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Doc um e nt P urpose a nd Re vi s i on Hi s tor y
This document presents the monthly risk assessment for the City’s Summit Re-Implementation
Project.
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E x e c uti ve S ummar y
The City has decided the approach for migrating its core financial system, Summit, to the current release of PeopleSoft Financials. This migration provides an opportunity for the City to
standardize financial processes and policies across Departments, which would better enable it
to make informed financial decisions and to meet regulatory obligations.
Given the size and complexity of the project, the City has developed a multiple phase project
approach to mitigate project risks and maximize flexibility. Phase 1 has been completed as of
August 31, 2015 and included the Project Team validating City business objectives, defining a
foundational option for an initial release with a multi-year roadmap for subsequent releases, and
developing a fully scoped and high-level resource loaded implementation plan for the implementation phase of the project. Phase 2 kicked off as of September 1, 2015 and is expected to be
the re-implementation of PeopleSoft Financials 9.2, with a target go-live date of January 2,
2018. Slalom has been asked to provide Quality Assurance (QA) for this effort to help the City
identify and mitigate project risks. This risk assessment deliverable presents the results of Slalom’s ongoing evaluation of the project.

Project Status
The SRI Project achieved a major milestone in reaching a “go” decision to start System Testing
by April 3rd, with the majority of the project team effort and focus in March on System Test readiness. The current System Testing plan is to run three, two-week cycles for a total duration of
seven weeks (target completion by 5/19/17, allowing one week of buffer and completion of documentation). The first indication of how well System Testing is progressing will be after the first,
two-week cycle, where it is planned to execute 2000-2500 test scenarios, using 24-27 testers.
The overall project risk rating continues at a level 4, high-risk rating due to the following factors:
• Contingency planning options for the Project Go-live date need further analysis.
Accenture completed their validation of the Master Schedule and presented two contingency options with pros/cons to the SRI Leadership Team, who requested more detail to
understand the budget and resource/effort impact. The target is to have this detailed
analysis ready by the 4/6/17 SRI Leadership meeting to validate the project go-live date,
in preparation for formal communication to the City Executives and CFOs at the 4/19/17
meeting.
•

Integration Test Planning needs to be completed. Test Management risk assessment
will remain at a high-risk rating level 4 until the Integration Test plan and schedule are
completed and a validated start-date is agreed upon, integrated into the master schedule, and communicated to the City Departments. Clear definition of what systems will be
prioritized and roles and responsibilities between the SRI Project, Seattle IT and the City
Departments needs to be included in the planning.

•

OCM Program needs to be documented and key milestones incorporated into the
Master Schedule. The OCM Program needs to clearly identify the responsibility of the
SRI Project, and the responsibility of the City Departments. This is currently being defined in stages, with the Data Management Working Group kick-off completed on
3/30/17. Integration Testing will be the next major stage where the City Department responsibility will need to be clearly defined. Once the project go-live date is validated,
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updates to the Departmental Work Plans can be completed. Accenture is responsible
for the OCM plan, scheduled to be completed by mid-April (originally scheduled for the
end of March). The City Department Readiness Plan and checklist was original scheduled for completion by the end of March, and has been pushed out to the end of May.
This presents a risk to the validation of the project go-live date, if the general criteria for
City Department Readiness are not understood.
•

Project Organization Chart needs to be updated, including clarity of the SRI Project
Governance structure, identification of managers/leads over major tracks of work and
reporting of QA. Accenture is responsible for two related work products: Project Matrix
Responsibility and Project Governance/Organization Approach. These were originally
scheduled for completion in mid-March and were completed on 3/31/17 (pending SRI
Leadership review/approval).

The SRI Project has retained the professional services of Accenture and their initial Statement of
Work (SOW) is focused on the following areas, to mitigate the risks mentioned above: 1) Master
Schedule validation, including development of contingency and / or alternative deployment options relating to scope and timeline; 2) Project Governance and Organization structure recommendation; 3) OCM Program development; 4) City-wide Business Process validation and recommendations and 5) Departmental Operating System (DOS) integration and impact analysis.
The target completion date for the work products included in the initial SOW was the end of
March.
At the 3/29 SRI Leadership meeting, Accenture presented a revised schedule for the estimated
due dates for 13 of their 15 work products, which ranged from one-week revision, to over two
months revision from the original SOW estimated due dates. The delay in the completion of
these work products presents additional risk to the validation of the project go-live date which
needs to factor in the output of these work products, especially for the high risk areas such as
Testing Management (completion of planning and schedule for Integration Testing) and Change
Management (City-wide Business Process validation and recommendations to inform department readiness).

A ssessm ent Su m m a r y
The QA approach utilized by Slalom reviews the project across twelve (12) categories and evaluates the level of risk on a scale of 1 (low project risk) to 5 (critical project risk). The current
month’s risk assessment ratings compared to the previous month’s risk assessment ratings
across all categories are shown below:

Assessment Category

Previous Risk Rating

Change

Overall Project Risk Rating

=

Expectation Management

=
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Current Risk Rating

Assessment Category

Previous Risk Rating

Change

Project Planning/Tracking

=

Project Support

=

Monitoring and Reporting

=

Scope Management

=

Resource Management

=

Current Risk Rating

Issue and Risk Management
Communication Planning/
Execution

=

Change Management

=

Testing Management

=

Technology Management

=

Implementation Management

No Rating this Period

n/a

This assessment includes findings and recommendations appropriate for the current phase,
Phase 2, of the Summit Re-Implementation project.

Conclusion
The overall risk rating for the SRI Project remains at a level 4, high-risk rating and will likely remain at this level until mitigations of the high risk factors have been addressed and/or completed, primarily the detailed analysis needed for the go-live date contingency options and detailed
Integration Test planning. The SRI Project can continue to address the recommended action
plan and risk mitigation outlined in each assessment area and focus on the following items moving into April 2017:
•

Prepare detailed analysis of the go-live date contingency options and finalize the decision for the project go-live date at the 4/6 SRI Leadership Team meeting (to be communicated at April 19th Combined Executive Council/CFO meeting).
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•
•
•
•
•

Complete Integration Test planning, including clear definition of what DOS will be prioritized and roles and responsibilities between the SRI Project, Seattle IT and the City Departments.
Update the Project Organization Chart, including project governance and management
structures. Communicate changes to the SRI Project Team and City Departments (as
needed).
Define and document the OCM Program and incorporate key milestones into the Master
Schedule. This effort also needs to include updates to the Departmental Work Plans, after validation of the Master Schedule.
Finalize Project Cost Accounting (PCA) structures, including clear milestones for completion and identification of impacts of milestone deadline not being met by the start of Integration Testing.
Complete 2018 Budget Conversion exercise.

As a reminder, Slalom’s direct scope of work for these reports is to provide a monthly risk assessment of the SRI project scope. Citywide business decisions that are external, albeit critically related and impactful, to the SRI project (e.g., standardizing the financial and procurement
business processes and policies across the City), and a detailed assessment of each CityDepartment readiness, are outside of Slalom’s immediate scope for these reports. There is additional risk assessment work provided for and described in Amendment 1 between the City and
Slalom, and approved in September 2014. After a discussion with the Project Executive in May
2016, it was determined to re-purpose these additional QA hours to additional QA “deep-dives”
on specific subject areas, as agreed upon by the Project Executive, Project Director and Deputy
Project Director.
The following graphic clarifies the scope of Slalom’s SRI QA Assessment, in relationship to the
other major bodies of work that are also occurring in parallel for the Citywide standardization of
policies, process and procedures, and the City-Department Readiness:
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The following interviews and meetings were conducted in March 2017:
• SRI Leadership Team
• Project Executive Sponsors
• Interim City Project Director, Deputy Director and Project Manager
• Accenture Project Director, Solution Architect and OCM Lead
• City Track Leads
• CherryRoad Project Director and Deputy Director
• Finance & Procurement Business Owners
• BPM F&A and P2P Leads
• City CTO
• City Budget Office
• Weekly Track Leads
• Departmental Leads
• CFO Steering Group
• City Business Owners Meeting (as needed)
• Additional Project Meetings (as needed based on subject)
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I ntr oduc ti on
The City is deciding the approach for migrating its core financial system, Summit, to the current
release of PeopleSoft Financials. This migration provides an opportunity for the City to standardize financial processes and policies across Departments, which would better enable it to make
informed financial decisions and to meet regulatory obligations. Given the size and complexity of
the project, the City has developed a multiple phase project approach to mitigate project risks
and maximize flexibility. The project will likely affect all City Departments to some degree in
terms of finance process, technology, organization, policy and governance.
This risk assessment deliverable presents the results of Slalom’s ongoing evaluation of the project. Using various techniques, Slalom’s Quality Assurance (QA) consultant evaluated several
areas of the project to determine where the project is currently at risk. This document describes
Slalom’s findings.

