Area
	Notes

	1. Goal and Vision
	· Lack of agreement on the weeds. 
· Did not have all resources aligned. Agency leads were not aligned at second tier. 
· Lost sight of the reason of the project. Original project primary purpose (replace Appropriation Accounting/mainframe) is still outstanding. Ended up moving forward with peripheral needs. 

	2. Leadership and Governance
	· At the beginning, went to the effort of getting upper management buy in (executive directors partners). this was positive.
· Central agencies charges and objectives don’t always align with agency objectives.
· Governance Structure within Agency—agency governance worked, had vision alignment. Agency leadership trusted project leadership and sponsor, even when the project ran into trouble and issues were raised. 
· Governance fell apart at enterprise level.  Process was not followed and partner agencies worked outside of established and agreed-upon governance protocol. 

	3. Stakeholder Engagement
	· Lack of vision from the front line staff. DOT was not going to achieve transformation. 
· Front line staff has to either be brought in on the vision or moved out of the way. 
· Contractor had some good recommendations but partner agencies would not agree or couldn’t bring the ideas forward.  
· Partner agencies didn’t hold people in the trenches accountable. Amount of resistance from line staff led to solutions that would not meet DOT’s needs. 
· OCM needs to be applied before the project starts in order to get people ready to change.

	4. Team
	· DOT assigned its best resources to project. 
· Vendor did not bring top shelf resources and did not deliver. Did not have skill set and experienced too much turn over.
· DOT team demoralized by outcome of project to date. OAKS and agency PMs working together was positive. ODOT PM was SME on ODOT process, OAKS PM was SME on large vendor driven projects. 

	5. Requirements and Scope
	· Requirements gathering should have been done together and agencies should have gotten alignment on business requirements before proceeding.
· The breath of scope was too much.   The architecture study painted a “pie in sky”, “fix everything in one cycle” approach. 
· DOT needs to be reasonable on the scope. Project sponsors feel it overreached – should’ve just stuck with AA. 
· DOT internally kept adding to RFP before it was released. Project sponsors feel internal additions of scope were detrimental. 

	6. Estimating and Contracting
	· Significant delay in contracting. 
· New (to DOT) procurement method (using OIT eternal contractor). Engagement of outside resources might have also delayed contracting. DOT thought its RFP was complete and did not need additional resources to let to market. 
· Did not know that a design build approach was possible – that would have been preferred. 
· In the future, agency needs more options to help it avoid similar supplier problems. 
· Cycle time between selection and award–there was a significant delay. The process to initially contract took too long, as did descoping of financial requirements.
· Descoping of financial requirements was a positive for the state. All agencies involved were on the same page. 
· Deliverable based versus T&M – deliverables served DOT much better.

	7. Planning
	N/A

	8. Risk
	· Trying to get other agencies to take over core DOT functions is problematic because of mission misalignment. 

	9. Architecture, Configuration and Information Management
	N/A

	10. Quality
	· Contracted OCM was not effective. Did not deliver actions, just supervised, made sure “things got done”. In future would like to build out internal OCM and have staff do work directly. 
· Quality of solutions brought by vendor was low. 

	11. Project Management
	N/A

	12. Decision Making
	N/A

	13. Miscellaneous, Other Comments
	· Project leadership stated that, in the next project, they are seeking a faster, easier, best of breed implementation that would have a higher likelihood of success.
· Project leadership noted that VMO recommendations were not applied equally by all agency partners in the project. 





Commerce, Liquor Control (August 2015 to date)
October 5, 2017

Original implementation of Liquor Control Modernization (v1.0) relied heavily on customizations to tailor software to legacy process. The system experienced a high degree of fragility and instability and was determined to be in need of replacement upon delivery. Requirements were written by a third party with little to no business involvement. The resulting system was volatile and vulnerable. COM had no opportunity/potential to return to the legacy system. Pain points associated with v1.0 were exacerbated by the small staff size (15 department employees and 15 external auditors). V1.0 onboarding was unstructured. Supplier owned project plan and included no state-side activities, resulting in significant gaps. Project had difficulty getting supplier personnel and COM personnel on site at the appropriate time. Implementation was “big bang” with no roll back plan. 