Pr o jec t Over sig ht A ppr o a c h
Slalom’s project oversight methodology evaluates multiple aspects of delivering a project to determine where the project has risks that have the potential to negatively affect delivery and success. Risk management is divided into 12 categories, within which there are several more
granular components as shown in the graphic below.

Slalom has evaluated the Summit Re-Implementation project in each of the categories listed
above. Information was gathered for this assessment through multiple activities and sources,
including:
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•
•
•

Conducting interviews with various members of the Project Team (PMO and Business),
executive sponsors, and consultants.
Attending project status meetings
Reviewing project artifacts and deliverables maintained on the project file sharing site.

General observations and key findings/risks for all major assessment categories are provided in
the remainder of this document. An overall risk rating is provided for each category. Recommendations are identified for any significant risk so that the City can mitigate the potential impact of the risk on the project.

QA Do c um ent Or ga niz a t io n
The remainder of this document is presented in the following sections:
•

Assessment and Recommendations – Presents the detailed results of the QA Monthly Report.

•

Appendix A – Open Recommendation Log – Tracks all new recommendations identified in this assessment and progress on implementing the open recommendations
from previous assessments.

•

Appendix B – Closed Recommendation Log – Tracks all closed recommendations
identified in previous assessments.

•

Appendix C – Project Oversight Assessment Handbook – Describes key components
of each category that are evaluated for project oversight engagements and identifies
risk rating scales.

These sections provide the relevant information for the QA Monthly Report.

A ssessm ent a n d Rec o m m enda t io ns
This section presents the detailed results of the risk assessment. For each major assessment
category, we provide general observations and discussion about the project in the particular rating areas, key findings/risks, current risk rating, and recommendations to address the risks.

Ex p ec t a t io n M ana gem ent (EM )
This category includes the presence and utilization of a project charter, delineation of roles and
responsibilities, frequency and usefulness of status meetings, and the clarity of requirements.
One of the areas of Accenture’s SOW focus is to review the project organization, including defining roles and responsibilities for the SRI Project, Seattle IT and the Departments. Also included is an assessment of the SRI governance and project management structure (needs to
address management gaps/skill set over major tracks – EM-6) and recommendations for improvement. This effort was scheduled for completion by the end of March, 2017. Work products have been delivered and are pending SRI Leadership review.
Recommended Action Plan (documented in Review of External Project Assessment, Jan.2017)
• Define the essential business operations framework that outlines the specific readiness
that needs to be in place for both the SRI Project and City Departments as part of the ini8|Page

•
•

tial go-live (suggest leveraging a sub-set of the criteria defined as part of the Department
Impact Assessments (DIA)).
Have the SRI Leadership Team Sponsors (City Operations, City Budget and Seattle IT)
attend the monthly CFO Steering Committee meetings and make it a priority. Ensure expectations are set regarding the CFO’s role in the decision making process.
Clarify the decision making authority of the SRI Leadership Team and the City Departments, including defining how the federated operating model of the City Departments will
be defined and measured within the new context of the City-wide standard financial and
procurement business models.

Based on the findings above, Expectation Management remains at the following risk rating:

New and/or open QA recommendations are provided in Appendix A.

Pr o jec t Pla nnin g/Tr a c king (PT )
This category addresses the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) development, integration points
tracking, and project budget management.
The Project Planning/Tracking risk assessment area remains at a high-risk rating level 4 until
the contingency plans are defined in more detailed and evaluated by the SRI Leadership Team
at the 4/6 SRI Leadership meeting. Once a validated go-live date is agreed upon by the SRI
Leadership Team, it needs to be formally communicated to the City Executive and CFO’s at the
April 19th meeting, and further cascaded out to the rest of the City Departments.
A pilot of the new ETC methodology was incorporated as part of System Test readiness, to
identify all required tasks that are needed for completion before the start of System Test, and
the effort to complete. What is not clear is if the ETC methodology will be cascaded throughout
the remainder of the master schedule, and how the information will be updated and remain accurate, to effectively manage/monitor the Master Schedule.
There are still several major work streams that need to be defined and integrated into the Master schedule, including the OCM plan, remainder of the Testing Phases (Integration, User, Performance, Disaster Recovery and Intrusion) and Production Support (see Implementation Management risk assessment area). Until these major work streams are integrated, and the project
go-live date is validated and agreed upon by the SRI Leadership Team, there remains a highlevel of risk in the project schedule/timeline.
Recommended Action Plan (documented in Review of External Project Assessment, Jan.2017)
• Complete the detailed planning for work streams that are still largely undefined (e.g.
change management, data management).
• Continue to refine the process that is in place for maintaining the Master Schedule, including the weekly updates and Track Leads meeting (completed).
• Add in key dependencies from the City Department Work plans, once the essential business operations framework is defined and the focus on what is needed for go-live is understood.
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•

Balance the development of the project planning artifacts with the process and management structure needed to pragmatically execute a complex project plan.

New and/or open QA recommendations are provided in Appendix A. Given the risk rating of a
level 4, the open risk finding PT-5 and the associated recommendation are also included below:

Date
Identified

Status Finding

Recommendation(s)

New

R-1: Completing the 3/1/17
validation of the
Master Schedule,
including contingency plan, is part of the
focus of Accenture’s
SOW and underway.

PT-5: The Project
Planning/Tracking
risk assessment area is being raised to
a high-risk rating
level 4 until the Master Schedule validation is completed,
contingency plans
evaluated and a validated go-live date is
agreed upon by the
SRI Leadership
Team and communicated.

Target
Timing

Responsible
Notes
Party

March
2017

Accenture
Project Director, City Project Director,
SRI Leadership Team

4/3/17: Contingency
planning options for the
Project Go-live date need
further analysis. The target is to have this detailed
analysis ready by the
4/6/17 SRI Leadership
meeting to validate the project go-live date, in preparation for formal communication to the City Executives and CFOs at the
4/19/17 meeting.

Pr o jec t Suppo rt (PS)
This category speaks to the support the Project Team receives from leadership, support provided to stakeholders and users, authority granted to the project manager, and availability of project
funding.
The OCM Program needs to clearly identify the responsibility of the SRI Project, and the responsibility of the City Departments. This is currently being defined in stages, with the Data Management Working Group kick-off completed on 3/30/17. Integration Testing will be the next major stage where the City Department responsibility will need to be clearly defined.
Accountability agreements between the SRI Project and the City Departments are under consideration. The SRI Leadership Team will need to meet individually with each City Department Executive to discuss accountability expectations and ensure their commitment to the success of
the SRI Project.
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The risk rating level for Project Support remains at a level 4 to acknowledge the risk that is inherent in the City’s federated set of business operations and the challenge with the change impact that is resulting from implementing a standard, City-wide financial and procurement business model. A senior-level of decision-making and associated metrics for the degrees of variability for each department operational needs while adhering to the City-wide models, will need to
be defined. The open risk recommendation, PS-4 addresses this risk, which is currently lacking
from the project’s governance structure along with how to assess/measure the change impact
for each of the City Departments and hold the City Department Directors accountable.
Based on the findings above, the risk rating for Project Support remains at a level 4:

New and/or open QA recommendations are provided in Appendix A. Given the risk rating of a
level 4, the open risk finding PS-4 and the associated recommendation are also included below:
Date
Identified

Status Finding

Recommendation(s)

Open PS-4: The current
governance and decision making structure lacks the definition for how the variability of each of the
City Departments
federated, operational models will be
defined while adhering to the new,
standard City-wide
financial and procurement models.

R-1: A senior-level 12/9/16
of decision making
and associated metrics for the degrees
of variability for each
departments operational needs while
adhering to the Citywide models, will
need to be defined,
along with how to
assess/measure the
change impact for
each of the City Departments, and hold
the City Department
Director’s accountable.

Target
Timing

Responsible
Notes
Party

January SRI Leader2017
ship Team,
Project Director

4/3/17: General accountability agreements are still
under consideration, and
the project governance/organization and department readiness work
products should clearly define how decisions will be
made regarding City Department accountability.
3/3/17: General accountability agreements are still
underway. Business Process validation will include
a framework for standardization, including what flexibility departments will have
in running their specific operations.
1/31/17: General accountability agreements are being
drafted. An external consulting firm has been retained and will join the project in early February. The
project’s governance and
decision making structure,
along with the City Department accountability agreements, will be addressed as
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Status Finding

Recommendation(s)

Date
Identified

Target
Timing

Responsible
Notes
Party
part of their scope of work.

M o nit o r ing a nd Repo r t ing (M R )
This category reflects the timeliness and usefulness of project status reports, project meetings,
and dashboards.
The SRI Leadership Team continues to meet on a weekly basis and status updates are jointly
provided by the Accenture and City Project Directors. Status reporting is also included on the
agendas for the monthly CFO Group and the Department Leads meetings. As part of Accenture’s SOW, recommendations on improvements to the project status reporting, in addition to the
development of metrics, will be provided.
Reporting updates for the Department Work Plans have been put on-hold while the DIAs are
completed and the Master Schedule and project go-live date are validated. The outputs from the
DIA should inform the Department Work Plans, including the major milestone dates from the
Master Schedule. Clear accountability for what the SRI Project is responsible to implement, and
what the City Departments are responsible to implement needs to be clearly defined/documented in both the Master Schedule (SRI Project) and the Department Work Plans
(City Departments).
The Project continues to report a monthly status to the Seattle IT Project Portfolio. Project status and records will be posted to the Citywide IT Technology Project Portfolio (CITP) SharePoint
site.
Based on the findings above, the risk rating for Monitoring and Reporting is at a level 3:

Due to the risk rating, there are no recommendations for this category.

Sc o p e M a na gem ent (SM )
This category addresses the clarity and understanding of the project scope, adherence to the
original scope and project goals, and utilization of appropriate change controls when needed.
The risk rating for Scope Management will remain at a level four until the Master Schedule is validated and project go-live date is confirmed, which needs to include the scope of tasks and effort
of what will be implemented by January 2018, or by the date of the agreed upon contingency
option.
Project Cost Accounting (PCA) Structures are still in the process of being finalized as part of the
Budget Conversion exercise and the start of Integration Testing will be used to drive completion.
While some City Departments have completed their structures, there remains several large City
Departments where engagement is delayed and a decision will need to make regarding what is
required for completion by the start of Integration Testing.
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In preparation for the start of System Testing, the SRI Project Requirements have been finalized
and “locked down” in the Implementation Tracker Tool. Any changes (new, updates) to requirements are going through a formal change control process.

Based on the findings above, the risk rating for Scope Management remains at a level 4:

New and/or open QA recommendations are provided in Appendix A. Given the risk rating of a
level 4, the open risk finding SM-4 and the associated recommendation are also included below:

Date
Identified

Status Finding

Recommendation(s)

Open SM-4: Citywide
Foundational Business Decisions are
still outstanding.
These are needed to
be finalized in order
to start the Prototyping phase and for
the City Departments to understand
the full impact on
their business operations and DOS.

R-1: Finalize the
7/1/6
foundational business decisions
needed to start Prototyping and clearly
define the foundational business decisions that will be finalized as part of
the Prototyping
phase (with minimal
impact on DOS development).

Target
Timing

Responsible
Notes
Party

Start of Project Ex- 4/3/17: There presents a
Prototyp- ecutive, Pro- risk to the start of Integraing
ject Director tion Testing in not having
and City
the Project Cost Accounting
January Business
(PCA) structures complet2017
Owners
ed. The scope of what is
being implemented by the
validated project go-live
date needs to be included
in the scope of Integration
Testing.
3/3/17: Impact of not having project control structures finalized is still unclear
and there is no set deadline
to drive completion. There
is also the potential risk of
changes to scope as Accenture analyzes the endend business processes
and provides recommendations for potential adjustments.
1/31/17: Most of the major
foundational business decisions have been completed
and the impact of these
business decisions is still
being assessed by the City
Departments. Impact of not
having project control struc-
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Status Finding

Recommendation(s)

Date
Identified

Target
Timing

Responsible
Notes
Party
tures completed is still not
clear.
12/9/16: No update. Pending recommendations from
external project assessment
report.
11/1/16: Finalization of key
business decisions, in addition to the completion of the
DIAs and Budget Conversion exercise will provide a
clear impact assessment for
each City-Department for
January 2018 go-live.
9/30/16: Clear definition of
the full SRI project scope
(people, process and tools)
for January 2018 go-live is
still not defined nor documented.
9/2/16: Scope of the
Citywide standardization
efforts that will be implemented by January 2018
need to be defined, differentiated from what will continue to be phased as part
of on-going operations and
continuous improvements.
7/29/16: Progress is being
made on finalizing the three
foundational business decisions needed before the
start of Prototyping and
which have the most impact
on City Departments (Project Structure, InterDepartment Billing and
Standard Indirect Model).
Risk rating will be lowered
once there is clear agreement from the Business
Owners that the decisions
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Status Finding

Recommendation(s)

Date
Identified

Target
Timing

Responsible
Notes
Party
have been finalized, documented and communicated,
and agreement of what design will continue to be validated throughout Prototyping.
7/1/16: Of the nine foundational business decisions,
there are three still outstanding that will have major impact on the City Departments (Project Structure, Inter-Department Billing and Standard Overhead
Model). Goal is to finalize
all decisions, including draft
documentation, by the start
of Prototyping.

Reso ur c e M a na gem ent (RM )
This category includes the identification and allocation of needed project resources and the
alignment of their skills and experience with the project needs.
As part of Accenture’s SOW, the project organization chart is being updated, which needs to address the bullets outlined below and clearly define roles and responsibilities between the SRI
Project, Seattle IT and the City Departments.
Recommended Action Plan (documented in Review of External Project Assessment, Jan.2017)
• Finalize decision regarding the Project Director and scope of responsibility in relationship
to the FinMAP Program.
• Fill the Change Management lead position for the SRI Project (completed).
• Fill the management gap with Leads/PMs for Data Management, Testing and Reporting
Tracks and have these PMs report into the Technical Manager. Also include the accountability for the Department Operational System (DOS = critical for go-live).
• Define clear accountability of the City Departments to the SRI Project, via the Department PM’s (DPM) and associated work plans (that need to be updated as a result of the
DIA’s).
o Need to ensure DPM have requisite skills and experience as part of the “readiness”, including “dotted line” reporting into the Change Management Lead.
• Hold the Business Owners accountable to the Project Director for work that is part of the
essential business operations framework.
Once the full extent of the impact of the new Citywide standardization and accounting processes
are understood, there may be the need for additional resources for both the Project and City Departments to complete the scope of work for go-live.
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Based on the findings above, Resource Management remains at the following risk rating:

New and/or open QA recommendations are provided in Appendix A.

I ssue a nd R isk M a na gem ent (I M )
This category speaks to the identification, tracking, and mitigation of project issues and risks.
The project RAID log continues to be an effective mechanism for the tracking of Risks, Actions,
Issues and Decisions. Any new RAID items, along with outstanding risks/issues, are updated
and reviewed in the weekly Track Leads meeting. Top priority RAID items are also reviewed
with the SRI Leadership Team and at the 30-Day Look-ahead meeting. There is a dedicated
Project Manager who is responsible for the monitoring of the RAID log and automatic emails are
generated to the responsible owner, from the Sharepoint tracking tool.
Included in Accenture’s SOW for the Project Management and Governance approach is a process for managing and mitigating risks. They will be reviewing the current SRI project risk and
issue management methodology and recommend any modifications to improve the process.
With the multiple department engagement activities occurring at the same time, there is a recognized need to consolidate the capture of issues and questions from the City Departments so
they can be appropriately routed to the accountable owners for resolution. A new intake process
continues to be refined to align with the output from the Departmental Labs, Deep-Dives, and
future Integration Test Planning, and provide input into the RAID log, when appropriate.
Based on the findings above, Issue and Risk Management risk rating has been lowered to a level 2:

Due to the risk rating, there are no recommendations for this category.