Second implementation (v2.0) changes made from v1.0 lessons learned and additional successes and pain points:
· Relied on requirements driven by the business needs with heavy involvement from staff that did the day-to-day work.  
· Agency champion was new to division and drove process change.  Business owners examined existing processes for opportunities to modernize and simplify. Relationship to sister agency reinforced business mindset. External perspective was derived from OIT resources assigned to v2.0. SMEs obtained clear visibility into pain points by using v1.0 and initial system failures made personnel more open to change in v2.0. 
· Configuration was used instead of customizations to improve system stability. Focused on standardizing, getting backbone (order management, supply chain) to work, knowing they could add and refine (efficiency, technical improvements, business improvements) once backbone is stable. Future vision being worked now that foundation is built – a lot of chance to accelerate. However, not really a clean, single final vision (still a barrier/pain point). 
· V2.0 used a phased released (11 weeks) and took the system from concept to operations in 4 months.  Used a limited release process during go-live as well – slow build up, methodical roll out. (e.g. initial retail location deployment was small (5 stores) in a tight geographical area so COM team could provide hands on support.) COM staff was concerned about the length of deployment (several months) but the early successes mitigated those concerns and underscored the prudence of a long roll out. It built confidence and COM could tell if something was or was not working as designed and if there was a real problem. 
· The project team used a “war room” approach to convene all personnel resources (COM, OIT, supplier, executives, JobsOhio) to improve information sharing and increase the speed and consistency of decision-making. 
· Staff augmentation was critical to supplement the small COM staff size. 
· Under v2.0, COM was able to successfully implement the new system, new pricing, new transportation/logistics, a warehouse consolidation and deploying to 465 outlets. 
· Town halls and on-site training were offered for v2.0, even at outlet locations. 
· Supplier was reluctant to integrate its plan with state activities. PM developed state-side plan for full implementation of phases in 10 weeks. This include everything needed to get to go-live, 6-month post go-live support, and any part of the business or work stream effected by the system implementation.  To handle the large volume of activities, the COM PM used division of labor strategy with the team to accomplish all the needed tasks. This helped the project identify gaps and improve resourcing, though resource gaps could have been addressed earlier. 
· Used daily checkpoints in am and pm, as well as conference calls to keep team aligned. Development team had 3 meetings per week. PMO and leads met Tuesdays, all hands met Wednesday for a stand up, leadership met on Thursday. This allowed decisions and information to flow efficiently among the groups. Late in development (month 2-3) meeting schedule became purely action oriented and occurred multiple times per day. 
· Some confusion on roles and responsibilities not enough definitions of lanes, a lot of grey area. When leadership transitioned, there was increased clarity in roles.  Additionally, the project methodology broke down silos, increased knowledge transfer and encouraged working across lanes and silos. COM staff moved from Tussing Road location to War Room which also helped reduce silos. People on the business side felt more included and it ensured “legacy” and project resources were consolidated in advance of v2.0 go live. Team better understood the size, scope and complexity of the effort. 
· A structured management plan was developed post go-live. 
· The method they used to make decisions and triage problems was developed on the fly but it was implemented and worked. 
· Project was treated like it was a division project when it really had agency-wide impacts. 
· Issues with supplier personnel being on site for sufficient time continued through v2.0. Payment process was fixed fee with 50% balloon payment at the end-model did not make the project a priority for them. Supplier was determined to be less responsive than expected. 
· Executive sponsorship of v2.0 was very strong. 
· Agency was unprepared for financial burden – hardware, software, ongoing support. 
· The COM and supplier team engaged in management of expectations and strong communication. Important to manage day 1 expectations--some expected perfect. Still working to resolve some defects after month 3 of run. Had to distinguish between can you run the business versus overreacting because of some problems. Strong communications heled to mitigate this in v2.0.

Enterprise Grants Management System (GEM)
Interim Lessons Learned, November 2017

Scope Definition and Control
Discovery Process:
· Agencies were engaged early in the process through the BPR effort. 
· Sessions with contractor discovery did not actually result in refinement of requirement at the level expected. Additional sessions were required subsequently to review, refine and finalize requirements.
· There was little to no alignment or collaboration between sub and prime functional teams in developing the data collection or discovery session approach.
· No standardized, repeatable process was followed.
· Functional team was not fully engaged and bought-in to the discovery and requirements gathering processes.
Requirements Gathering:
· Agencies were heavily involved in defining the building blocks of the enterprise business process which became requirements for the RFP.
· The RFP was comprehensive in terms of outlining requirements expectations.
· The RFP ultimately became the vendor response and the contract which did not provide for deeper clarification of areas of scope and responsibility.
· Scope of OCM and Training was primarily oriented around training responsibilities and lesser so around OCM including sponsor development and leadership alignment.
Requirements Management: 
· Engagement with other states implementing same product has been very helpful in understanding base product capabilities versus potential enhancements.
· Use of contractor tools has made traceability of requirements challenging to anyone 
· outside of contractor team.

Schedule Definition and Control
Work Plan Development: 
· State program and sustainment plan are being developed.
· Agency onboarding playbook with repeatable processes will be developed.
· Work plan development was cumbersome and sat solely with deputy PM. This made updating of the plan challenging for work stream leads. 
· A comprehensive and complete workplan is still not available as of 
· 11 months into the project, which impacts the team's ability to effectively manage to milestones and critical path.
· Approach to standard definitions of percentage complete (i.e., started =25%) led to difference in opinion as to actual level of task completion.
· Task owners were not consistently identified for each task.
· Task dependencies were embedded so deeply that when task beginning and end dates change, those changes impacted many other project plan lines.
· Critical path was not easy to discern from the format of the project plan. Slack had to be used to determine even a fundamental view towards critical path.
· Contractor resource making updates to the project plan did so on an ad hoc basis - sometimes daily, sometimes as needed - but this frequency was not communicated to work stream leads. Therefore, work stream leads did not know which plan was most current because there was no active master.
Project Management Methodology:
· Use of State standard templates and tools was highly inconsistent. Introduction and adoption of State standard templates required numerous meetings between State and Vendor resources.
· Use of contractor tools for requirements management to support contractor sprint methodology kept data captive in that system. Vendor and State resources were not able to access the data.
· State standard templates were not available for key deliverables and work products such as testing, reporting, environment strategies or deployment plans.
· Deliverable and work product tracker is not being used in the intended manner and is not current or complete.
· Use of hybrid of waterfall and agile development methodologies has been problematic for status reporting. It has been nearly impossible to understand development status between the two methodologies.
· Sprint related status reporting has been cumbersome and has not actually established a clear understanding throughout the development process.
· Vendor team has not consistently followed PMM for deliverable and work product submission, review and approval cycles.
· Quality measures are in place but it is difficult to implement them across the project due to the nature of the team structure.