Co m m unic a t io n Pla nning/ Exec ut io n (CP)
This category reflects use of the communication plan and its execution, including communication
to/from the project manager.
Monthly meetings continue to be the primary channel of communication with the City Departments, including the CFO Group and Department Leads (also includes a “working” meeting to
focus on specific topics).
A communication “tool kit” was distributed to the City Departments which included the department specific DIA report, and a presentation with status updates on: system testing, project highlights, major work stream efforts (reporting, integration testing, training), department readiness
and working groups overview, and the schedule for the business process documentation roll-out.
Focus continues on the development of the Citywide Financial and Procurement Model Business
Process Documentation, including detailed process flows. Goal is to have these ready for distri16 | P a g e

bution to the City Departments by mid-April. This documentation will enable the City Departments to have the complete picture of the process changes, and to be able to assess the degree
of impact on their operations. Workshops will also be scheduled in late April through May, with
the goal to provide additional business process detail and a forum for department questions so
that City Departments can consider how they will incorporate Citywide processes into their department-specific procedures and operational structure.
Development of the Citywide Business Policy & Procedures also needs to be coordinated and
aligned with the Citywide Financial and Procurement Model Business Process Documentation to
ensure a common framework is being used to consistently communicate to the City Departments. The framework for training (policy, procedures and process – including system) also
needs to be consistent and aligned in a common framework.
As part of Accenture’s SOW, an updated Communication Plan will be developed by the end of
March to include: goals of the plan; identification of stakeholder groups for targeted communications; identification of communication channels and related artifacts; and the process for development, approval, and dissemination of project communications.
Based on the findings above, Communication Planning remains at a risk rating level 3.

New and/or open QA recommendations are provided in Appendix A.

Cha ng e M a na ge m ent (CM )
This category addresses the presence and use of a stakeholder impact assessment and readiness assessment, as well as the development and provision of training, user acceptance, and
reinforcement of change.
OCM Program needs to be documented and key milestones incorporated into the Master
Schedule. The OCM Program needs to clearly identify the responsibility of the SRI Project, and
the responsibility of the City Departments. This is currently being defined in stages, with the Data Management Working Group kick-off completed on 3/30/17. Integration Testing will be the
next major stage where the City Department responsibility will need to be clearly defined.
Once the project go-live date is validated, updates to the Departmental Work Plans can be completed. Accenture is responsible for the OCM plan, scheduled to be completed by mid-April
(originally scheduled for the end of March). The City Department Readiness Plan and checklist
was original scheduled for completion by the end of March, and has been pushed out to the end
of May. This presents a risk to the validation of the project go-live date, if the general criteria for
City Department Readiness are not understood.
Metrics for City Department “readiness” cannot be defined until there is an essential business
operations framework defined for the initial go-live. Once this is established there can be practical measurements put in place, including the recognition that there is a spectrum of City Departments complexity and what will be essential for go-live. There needs to be clear definition of
accountability between the SRI Project and the City Departments. The SRI Project is not funded
to sustain a high-touch OCM effort across all of the City Departments, nor is it practical for the
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SRI Project to be able to manage the specific OCM activities that need to completed for each
department.
Recommended Action Plan (documented in Review of External Project Assessment, Jan.2017)
• Fill the Change Management lead position (completed).
• Continue the detailed planning for the change management program, including accountability between the SRI Project and the City Departments.
• Address the open risk recommendations (CM-6 & 7) to define a more extensive change
management program, identify the leader and define specific accountability agreements
between each City-Department CEO and the Project Executive, after the January 2017
Combined CEO/CFO meeting.
Based on the findings above, Change Management risk rating remains at a level 4:

New and/or open QA recommendations are provided in Appendix A. Given the risk rating of a
level 4, the open risk finding CM-6 and the associated recommendation is also included below:
Date
Identified

Status Finding

Recommendation(s)

Open CM-7: The SRI Project is not funded to
sustain a high-touch
OCM effort across
all of the City Departments, nor is it
practical for the SRI
Project to be able to
manage the specific
OCM activities that
need to completed
for each department.
Especially given the
high-degree of variability that exists to
get from current
state to future state
(for people, process
and system changes), that will need to
be defined and executed.

Define specific ac- 11/1/16
countability agreements between each
City-Department
CEO and the Project
Executive, after the
January 2017 Combined CEO/CFO
meeting.

Target
Timing

Responsible
Notes
Party

February Project Ex2017
ecutive and
CityDepartment
CEO’s

4/3/17: Accenture’s work
product for the OCM Plan
has been pushed out to
mid-April. The City Department Readiness Plan
and checklist was original
scheduled for completion
by the end of March, and
has been pushed out to the
end of May. This represents a risk to the validation of the project go-live
date, if the general criteria
for City Department Readiness is not understood.
3/3/17: As part of Accenture’s SOW, a comprehensive OCM Program, including a definition and process
for City Department readiness, will be completed.
1/31/17: Completion of a
comprehensive OCM program plan will be addressed
as part of the scope of the
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Status Finding

Recommendation(s)

Date
Identified

Target
Timing

Responsible
Notes
Party
external consulting firm.

Test ing M a na g em ent (TM )
This category speaks to the completeness of the test plan, ability to trace requirements, availability of testing resources, and the actual test results.
The majority of the project team effort and focus in March has been on getting ready for the start
of System Testing. This effort has paid off with a “go” decision to begin System Testing on 4/3.
The current plan is to run three, two-week cycles for a total duration of seven weeks (target
completion by 5/19/17, allowing one week of buffer and completion of documentation). The first
indication of how well System Testing is progressing will be after the first, two-week cycle,
where it is planned to execute 2000-2500 test scenarios, using 24-27 testers.
The remainder of the testing phases: Integration, User, Performance, Disaster Recovery and
Intrusion need to have detailed planning completed, and integrated into the master schedule.
The Test Plan Deliverable that CherryRoad is responsible for has been divided into four parts:
P6.1 – System Test, P6.2 – Integration Test, P6.3 – Production Infrastructure Test and P6.4 –
User Test. The target date to have the Integration Test Plan completed is by mid-April, with a
tentative start-date in late May. Variables that may impact the start date and duration of Integration testing include the scope of Department Operating Systems (DOS) that will be included,
and the validation of the overall project go-live date. There is also the need to formally identify
the Testing Lead.
Accenture will also be doing a review/validation of the Department Operating Systems (DOS)
and providing a consolidated inventory of impacted departmental systems with an assessment of
criticality and status. Included is a methodology for metrics to be reported on a regular, goforward basis. Seattle IT has also put together a consolidated inventory and assigned criticality
rankings. Agreement is needed by the SRI Leadership Team on what DOS are “critical” and
need to be operational by the project go-live date.
Implementation Tracker is a CherryRoad application built using People Tools and is designed to
provide full requirements traceability for the City requirements, which have been loaded into the
tool and linked to both business processes and test scripts. This tool will be used to record the
results of the test scripts, with the goal to validate that the system design meet the City’s business processes through the System Testing phase.
Another concern that has been raised by the City Departments is the lack of availability of the
SRI Project Team, given the focus on System Testing. This is a key time for the Departments
and this lack of engagement may have the potential to cause further delays, such as supporting
the Business Process Workshops that are scheduled…
The Test Management risk assessment remains at a high-risk rating level 4 until the 1) Integration Test plan and schedule are completed and a validated start-date is agreed upon and com19 | P a g e

municated, and 2) results from the initial cycles of System Testing are trending positive results
and the schedule for completion (by 5/19) is on-track.

New and/or open QA recommendations are provided in Appendix A. Given the risk rating of a
level 4, the open risk finding TM-1 and the associated recommendation are also included below:
Date
Identified

Status Finding

Recommendation(s)

Open TM-1: The Test
Management risk
assessment area is
being raised to a
high-risk rating level
4 until the System
Test plan and
schedule are completed and a validated start-date is
agreed upon and
communicated.