Cost Estimating and Control
Resource Planning and Management – Vendor: 
· Vendor has not clearly defined its resource plan and had to add numerous resources to catch up and stay on track.
· Vendor did not partner with State in making decisions about resources in terms of ensuring skillset needs were met or when resources were rolled off. Although they are not required to do so, it would have been helpful in 
· maintaining continuity.
· Differences between Prime and Sub in terms of when they are going to be onsite and coverage resource PTO has impacted continuity and progress.


Resource Planning and Management – State: 
· Use of standard OAKS project role model (i.e., Project Manager and OCMT Lead) in full time, dedicated role provided continuity through Discovery and Design phases.
· No State resource plan was developed to address all phases of the project. Needs may have changed throughout the phases.
· No State resource was identified as the owner of testing activities.
· Backfill plans should have been defined and implemented earlier to provide support for key roles such as business/functional lead.
· Interactions and integration with other OAKS projects could have been tighter to drive enterprise visibility.

Governance Oversight and Quality Management 
Governance Structure & Effectiveness: 
· A project Steering Committee structure was not established early in the project. Decision making authority was not clear and thus, was not widely communicated so project team members and related stakeholders clearly understood the decision-making process or overall governance model.
· Structure does not make it easy to evaluate overall project and enterprise risk levels or to define a comprehensive risk mitigation plan.
Decision Making: 
· Required policy changes related to implementation are understood and a plan is in place to author and publish these using existing protocols.
· Project specific decisions were often re-visited and re-decisioned.
· Project design specific decisions were not always communicated consistently across the project team to ensure all were clear on the outcomes.
· Some governance and decision making was handled through OAKS Steering Committee and others through the project.
· Escalation protocols were not clear.
Change Requests and Control:
· Deloitte provided a good case for why PeopleSoft was needed. Ultimately, they did not do as good of job justifying the need to retain it in the enterprise solution.
· The Project Change Request (PCR) process was extraordinarily protracted and extended out over more than 4 months, resulting in fragmentation of work pre-and post-PCR due to confusion about scope of work.
· The PCR process did not provide early visibility of the outcomes to OBM/business sponsor team. They were provided with details far late into the process and considerable time was required to revisit and refine the State's position in response to the vendors proposed changes.
· High PCR cost made the State rethink their solution.
Risk and Issue Management:
· Risks and issues were captured using an enterprise tool to allow for broader scrutiny of them at an enterprise level. 
· Risks and Issues are tracked and reviewed however the process to do so is cumbersome.
· The manner with which reviews were performed during the status meeting did not result in the required level of scrutiny and discussion around key areas of project risk or how this project contributed to OAKS or OBM enterprise risk.
· While risks and issues were captured in the enterprise tool, early meetings intended to review and discuss these at an OAKS or OBM level were not productive and cancelled.
Use of Enterprise Tools & Resources: 
· Risks and issues were captured using an enterprise tool to allow for broader scrutiny of them at an enterprise level. 
· SharePoint is used by project team members to support communications and as a document repository.
· SharePoint is not used consistently by all members of the project team. A good deal of information is sitting on vendor employee's computers and not on the SharePoint site.