R-1: A pilot of the
3/1/17
new ETC methodology is being incorporated as part of System Test readiness,
to identify all required tasks that are
needed for completion before the start
of System Test, and
the associated effort.

Target
Timing

Responsible
Notes
Party

March
2017

Accenture
Project Director, City Project Director,
Cherry Road
Project Director

4/3/17: The System Test
Plan (P6.1) and schedule
have been completed and
validated, with a “go” to
start System Testing on 4/3.
This finding will remain
open until the Integration
Test plan and schedule
have also been completed
and validated.

Tec hno lo gy M a na g em ent (H M )
This category incorporates feedback about infrastructure, application(s), data conversion, interfaces, and reporting.
As mentioned previously, detailed planning for the Data Management work stream needs to
completed and integrated into the Master Schedule. The Data Management plan (T20), will include an overview and definition of the following: conversion, migration, transformation and external creation and loading, which are the different methods for getting data into the new PS 9.2
environment. This is a recognized gap in the current master schedule, along with a management
resource needed to lead and drive the effort. Addressing both of these gaps is included in Accenture’s SOW. A Data Management Workgroup was kicked-off on 3/30, and provided an overview of the approach, purpose of the working group and specific asks for data that the City Departments will be responsible for providing to the project.
As mentioned under the Testing Management risk assessment area, agreement is needed by
the SRI Leadership Team on what DOS are “critical” and need to be operational by the project
go-live date. Clearly defined roles and responsibilities between the SRI Project, Seattle IT and
the City Departments also needs to be defined in the Integration Test Plan. The completion of
both the Reporting and Data Conversion plans will potentially have additional impact on the
DOS.
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Work continues on the Reporting deliverable (T18), which will document the list of reports that
will be available in the PS 9.2 environment. There are over 200 reports that have been listed in
the initial pass of the Reporting Plan, which continues to be fine-tuned. Most of these reports
will require functional specifications to be written and some level of development, which has
started with Development Cycle 5. Level of effort needs to be defined along with priorities to
determine the scope of reporting to be delivered by go-live. The City Departments will also need
this information as input into their OCM plans.
Development Cycle 5 is underway, with a targeted completion for the end of April, so there will
be some overlap with system testing. Additional progress continues on the development of a
Production Service Level Agreement for the hosted environment (QA review requested). See
the Implementation Management risk assessment area for additional information on the planning
that has started with production and on-going support models, and emerging risks.
Based on the findings above, Technology Management risk rating remains at a level 3:

New and/or open QA recommendations are provided in Appendix A.

I m p lem ent a t ion M a na gem ent (M M )
This category reflects the planning for implementation, go-live/cutover logistics, and business
process changes.
Detailed planning for Production Support, and on-going operational models, is a major work
stream that is not yet completed, nor integrated into the Master Schedule. Effort has begun to
define the detailed tasks and associated effort and responsibilities.
Given the scale of Citywide business process change and the newly hosted environment for PS
9.2, there is a great deal of effort and associated risk in preparing the Citywide central offices
(Citywide Accounting, Procurement, IT and Budget Office) and City Departments for go-live.
The level of effort to prepare for production support, across people, process and systems, needs
to be factored into the contingency planning detailed analysis, especially given the complexity in
cut-over for a project go-live other than January 2, 2018.
Based on the findings above, Implementation Management risk rating is at a level 3:
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Ap pe ndi x A – O pe n Re c omme nda ti on Log

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

The current SRI Project
organization chart does not
accurately reflect the accountability of project staff
and lacks clear, single point
of accountability over some
of the major work
streams/tracks.

SRI Project organization
chart needs to be updated
to provide clarity of accountability, in addition to
roles and responsibilities, to
be able to successful execute the scope of work defined for the January 2018
go-live.

Target Timing

Responsible Party

October
2016

Project
Executive
& Project
Director

Notes

Expectation Management (EM)

EM-6 R-1

Open

9/30/16

November 2016

4/3/17: Work products for the
project responsibility matrix and
project governance/organization approach
were completed by Accenture
at the end of March and pending SRI Leadership review/approval.

3/3/17: One of the areas of Accenture’s SOW focus is to review the project organization,
including defining roles and responsibilities for the SRI Project, Seattle IT and the Departments. Also included is an assessment of the SRI governance and project management
structure.
1/31/17: The SRI Project structure needs to be updated and
completed once the external
consulting firm is on-board in
early February.
12/9/16: No update. Pending
recommendations from external
project assessment report.
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

11/1/16: The retirement of the
Project Director and the naming
of an Interim Project Director,
along with the transition of the
Project OCM lead to Seattle IT,
need to be reflected in an updated project organization chart,
and roles and responsibilities.

Project Planning/Tracking (PT)

PT-5

R-1

New

3/1/17

The Project Planning/Tracking risk assessment area is being raised to
a high-risk rating level 4
until the Master Schedule
validation is completed,
contingency plans evaluated and a validated go-live
date is agreed upon by the
SRI Leadership Team and
communicated.

Completing the validation of March
the Master Schedule, in2017
cluding contingency plan, is
part of the focus of Accenture’s SOW and underway.

Accenture
Project
Director,
City Project Director, SRI
Leadership
Team

4/3/17: Contingency plan-

The current governance
and decision making structure lacks the definition for
how the variability of each
of the City Departments
federated, operational
models will be defined
while adhering to the new,
standard City-wide financial

A senior-level of decision
making and associated
metrics for the degrees of
variability for each departments operational needs
while adhering to the Citywide models, will need to
be defined, along with how
to assess/measure the

SRI
Leadership
Team and
Project
Director

4/3/17: General accountability
agreements are still under consideration, and the project governance/organization and department readiness work products should clearly define how
decisions will be made regarding City Department accountability.

ning options for the Project
Go-live date need further
analysis. The target is to have
this detailed analysis ready by
the 4/6/17 SRI Leadership
meeting to validate the project
go-live date, in preparation for
formal communication to the
City Executives and CFOs at
the 4/19/17 meeting.

Project Support (PS)

PS-4

R-1

Open
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12/9/16

January
2017

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

and procurement models.

change impact for each of
the City Departments, while
staying within the project’s
defined scope, schedule
and budget.

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

3/3/17: General accountability
agreements are still underway.
Business Process validation will
include a framework for standardization and what flexibility
departments will have in running
their specific opertions.
1/31/17: General accountability
agreements are being drafted.
An external consulting firm has
been retained and will join the
project in early February. The
project’s governance and decision-making structure, along
with the City Department accountability agreements, will be
addressed as part of their scope
of work.

Monitoring and Reporting (MR)

N/A
Scope Management (SM)

SM-4 R-1

Open
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7/1/16

R-1: There are nine foundational business decisions
that must be finalized before the start of the Prototyping Stage (scheduled for
July 2016). The following
three are outstanding and
will have significant impact
on the City Departments:
Inter-department Billing,
Standard Overhead Model

Finalize the foundational
business decisions needed
to start Prototyping and
clearly define the foundational business decisions
that will be finalized as part
of the Prototyping phase
(with minimal impact on
DOS development).

Mid-July
January
2017

Project
Executive, Project Director and
Business
Track PM

4/3/17: There presents a risk to
the start of Integration Testing in
not having the Project Cost Accounting (PCA) structures completed. The scope of what is
being implemented by the validated project go-live date needs
to be included in the scope of
Integration Testing.
3/3/17: Impact of not having

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

and Project Structure

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

project control structures finalized is still unclear and there is
no set deadline to drive completion. There is also the potential
risk of changes to scope as Accenture analyzes the end-end
business processes and provides recommendations for potential adjustments.
1/31/17: Most of the major
foundational business decisions
have been completed and the
impact of these business decisions is still being assessed by
the City Departments. Impact of
not having project control structures completed is still not clear.
12/9/16: Business decisions
continue to be finalized, with the
target completion by midDecember for major decisions
needed to complete the end-toend business documentation.
11/1/16: Finalization of key
business decisions, in addition
to the completion of the DIAs
and Budget Conversion exercise will provide a clear impact
assessment for each CityDepartment for January 2018
go-live
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

9/30/16: Clear definition of the
full SRI project scope (people,
process and tools) for January
2018 go-live is still not defined
nor documented.
9/2/16: Scope of the Citywide
standardization efforts that will
be implemented by January
2018 need to be defined, differentiated from what will continue
to be phased as part of on-going
operations and continuous improvements.
7/29/16: Progress is being
made on finalizing the three
foundational business decisions
needed before the start of Prototyping and which have the
most impact on City Departments (Project Structure, InterDepartment Billing and Standard Overhead Model). Risk rating will be lowered once there is
clear agreement from the Business Owners that the decisions
have been finalized, documented and communicated, and
agreement of what design will
continue to be validated
throughout Prototyping.
7/1/16: Of the nine foundational
business decisions, there are
three still outstanding that will
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

have major impact on the City
Departments (Project Structure,
Inter-Department Billing and
Standard Overhead Model).
Goal is to finalize all decisions,
including draft documentation,
by the start of Prototyping.
Resource Management (RM)

N/A
Issue and Risk Management (IM)

N/A
Communication Planning/Execution (CP)

N/A
Change Management (CM)

CM-7 R-1

Open
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11/1/16

The SRI Project is not
funded to sustain a hightouch OCM effort across all
of the City Departments,
nor is it practical for the SRI
Project to be able to manage the specific OCM activities that need to completed
for each department. Especially given the highdegree of variability that
exists to get from current
state to future state (for
people, process and system changes), that will
need to be defined and executed.

Define specific accountabil- February
ity agreements between
2017
each City-Department CEO
and the Project Executive,
after the January 2017
Combined CEO/CFO meeting.

Project
Executive
and CityDepartment
CEO’s

4/3/17: Accenture’s work products for the OCM Plan and Key
City Department System Activities has been pushed out to
mid-April. The City Department
Readiness Plan and checklist
was original scheduled for
completion by the end of
March, and has been pushed
out to the end of May. This
represents a risk to the validation of the project go-live date,
if the criteria for City Department Readiness is not understood.
3/3/17: As part of Accenture’s
SOW, a comprehensive OCM
Program, including a definition

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

and process for City Department
readiness, will be completed by
the end of March.
1/31/17: Completion of a comprehensive OCM program plan
will be addressed as part of the
scope of the external consulting
firm.
12/9/16: No update. Pending
recommendations from external
project assessment report.
Testing Management (TM)

TM-1 R-1

Open

3/1/17

The Test Management risk
assessment area is being
raised to a high-risk rating
level 4 until the System
Test plan and schedule are
completed and a validated
start-date is agreed upon
and communicated.

A pilot of the new ETC
4/20/17
methodology is being incorporated as part of System Test readiness, to
identify all required tasks
that are needed for completion before the start of System Test, and the effort to
complete.

Project
Director,
Accenture
Project
Director,
Testing
and
Technical
Managers

4/3/17: The System Test Plan
and schedule have been completed and validated, with a “go”
to start System Testing on 4/3.
This finding will remain open
until the Integration Test plan
and schedule have also been
completed and validated

Department Operating Systems that are defined as
“critical” for go-live need to
have active risk mitigations
in place and be tracked as
part of the SRI Master
Schedule. This includes
the nine departmental time
capture systems.

A recommendation from the 10/1/16
SRI Leadership Team was
to ensure there are active
risk mitigations in place to
ensure these critical systems stay on track for golive. These critical time
capture systems should
also be tracked in the Mas-

Project
Executive, Project Director and
City CTO

4/3/17: The scope of Integration
Testing needs to clearly define
the priority of DOS that are
needed to be operational for
project go-live, along with additional testing windows for DOS
that have mitigations plans for
post go-live.

Technology Management (HM)

HM-1 R-1

Open
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9/2/16

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

ter Schedule for visibility
and clear accountability for
who is responsible for the
driving the completion of
the work effort (between
Seattle IT, City-Department
and the SRI Project).

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

3/3/17: Accenture will also be
doing a review/validation of the
Department Operating Systems
(DOS) and providing a consolidated inventory of impacted departmental systems with an assessment of criticality and status. Included is a methodology
for metrics to be reported on a
regular, go-forward basis. Seattle IT has also put together a
consolidated inventory and assigned criticality rankings.
1/31/17: As part of the master
schedule validation, agreement
on what DOS are needed for
go-live is needed. The status of
the critical DOS is being tracked
in the Master Schedule and the
overall status of the DOS program is being tracked by Seattle
IT.
12/9/16: The status of the critical DOS is being tracked in the
Master Schedule and the overall
status of the DOS program is
being tracked by Seattle IT.
11/1/16: Specific blocking issues continue to be defined for
the critical DOS and detailed
schedules will be tracked in the
Master Schedule.
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

9/30/16: Bi-weekly meetings
with the City-Department Technical PM’s are taking place to
review DOS status and discuss
blocking issues. The Master
Schedule Re-baseline will include the tracking of the critical
DOS for January 2018 go-live.
Implementation Management (MM)

N/A
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Ap pe ndi x B – Cl os e d Re c omme ndati on Log

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

The project charter has not
been approved by the
Steering Committee. It
would benefit from minor
updates, guided by the expertise of CherryRoad resources, and has yet to be
signed off on by an executive steering committee.

Gather CherryRoad’s project charter recommendations prior to further reviews
or approvals (complete).
The project charter should
be reviewed and approved
by the steering committee.

Target Timing

Responsible Party

September 2015

City Project Director

Notes

Expectation Management (EM)

EM-1

R-1

Closed 7/21/14

October
2015
November 2015
December 2015
January
2016
February
2016

3/3/16 – Project Executive approved the project charter.
2/26/16: Updated project charter for Phase 2 has been completed though pending final approval.
1/27/16: Updated project charter for Phase 2 has been completed though pending final approval.
12/4/15: Updated project charter drafted and under review,
scheduled for completion in
December.
11/5/15: Updated project charter version due by 11/20/15.
10/2/15: Updating the Project
Charter is a priority for the new
Communications Specialist. A
first draft has been submitted
to the Project Executive’s staff
for initial review.
9/4/15: Updated Project charter
still outstanding and needed to
update new governance group
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

(deleted updates prior to
Phase 2 start, 9/2015)
EM-2

R-1

Closed 6/5/15

As the project transitions to
the implementation phase
and the complexity of both
the decision-making and
the teams involved increases substantially, a
clear governance structure
and decision making model
will be critical to level-set
expectations and keep the
project on-track.

Document and communicate the decision-making
model between the three
governance groups (Executive Steering, CFO Steering
and Technology Advisory
Committee) and the Project
Team. Within the Project
Team, a clear decision
making needs to be communicated to clarify who is
responsible for the decision, along with whom are
contributors to the input
process.

August
2015
September 2015
February
2016
April 2016

Project
Executive

5/6/16: Project Decision Making Framework has been completed and communicated to
various stakeholder groups.
4/1/16: Work continues on defining a detailed decision model.
2/26/16: Work continues on
defining a detailed decision
model.
1/27/16: Open issue still exists
in clarifying the Project’s decision-making model and ensuring it is well understood and
communicated.
10/2/15 – a new SRI Governance structure has been defined and will keep this open as
the mechanics and the process
continue to be refined and assess the effectiveness
9/4/15 – progress on defining
the new governance structure
has been made and meetings
planned with the new groups
for mid-September and into
October
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

7/2/15 – consulting firm being
hired to help define and implement centralized governance
structure
EM-3

R-1

Closed 6/9/15

There needs to be clear
expectations moving forward into the implementation phase of the project
scope and budget. Any
material changes to project
scope will need to be prioritized within the fixed limits
of the project budget and
timeline (January 2, 2018).

Obtain a “sign-off” from the
Executive Steering Committee at the next meeting
so there is a shared understanding of the project
scope and budget, including how the Approach documents will be used to
communicate future refinements to the project
scope.

August
2015
September 2015
October
2015
April 2016

City Project Director

5/6/16: Project Decision Making Framework has been completed and communicated to
various stakeholder groups.
4/1/16: Major scope decisions
being brought to SRI Leadership Team. Will close out this
key finding/risk upon completion of EM-2 (above).
2/26/16: First major scope increase decision on ARBI
brought to SRI Leadership
Team. Expect decision to be
finalized on ARBI by 3/11.
1/27/16: Scope decisions that
are due by the end of January
need to be well documented
and clarity of who makes what
decisions understood. There is
still a need for a summary of
business decisions made to be
communicated to the City Departments.
12/4/15: Approach documents
still need to be signed-off by
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

Business Owners and executive-level summaries needed to
document key business decisions and reaffirm scope.
11/5/15: Expect to close out in
November once the Business
Owners sign-off on the Approach documents and summary communications are developed to convey the validated scope and decisions made
on approach (“the how”) across
the stakeholders and departments.
10/2/15 – Approach documents
will need to be finalized, summarized and presented to the
new SRI Leadership Team for
sign-off.