Team Effectiveness
Team Structure:
· Interactions and integration with other OAKS projects could have been tighter to drive enterprise visibility
· Use of prime and sub vendor relationship led to many issues where the State could not intervene. 
· Lack of functional leads to support overall business/function leads is not a sustainable model. Primary business lead is over allocated and stretched think.
· Consider the minimum qualifications for future RFPs.
Project Sponsorship:
· Business sponsor is engaged and present in project proceedings. 
· Project has business sponsor and technology sponsor however there is misalignment between sponsors.
· Sponsorship model did not support an integrated approach when dealing with the PCR.
· Technology sponsor is not actively participating in project proceedings.
Team Composition - State vs. Vendor:
· Business sponsor and business team need to be more a part of driving decisions on their behalf rather than DAS/OAKS making decisions on their behalf
Team Onboarding:
· Vendor onboarding seemed to focus specifically on Prime only practices and did not adequately address sub needs.
· Little onboarding was provided to State specific resources.
· Prime onboarding related to functional team members did not include any State reference materials.
· Organizational structure was not included in onboarding materials. Vendor did not communicate information about key State roles to their teams.
· Access to technical materials is currently available to a very small number of resources 
· which holds information captive.
· State PM’s departure left the project in flux and resulted in a much longer onboarding period for his replacement.
· Team members working in multiple locations has been problematic due to lack of continuity.
Roles and Responsibilities:
· Vendor versus state roles were not consistently clear which led to confusion and fragmentation. 
· A project RACI, by phase, was not developed or validated at the beginning of each phase.
· Team organization charts (neither vendor or State) were updated as members joined or departed. 
· Organizational structure was not included in onboarding.
Stakeholder Engagement:
· Wave 1 Agencies have been very engaged and committed to helping develop the enterprise business process and technical solution.
· Project kick-offs were held with the project teams and with the Ohio Enterprise Grants Management working group.
· Business Sponsor could leverage existing Ohio Enterprise Grants Management Working Group meeting to develop a community of practice.
· Use of Sprint Planning and Sprint Review sessions has been implemented which allows for views into technical solution as it is being developed.
· Weekly meetings with contractor and Business Sponsor to review items needing decisions or guidance have allowed for rapid integration into design work.
· Wave 2 candidates have been identified and have been engaged in pipeline development.
· Needed to engage SOA and ODX teams earlier and in a more consistent fashion to aid in better understanding dependencies for our project. Siloes still exist.
Project Communications:
· Very little communication was provided by Vendor leadership to the combined project team throughout the Discovery and Design phases. This resulted in disconnected and misunderstandings that could have been avoided had more reliable, fact-based information been provided on a consistent basis.
· Communication and collaboration between Prime and Sub was not cohesive throughout the project.
· Little to no sponsor communications were available or shared with project team. This was primarily due to sponsor preferences; however, even fundamental communications would have been helpful in setting tone and parameters around vision.
· There is no common communication vehicle to provide visibility around the project or to keep stakeholders informed. (i.e., newsletter, website)
· Project decisions or information of significance is not being shared across the project team.
· Status and Dashboard Reporting 1. This aspect took far longer to establish and standardize with a level of detail and relevancy which was required to effectively manage expectations and project activities.
· Multiple meetings were held to develop the content for the weekly status meeting. Ultimately, this meant that the Prime and Sub team reviewed the same content multiple times before presenting to State stakeholders.
· State stakeholders indicated they were not finding value in the weekly status meetings or in the level of detail provided in the status reports.
· There is no sponsor message in the status report.
· Project has been permitted to remain in RED and YELLOW status for multiple periods without definition of a Go to Green plan with target dates 
· which are tracked.

Vendor Relationship Management
· The Project Change Request (PCR) process was extraordinarily protracted and extended out over more than 4 months, resulting in fragmentation of work pre-and post-PCR due to confusion about scope of work.
· The PCR process did not provide early visibility of the outcomes to business sponsor team. They were provided with details far late into the process and considerable time was required to revisit and refine the State's position in response to the vendors proposed changes.
· Section 10.2 was identified as a requirement to be completed however the value received from the first review did not result in any new information or agreed actions to be taken.


Bureau of Workers Compensation, CORE Replacement 2012-2016
October 5, 2017

Leadership and Governance 
· Turnover at project leadership team (Executive Sponsor and CIO level)

Stakeholder Engagement
· Lack of communication with and lack of confidence from the business.
· Little communication with the business at all levels, from senior leadership to front lines.
· Business did not understand progress reports. Too long and technical in nature. Updates were based on percentage of testing done in key areas. The number was always a moving target and business couldn’t gauge process in “real” terms. Defects were not presented as trends, just point in time. Trends in defects by severity and business requirements identified, fully tested and functional, and tested with defects were very helpful to understanding, as was risk and confidence ratings by key areas. 
· Communication about defects, impact on must haves, plan to resolve defects was critical. Also, candor about defects undoubtedly being discovered after go live. 
· Use of pre-go live surveys helped identify change areas. 
· Honesty and face to face communications were critical to bringing project to go live completion.  Communications across all dimensions allowed to level set in problem areas and bought good will and patience from staff, customers and partners. Used regular meetings, road shows, all hands meetings to talk directly to all parties involved. 
· Talking points for staff around go live and specific communication groups were used.

Team
· Change management design team, including executive sponsor, HR change management team director, communications team, training, team, business “head coaches” and IT was very successful. Met weekly to discuss issues of importance. Helped manage a lot of moving pieces as project approached go-live. 
· Planned for critical staffing around training and go live

Requirements and Scope
· Inadequately defined business requirements
· Business must lay out its must haves so that IT can prioritize, and business leadership has a meaningful way to track project progress
· Requirements for go/no go were high in number (114 on claims side, 111 on policy side)
· A business person should be responsible for the list of business requirements. Though the list may change slightly over time, the staffer should track progress and meet regularly with the leadership of each impacted business unit to apprize them of progress.
 
Planning
· Everyone had access to implementation plan. The plan had a detailed timeliness for the business. 

Quality
· Project performed stress testing and reported results to staff to demonstrate system could handle volume. 
Project Management
· Project missed two go live dates (November 2013, November 2014). Go live was successful in November 2016.
· No centralized project plan to manage to. Once gate meetings were instituted and full project team status reporting was used at the executive steering committee level, course correction and resource realignment, as well as heightened accountability, were more readily achieved. 
· Before spring 2016, anyone working on the project could make requests to various approvers. In May 2016, consolidated process to a single, central point person. Decisions re changes were made by the Executive Steering Committee. 
· Used “command center” to centralize critical staff for go live
· Had on the ground support in central offices and clear problem escalation process, specialized troubleshooting teams and mailboxes. 
· Tiered roll out/staging of staff rolling on to the system.

Decision Making
· No centralized decision making for project
· Go/no go criteria were not clearly defined. Once these were condensed to 5 core requirements, the go/no go decision was much clearer. 
· Tracking “burn down” of system readiness risk and confidence was very useful in determining system readiness. 
Trending down of defects was indicator that BWC could hit November 2016 go live.

Miscellaneous, Other Comments
· Restricted leave for key functions in both IT and business around training and go live. 
· Had mandatory practice times based on role.
· Offered optional overtime leading up to and after go live for practice and addressing workload. 
· Offered sandbox time – had workbooks and test tasks. Individual and team practice after training. Project team assisted staff with running practice labs and drafting team job aids.
· Did not consider having sleeping arrangements near the office for critical staff during cut over and go live.
Discovered a lot of variety in how field offices were processing claims at go live. This had not been considered or addressed earlier in the process.


OAKS PUM 17 Summary
November 2016
Communications
· Communication teams need much more than two weeks to effectively distribute information to the user communities.
· We assumed that a "simple" technical upgrade wouldn't need a lot of time and preparation to ensure people are ready.
· We missed potential communication channels to distribute communications to more users.
· The team did not send direct communications to enough higher-up employees with specific calls to action.
· Communications were too technical in nature and confused some audiences.
· Communications were coming from too many senders, in addition to OAKS.
· Speed of delivery on emergency messaging was too slow after go-live. 
· OAKS helpdesk does not have canned email templates for mass communication.

Training
· Changes to the training environment were not consistently communicated to the training groups.
· The team under-estimated how high the service load on the helpdesk teams could be.
· Help desk needed more training specific to this upgrade.
· Training for the OSS contact center was created from outside of the training group and didn't contain information relevant to the training group's needs.

Agency Readiness
· We need to communicate to end users earlier and more often.
· The window between receipt of important change impact information and implementation was too short and there was not enough time to further communicate the changes.
· Certain agencies had different policies that caused them to change and rewrite our communications. This caused an issue when following up on specific communications.
· Reinstitute change agents/liaisons in agencies to help distribute the communications and changes throughout their agency.
· OCM wasn't involved earlier enough in the process to adequately build OCM Strategy, including Best Practices (Impact analysis, risk analysis, people readiness, communication schedule, etc.)

Kronos Upgrade Summary, Phase 1
June 2015 through May 2016. 

Development and Configuration:
· Agencies did not fully understand all the configuration options, nor the down-stream impacts of choosing certain options. This led to some surprises at go-live and post implementation.  Recommendations for future waves include: providing more documentation in the form of Requirements Traceability Matrix (RTM) to test all requirements and downstream impacts based on selected options and configuration design after the design sessions; provide job aids sooner; allow more time to gather requirements and have a more organized process to do so; and have a "configuration change freeze" before testing, followed by additional configuration and additional testing.
· It was helpful to invite multiple agencies to the same configuration design meetings, workshops and testing lab sessions, as it was beneficial to bounce ideas off each other and hear other agencies' questions, requirements and ideas.
· Kronos leading the meeting and answering questions was helpful.
· The Kronos product seemed very "off-the-shelf" and not tailored to State needs. In future waves, it may help to ensure contractor resources read the state's documentation in advance of leading the configuration design sessions and have resources spend more time on requirements and RTM documentation.
Testing: 
· The testing environment was not set up for efficient testing. Recommendations to improve include setting up all roles in advance, having enough multiple instances if each script for multiple tests and having state resources review and edit scripts to match the what the state does business. 
· There was no true parallel test. Allowing additional time for testing would be beneficial. 
Issue Tracking: 
· It was helpful to have weekly issue resolution meetings to work through issues and changes that were needed post-implementation
· People did not understand the issue resolution process or amount of time needed to fix issues. Issues took too long to fix. Some issues identified in configuration were not fixed prior to go-live. Future suggestions include: providing more resources to fix issues (keep Kronos experts through implementation), and provide more communications and awareness of what it takes to fix issues (what may appear to be a "simple" issue may need a complex solution).


Change Management: 
· Agencies were not fully prepared at go-live, and the final product did not meet their expectations. Do not under-estimate the size and impact of the change - The change was not a "simple upgrade"
· Make sure there is quick turn-around on configuration changes so they can be tested in time for go-live
· Educate executives in the importance of their engagement sooner

Training: 
· Not enough training sessions and not in logical order. Suggestions to improve included providing employee training before manager training, providing a better understanding of which roles should attend which training, and provide a refresher post-implementation.
· Agencies found it useful when one agency that was already through implementation provided tips and training to an agency just getting ready to go-live.
· Helpful tips and FAQs were beneficial and valuable to users. 
· Agencies indicated that more time for training would have been beneficial.
Other: 
· State payroll SME expertise was invaluable;
· Kronos SME's were knowledgeable of their product
· Resources were as responsive as they could be given the small number
· The project team was insufficiently resourced.  More state SME's were needed as well as Kronos SMEs. Recommendations to improve included: size the project team with enough State resources to handle a tight schedule, keep contractor resources on project team post-implementation, provide sufficient time in between each implementation so the support resources do not need to move on to the next agency before the last one is stabilized, and provide post-implementation support for at least 2 full pay periods.
· The project schedule was too tight; agencies did not have enough time to complete tasks within the set deadlines. On future projects, the project schedule should be based on estimated time to do the work, rather than based upon a desired date to have it done.
· Allow more time for the "honeymoon period" post-implementation


FIN 9.2 Upgrade Summary
August 2014 through September 2015. 