EM-4

R-1

Closed 2/26/16
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EM-4: Lack of clarity on the
process for decision making and who are the accountable owners. There
have been several examples where decisions have
been made, though reopened due to lack of

Complete definition and
gain agreement on the detailed decision making process, leveraging concepts
documented in the SRI
Governance Triage and
applying to the process for
completing the DED’s.

April 2016 Project
Executive
& Project
Director

9/4/15 – Should be included as
an agenda item for the new
governance group meetings at
the end of September and early October
5/6/16: Project Decision Making Framework has been completed and communicated to
various stakeholder groups.
4/1/16: Detailed decisionmaking process still underway.
Key business decisions need-

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

agreement on who is the
accountable owner and final decision maker.

EM-5

R-1

Closed 5/6/16

There are several key business decisions that need to
be defined (centrally) before the start of Prototyping
and before City Departments start to engage,
hands-on with the system.

Notes

ed to be finalized by start of
Design Demo #1 are identified.

Document an inventory of
business decisions that are
needed before that start of
Prototyping and clearly
identify key completion
milestone dates for other
business decisions needed
to be finalized throughout
the Prototyping phase.

June
2016

Project
Director &
Cherry
Road Project Director

2/26/16: There are mitigations
underway including the consultant’s work on defining a
more detailed decision making
process, defining a more detailed process for the development of the DED’s and the
documentation of business decisions that have been made
(which will be fully vetted before publicizing).
9/30/16 – Key Concepts sessions have been communicated the major business decisions and have been completed in advance of Department
Prototyping. RAID log continues to be an effective mechanism for tracking.
9/2/16: Triage/dispatch from
the internal prototyping workshops needs to be completed
to determine the “entrance” criteria for department prototyping.
7/29/16: Progress continues
on finalizing the foundational
business decisions. This risk
recommendation will be closed
once finalized (see SM-4).

35 | P a g e

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

7/1/16: Nine foundational
business decisions are being
tracked and needed for completion before the start of Prototyping.
6/3/16: The foundational business decisions that need to be
finalized by the end of June
(start of prototyping) have been
documented in the Business
Track sub-plan. This recommendation will remain open
until they are finalized.
5/6/16: This was specifically
requested by the Deputy Mayor
in the 5/5 SRI Leadership
Team meeting, with progress
to be reported at the next
meeting.
Project Planning/Tracking (PT)

PT-1

R-1

Closed
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7/21/14

A formal forum for sharing
and discussing DNA findings with the broader Project Team would benefit the
project.

Determine an approach for
sharing the results of the
DNA work with the broader
Project Team (e.g., schedule a summary report walk
through after each DNA
Summary Report is complete).

October
2014

City Pro- 11/3/14: Completed
ject Director
10/1/14: DNA Team Leads will
work with the PMO to schedule
formal team report outs on completed Departments.
9/2/14: With several DNA Summary Reports now completed,
the PMO should begin scheduling DNA presentations for the
Project Team. Target timing re-

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

PT-2

R-1

PT-3

R-1

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Closed 12/4/15

Given the complexity of the
project and the parallel
tracks occurring at the
same time, the Track Leads
must be held accountable
to their deliverables and
significant tasks must be
tracked in the master (operational) schedule for visibility, coordination and status reporting.

Closed 4/1/16

There is an acknowledged
need that the current version of the Master Schedule needs to be rebaselined to reflect more
accurate dates.

Implement consistent updates to the master (operational) schedule with the
Track Leads and create a
higher-level, master (operational) Gantt chart, including integrated deliverables
for both the City and CherryRoad, to be used as a
simplified and consistent
“anchor” for project schedule and status reporting at
all levels of the project.
The mitigation for this risk
is to complete the rebaseline in April and determine if there are any material impacts to the key
project milestones and deliverables.

Target Timing

Responsible Party

December 2015

Project
Director,
Deputy
Project
Director

May
2016

Project
Director &
Cherry
Road Project Director

June
2016
August
2016
September 2016
October
2016

Notes

vised.
1/27/16: Project controls for updating the Master Schedule are
effective and improving. A draft
of a higher-level master Gantt
chart has been created and
needs to be maintained and
consistently used for communication throughout the project.

11/1/16: Master Schedule Rebaseline presented at 10/28 SRI
Leadership Team and process
will be implemented for on-going
updates and consistent project
plan status reporting across all
levels of the project.
9/30/16: Master Schedule Rebaseline is 70% complete.
Completion of Business Management, OCM and Technical
tracks still needed, in addition to
refinement of dates and dependencies.
9/2/16: Delayed until end of
September. No visible, interim
tool is being used to manage
this highly complex project, continuing to present risk to the SRI
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

project’s ability to meet key
milestones and deliverables.
7/29/16: Contract PM resource
on board and focusing on the
re-baseline effort, scheduled to
be complete by Mid-August.
7/1/16: Updated target date of
7/15 to re-baseline the Master
Schedule.
6/3/16: No target date defined
for the completion of the Master
Schedule re-baseline.
5/6/16: Re-baseline of Master
Schedule still on track for June
2016.

PT-4

R-1

Closed 4/1/16

PMO structure is lacking
the oversight to integrate
the Project Tracks, with an
end-to-end focus and to
also gauge how well the
project is progressing according to the Master
Schedule (“project health”).

Hire an additional Program
Management resource, reporting into the Deputy Project Director, who can focus
on the end-to-end, major
work stream integration and
critical path oversight.

May
2016
June
2016
August
2016

6/3/16: No target deadline has
been defined for June completion of Master Schedule rebaseline.
Project
9/30/16: Full-time Project ManDirector & ager has been hired who will be
Cherry
responsible for maintaining the
Road Pro- holistic Master Schedule and
ject Direc- implementing a consistent protor
cess to hold the Track Leads
accountable for their sub-plans
and maintaining the Master
Schedule.
9/2/16: No visible (even work-
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

ing draft) project schedule or
management processes in place
to provide holistic oversight
overall all project tracks/work
streams.
7/29/16: Contract PM resource
on board and focusing on the
re-baseline effort, scheduled to
be complete by Mid-August.
7/1/16: A new PMO resource is
scheduled to be on board by
mid-July.
Project Support (PS)

PS-1

R-1

Closed

7/21/14

There is no representative
Executive Steering Committee with Department representation to formally approve the Project Charter
and provide input to key
Phase I analysis, recommendations and decisions,
including organizational
changes.

While the project continues TBD
to utilize the FinMAP Advisory Group to guide aspects of the project, an Executive Steering Committee
should be identified and
announced by midSeptember in order to be
convened in mid-October to
be prepared to review and
make decisions on the
FORD in early December
2014.

Project
Sponsors

12/3/14: Closed
11/3/14: An updated structure
has been developed by the executive sponsors and socialized
with the Deputy Mayor. The approach proposes a governance
structure with an Executive
Steering Committee comprised
of City Departments directors,
along with IT and financial committees.
10/1/14: While no formal steering committee has been initiated, the SRI executive sponsors
are willing to accept the risk in
the near-term until further discussions occur with the Mayor’s
Office to determine the appro-
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

priate timing to convene an Executive Steering Committee.

PS-2

PS-3

R-1

R-1

Closed

8/13/14

Closed 8/3/2015

Monitoring and Reporting (MR)

N/A
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There is limited project visibility of the project by the
Mayor’s Office, which will
be required to fund the project and support the potential expansive organizational changes inherent in the
project.

Develop a strategy to adNovemdress the awareness and
ber 2014
support gaps in the Mayor’s
Office.

There has not been active
engagement of the Procurement business owner
in key project meetings,
such as Team Leads meetings, and a lack of coordination where there are
business process dependencies. This may represent
a risk to the holistic vision
and implementation of the
P2P process, given the dependencies between the
two functional areas.