Contract Management: 
· Interview the vendor to better determine the qualifications of its staff and ensure they have sufficient expertise in modules.
· Ensure business and configuration team feedback in approval of deliverables and do not process approval of deliverables until they are completed to the satisfaction of the state. 
· Require developers and testers to be on site to reduce the back and forth and help them understand the purpose of enhancements and workflows.  Colocation in general would have been very helpful across a range of areas. 
Testing: 
· Perform more system testing and update scripts before testing. 
· Assemble a complete script library for future use. 
· Perform end to end testing and do not skip between functions (this was caused by some functions being very behind in development). 
· Allow more time for state testing and involve agencies.
Issue Tracking: 
· Create a central and transparent issue tracking (like a web page), establish a single project war room and hold one daily checkpoint meeting. 
· Do not permit state signoff on defects until consultant/contractor has addressed and closed critical cases. 
Change Management: This area continues to be a weakness, notably in agency internal communication, agency readiness, agency preparedness for process change and state ability to communicate change reasons to agencies. 
· Generate greater CFO buy in prior to adoption and encourage more agency executive leadership involvement. 
· Clearly identify change management ownership and ensure the contractor clearly understands the scope of agency readiness, OCM and training expectations.  
· Communicate the value and need of change to agencies.
· Develop a more robust communication plan to include customer service. 
· Hold pre-meetings with agencies to identify potential impacts so they can be considered through process. 
· Start Q&A sessions earlier in the process. 
· Get upfront agreement on how the communication process should work. Nominate contacts and trust them to do their job. Establish target audience and update distribution list earlier in the process. 

Training: 
· Consider adequacy of delta training and the overall content of training in preparing users for the new system. 
· Do not limit BPW attendance.
· Give agencies enough lead time for agency-level trainers to reach their users and it needs to clearly define ownership, timelines, and delivery. 
· Provide sufficient lead time for business leads to managing the training approval process. 
· Bring training in earlier in the project process (maybe in design)
· Ensure learners know how to launch and complete a course, as well as retake a course. 
· Improve course bundling.
· Improve identification of what impacted users. 

Other: 
· Ensure state functional team receives PeopleSoft training prior to beginning project.
· Include agency process redesign to use new technology. This continues to be omitted form design and training. 
· Share functional team understanding of current enhancements with contractor so the contractor can properly plan modifications. 
· Examine feasibility of timelines at sponsor level when timelines are impacted by contractor. 
· Establish clear responsibility and decision making authority. When sponsors or business process owners change, this subject should be rekindled so that everyone is aware of their roles. 
· Extend/expand the Analyze Phase to ensure sufficiency. 
· Clearly delineate communication channels and roles and responsibilities.
· Determine an alternative to SharePoint for tracking and sharing documents.
· Better track agency engagement on key tasks (e.g. security task)
· We should track lessons learned throughout the project by phase.
· Reach agreement with vendor on templates early in project so that key sections of the templates are not omitted or incorrectly used. 


OAKS Technical Upgrade
August 2014-May 2015

Project Initiation & Scoping 
· Align technical and business roadmaps in the context of resource constraints. 
· Develop state technical expertise to accurately scope/budget projects.
· Fully scope the impact of legacy systems, dependencies, environmental issues. 
· Better map external dependencies, particularly those with other projects and in cases of resource contention.
· Ensure appropriate internal resources are dedicated to the project and reduce project turnover. 
· Rigorously and formally review project SLAs, gates, and milestones with governance. 
· Develop and implement standard SLAs, gates and milestones for State of Ohio projects.
· Include adequate resources and formal procedures for hyper-care in the deployment plan. Develop a standard deployment plan template.
· Commit all project artifacts including test plans and scripts, to the project repository prior to the relevant phase of the project beginning.  • 

Communications 
· Include more details at appropriate levels in project communications.
· Include an appropriate degree of worst case scenario in deployment communications and do not downplay user impact (look and feel, etc.). Congratulatory email on success of project was premature. 
· Develop communication content earlier in the project timeline. 
· Rationalize and clean up all stakeholder communication lists 
· Take advantage of standard pre-approved messages with pre-approved senders and recipient.  
· Exercise a bias toward over-communication and adopt a simplified system of contact points for users

Run/Operations 
· Do not fall behind on maintenance or upgrades and remain current on all documentation.
· Automate incident response, particularly during hyper-care, as much as possible.
· Standardize, formalize and socialize communication, documentation, approach, methodology, and roles and responsibilities.
· Reduce bottlenecks and information silos.



Enterprise Learning Management
December 2013

Communications and Coordination 
· Test technical tools ahead of distribution (SharePoint)
· Provide an overall implementation plan to frame the work. Send meeting invites early. Emphasize time commitment. 
· Provide a glossary/list of acronyms.
· A list of acronyms and a quick list of what we are referring to would have been helpful in the Kick Off Meeting.
· Leadership and key employee buy-in needed early in the process. 
· Templates and WBT are helpful to agencies during implementation. 
· Accelerated schedules and big bang approach were difficult to manage and should be avoided. 

Configuration
· Agencies require a more extended configuration period, particularly for decentralized environments. 

Training 
· Tier 2 support training and BI reporting should be covered in the training plan. 

Testing
· Extend the system testing phase but reduce UAT. Too little time was budgeted for system test and too much time was allocated to UAT. 

HCM 9.1 Tax Updates and Bundles
October 2014

Communications 
· A project overview should be done with stakeholders. 
· Weekly meetings were effective in keeping all parties up to date.

Testing
· Testing needs to be more robust and include more defined regression, UAT, and data sheet testing, as well as interface testing. Business user involvement is very helpful.  HCM/FIN integration testing for bundles is needed and a formal testing schedule should be published so the team knows what is running and being included in each test. 
· Test scripts need to be received before start of Regression testing. 
· Automated testing would be helpful in the future.
· Ensure that all related systems are involved in the testing discussion (e.g. BI). 

Other
· Use Query Counts – to validate basic tables from a functional perspective
· Ensure the SharePoint site from DAS is where the originals are stored and updated, and the team has appropriate access.
· Define exit criteria.
· Create a run book of what to do in case a failure, who to contact, etc. 
· Need to understand the code freeze and how it affects bundles and enhancements.
· Budget more time for retro fits and testing team to do bundles tasks, fix uc4 issues (first time setup) and work with break fix items.


Ohio Marketplace
October 2013

Organizational Chang Management, Training and Communications
· Use a central help desk to manage calls and identify trends in user issues. 
· Hold focus group demos to generate excitement, familiarize users, and generate feedback, as well as establish clear expectations.
· Communicate training updates to agencies when job aids and manuals are available and clarify who is responsible for delivering training.
· Conduct a training needs analysis and make a clear distinction between roles throughout the training. Assess the skills of these users. (i.e., have they used OAKS FIN?)
· Continue the mandatory training requirement before system access is granted. Agencies approved of this new requirement 
· Identify all stakeholders on the project and within the agencies. Communicate with them everything from understanding business processes, technical environment, (agency-specific), meetings, focus groups, training, testing, deployment, etc.
· Communicate early and set expectations with each agency at the beginning of the process.
· Project meetings should be regular and include key stakeholders from each area of the project.
· Project and Agency Communications should be centrally managed to include project, agency readiness, training and support-related communications.

Contract
· Expedite contract closure to ensure any time sensitive benefits are not lost. 

Other
· Establish a clear escalation path to elevate issues and late tasks.
· Conduct a kickoff meeting with key stakeholders in each agency to establish project expectations and communication channels
· Create a central repository where all project-related information and documents are stored included meeting agendas and notes; training materials, and schedule.
· Encourage integration and collaboration across agencies.
· Demonstrate for the project team and stakeholders how the different work plans fit into the larger project or program plan to assist project staff in understanding their roles. 
· Include the following project plans within the overall project plan:
· Agency Readiness Checklist/Plan – track tasks and create scorecard to set expectations 
· Agency Training Needs Analysis – identify the skill sets of the users
· Agency Training Checklist – WBT, ILT, availability of job aids and manual 
· Agency Stakeholder Analysis – identify CFO, CPO, IT, procurement staff and senior leadership
· Communication plan and Matrix: Identify task owner, dates, audiences, and method.


PeopleSoft HCM Upgrade 9.1
February 2013

Organizational Chang Management, Training and Communications
· Develop the project Communication Plan early in the analysis phase and update it as communication requirements are further defined. Create a template that includes target audiences and ensure inclusion of agency CIOs.  
· Involve SMEs from key areas in the hotline.
· Add an additional project operational readiness resource and additional resources to the help desks.
· Clearly define roles and responsibilities for drafting and approving communications and create an approval flow for all communications and time limit for review. 
· Define training environment requirements prior to project kickoff.  
· Include the creation of project specific distribution lists in the project communication plan.
· Include actionable information about the training approach in the training plan. 
· Tightly integrate business operations with project team: Designate a resource from the business for each functional area or module to serve as a single point of contact for the project.  
· Articulate what is and isn't changing in policies and procedures.  
· Review resources and availability frequently and have a plan for adjustments. 

Change Agent Network
· Extend change agents communications beyond go-live to address additional questions that arise after end users begin working in the system.  
· Apply more individual attention to determining if agencies are completing readiness tasks and create an escalation process for managing issues when they are not completing their agency readiness tasks.
· Clearly define role of change agent and the scope of responsibility (what is expected from that person) across the project lifecycle.
· Recognize and plan to accommodate resource differences between large and small agencies and availability of backups. 
· Involve agencies in the design of new functionality. 

Functionality
· Be cognizant of the impact of tuning, modifications, software/bundles/patches, and architecture on introduced and new modifications. 
· Monitor impacts on other tables in PS. 
· Establish the deployment plan established early and communicated often so agencies are clear regarding when certain new functionality is available and when they are supposed to begin using it. 
· Create a defined process for getting approval to work exceptions under the code freeze, determine who has responsibility for ensuring the completeness of requirements, and how requirements and changes to them and the SOW will be documented. This would include omissions from conference room pilots that are not recognized until later in the project process. 
· Create a detailed RACI to indicate who is responsible for certain items. 

Contract
· Know the cost of go live extension to guide decisions regarding priorities and in establishing a contingency budget.
· Hold subcontractors contractually responsible for delivery of products. 
· Be specific and indicate a strict, enforceable timeline for when tasks/deliverables will occur in the project’s Statement of Work.
· Consider schedules and timelines when work takes longer than anticipated so that state teams do not have to perform contractor work to meet deadlines. 
· Include specific requirements for key project resources in the Statement of Work and review resource resumes both at the beginning of the project and whenever a resource change is made. This will ensure contractor personnel have an adequate level of experience and skill/expertise. 
· Finalize and formalize any major contractual relationships prior to the beginning of the project. Delays in procurement of subcontractors and/or direct contractors working in parallel to the project created risks and required schedule adjustments.  
· Clearly define State's expectations for deliverables in SOW: The deliverables received over the course of the project often had little depth or were of little use to the project. 

Other
· Ensure environment access is provided when needed and that environments are consistent so that defects can be detected and resolved. 
· Use a phased roll out of new features and provide more central agency support time to agencies.
· Provide process overview workshop when manual process is being automated. 
· Do not announce project success until deployment has stabilized. 
· Ensure reviewers with significant input are part of the draft review of deliverables rather than the final review.
· Use lulls in project schedule to work “ahead”.
· Design the project test schedule to take into account latency introduced by the architecture of the test environments 
· Ensure that functional, business and agency UAT are absolutely sequential so defects can be addressed between iterations. 


Voice over Internet Protocol
2013-15

· Central services agencies should make it their business to understand the business of those we serve, not just their technology needs.  Touring prisons, visiting toll booths on the turnpike, learning the relationships between agencies, and working with and learning from the board and commissions are just a few examples of the invaluable insights gained for those of us on this project.”
· Continued listening to the customer and their business needs can lead to enhancements over time, and is part of a healthy evolutionary process for a service.  
· Agencies need additional follow up to convert to contractor offerings to replace other conferencing and assistive services. 
· Some communication gaps exist between IT and fiscal at the agency level complicating the absorption of implementation costs
· Even in projects that appear simple and easy for people to accommodate the change, agencies need to be prepared with training and support to ensure an effective roll out. 
· Know “what’s under the hood”. There were a lot of unanticipated problems early in the project because the state had not maintained its telecom accounts. 
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Focus Area  Notes  

1.   Goal and Vision     N/A  

2.   Leadership and  Governance     Partnership with DAS is unprecedented.”  

3.   Stakeholder  Engagement     Management of timing of calls & emails is  good.      Communicati on and conference calls are beneficial.”      Lack  of communication of major catalogs that were not able to be loaded  to core team and user group . Mitigation:   Sent out communication prior to  go live that key catalogs will not be available      Maint enance releases haven’t been communicated to early adopter  agencies . Mitigation:   Use the eProcurement@das.ohio.gov email or  eProcurement websi te to share updates on a regular basis about recent  maintenance releases (e.g., monthly summaries)      Contractor shou ld not present to agency community at any phase.  Mitigation:   State should always be leading these sessions in partnership  with KPMG.      Supplier community   communications . Mitigation:   Suppliers unaware of  what to expect or next steps      Need to revise strategy to   inform non - design agencies of progress with  system and expectations on functionality.   Mitigation:   OCM needs to  determine  better ways to bring information to non - design agenci es. /  Meeting on 1/9 - 1/10 to re - plan    

4.   Team     The   four agency representatives where   good choices due to the diversity  of each person involved.      Lack of clarity around teams  -   who is the core team, design team, who are  decision makers?   Review role document and revised to clarify key state  decision makers at all levels of the project. /  mee tings started 1/3/1 9      State team members working separately from their KPMG counterparts,  resulting in communication gaps between the  groups .  Mitigation :  Pair - up  members from the State and KPMG teams so they can form a cooperative  working relationship throu ghout the project /  moves will happen in January      Better understand the skillsets and use those to their full potential.  Mitigation :  Utilize  Agency reps more. Understand that some have better  system /   data analytic skills than others and may be able to take   lead on  some tasks.       Speaking specifically of the project team, it always feels as though I am  playing catch up to understand what is happening and who is working   on  what. Monday meetings are a great id ea, but it seems like those that are  reporting out ar e not giving information that could be useful.       Making all DAS employees work fro m one location (@ OBM Air Center) for  the duration of hypercare cuts   off access to their regular work files 