Reinforce the consistent
9/1/2015
participation of the business owners for both Procurement and Financial Accounting to ensure there is
an integrated vision for the
future of P2P across the
City. This role may also be
delegated, as long as it resides with the appropriate
level of leadership and the
delegation is explicitly understood.

Project
Sponsors

9/2/14: No update.
12/3/14: Closed
11/3/14: Updated target timing
10/1/14: While it is clear that
there is now improved awareness of SRI, there still needs to
be an awareness and support
plan for the Mayor’s Office to
ensure there is detailed understanding of SRI scope, timing,
and current alignment to 2015 2016 Budget Goals.

9/2/14: No update.
Executive 10/2/15 – Closed. A proxy has
Sponsors been named to back-up the
City’s Procurement Manager.
9/4/15 – issue raised with both
Executive Sponsor and Citywide
Procurement Business Owner
who did acknowledge the need
to delegate her role at times.

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Ensure the project team
provides the needed management and oversight of
the 300+ RFD sessions
and processes are in place
for integrating the new requirements that are identified and potential gaps, so
decisions can be made holistically (versus by department/pillar) and communicated back to the departments.

November 2015

Project
Director

A process to evaluate the
gaps and provide transparency on how decisions are
made needs to be put in
place before the gap resolution deliverables (by pillar) are due. The full impact on scope, schedule
and budget needs to be
taken into consideration,
along with the overarching
goal of reducing system
customizations,

February
2016

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

The RFD session have
been a challenge to schedule and prepare for. These
sessions are the “first impression” of the SRI project
with City Departments, and
it’s important to keep them
organized and coordinate

Notes

Scope Management (SM)

SM-1 R-1

SM-2 R-1

Closed 11/5/15

Closed 1/27/16
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The Project PMO needs to
start giving some consideration to what the process
will be to evaluate the gaps
resulting from the RFD
sessions. There are approximately 250 gaps on
the list, and this list is anticipated to grow as the RFD
sessions complete.

April/May
2016

Project
Director

1/27/15: RFD sessions are being scheduled on a regular basis and communicated to the
Departments. See SM-2 for
risk mitigation recommendation
to create process for addressing gaps raised in RFD sessions.
12/4/15: Cherry Road has
hired a project coordinator who
will assist with the RFD scheduling. The City and CR Functional Leads are ultimately accountable for consolidating the
output from the sessions.
7/29/16 – all Gap Triage sessions have been completed.
Any changes from this point
out will need to be recorded as
part of the Change Order process.
7/1/16: Will close out once all
Gap Triage sessions completed and Gap Resolution deliverable finalized.
6/3/16: Gap Triage sessions
continue with target completion
by the end of June (and input
into the Gap Resolution and
Scope Document deliverables).

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

5/6/16: Gap Triage sessions
continue, utilizing the new decision making framework.
4/1/16: Gap Triage sessions
underway, as each pillar completes the RFD sessions. Will
remain open until full process
completed (through modification review/approval and next
stages of governance depending on impact).
2/26/16: Initial session completed to determine how to “triage” fit-gaps identified in RFD
sessions. Further process definition needed on how decisions made will be communicated and impact on scope for
“gaps” that will be included.

SM-3 R-1

Closed 4/1/16

Outstanding decision on
EP2P scope expansion
needs to be finalized by
mid-April to keep the project on course.

Finalize the decision on
whether or not to expand
the scope of EP2P, and
also address the risk mitigations as outlined in Slalom’s QA Assessment.

April 2016 Project
Executive,
May 2016 Project
Director
June
and P2P
2016
Business
Owners

2/5/16: A session has been
scheduled to define the process.
7/1/16: Closed – final scope
decision on EP2P at 6/10 SRI
Leadership meeting
6/3/16: Final recommendation
on EP2P scope decision to be
presented at the 6/10 SRI
Leadership Meeting.
5/6/16: Informational update
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

given at 5/5 SRI Leadership
meeting. Recommendation
needs to be formally documented and communicated.
4/1/16: Final report out on Slalom’s QA Assessment scheduled in early April. Final decision on scope expansion to be
presented to SRI Leadership at
April meeting
Resource Management (RM)

RM-1

R-1

RM-2 R-1

Closed

7/21/14

Closed 6/5/15
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Interview data indicated
there is some confusion
regarding how the roles
and responsibilities of the
BPMs differ from those of
the DTAs and functionals.

Given the matrixed nature
of the reporting of the
DTA’s, BPM’s and Functional Leads into both the
Project Team and the business owners, it is critical
that these three teams work
together effectively and understand their respective
roles.

Conduct future role and
responsibility review sessions regarding BPMs,
functionals, and DTAs in
appropriate project forums

September 2014

Conduct a working session July 2015
focused on a common deliverable. A strong facilitator will be needed to help
the teams work through a
practical Use Case of how
each of their roles contributes to the deliverable. The
output from the first workshop can be used to build a
conceptual framework with
specific roles and responsibilities that can be scaled to

City Pro- 11/3/14: Completed
ject Director
10/1/14: Facilitated, structured
role clarification activities began
in September and should be
complete by October.
9/2/14: An organizational consultant has been engaged to
support role definition
City Pro- 7/2/15: Specific use cases have
ject Direc- been defined and tasks schedtor
uled in Bridge work plan. Kickoff meeting conducted on
6/23/15.
8/3/15: Closed. Team meetings
have been conducted and there
is an increased understanding
of roles. Knowledge transfer will
continue and roles will be refined in preparation for requirements validation phase with the

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

other deliverables.
RM-3 R-1

Closed 10/2/15

Need to ensure there is a
solid foundation of working
relationships built with the
new Team Leads (management/leadership layer)

Invest time in team-building Octobersessions so there is an un- Novemderstanding of working
ber 2015
styles and how best the
Team Leads can provide
collaborative and effective
management/leadership for
the project

Responsible Party

Notes

Departments and throughout
Phase 2.
City Pro- 6/3/16: Same status – see new
ject Direc- risk PT-4. New Program Mantor, Depu- ager needed to build a holistic,
ty Project end-to-end view of the Project
Director
and ensure a cohesive management team throughout all
layers.
5/6/16: Same status
4/1/16: Same status
2/26/16: With the BPM F&A
Lead identified and the Project
moving into the Prototyping
stage in May, clear lines of
communication and understanding of roles & responsibilities
between the Track Leads is
needed.
1/27/16: As the project momentum continues to build, ensuring
a solid base of relationships between the Business and the
Project, including the Track
Leads is critical.

RM-4 R-1

Closed 7/1/2016 There has been an emerging theme with Cherry
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Project Director has communicated these concerns

8/1/2016

Project
Director

11/5/15: Defer to first quarter of
2016 due to competing activities
and lack of bandwidth.
1/31/17: There has been several changes to the Cherry

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Road in producing deliverables that lack quality, are
delivered too late; not allowing enough City review
cycles to be built into the
schedule, and an overall
lack of project management
discipline.

directly with the CR Engagement Manager and an
action plan to mitigate
needs to be developed

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

Road management structure on
the project. This risk item will
remain open while the changes
settle.
12/9/16: No update. Pending
recommendations from external
project assessment report.
11/1/16: No update. Target
start/completion dates for CR
deliverables must be updated as
part of the Master Schedule Rebaseline to ensure they are sequenced properly
9/30/16: No update. Target
start/completion dates for CR
deliverables must be updated as
part of the Master Schedule Rebaseline to ensure they are sequenced properly.
9/2/16: Concerns regarding CR
performance are being addressed with the CR Engagement Manager. No clear resolution identified at this point.
7/29/16: Project Executive and
Project Director met with CR
Engagement Manager, resulting
in agreed upon role changes
and collaborative commitment to
OCM efforts.
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

7/1/16: Action plan to mitigate
the vendor management concerns needs to be developed.
Issue and Risk Management (IM)

IM-1

R-1

Closed 7/21/14

Risk and Issues logs are
Establish Risk and Issue
reviewed monthly, but with- log governance, process
out a clear, rigorous proand visibility.
cess

January
2015

City Project Director

3/6/15: Closed

Communication Planning/Execution (CP)

CP-1 R-1

Closed

7/21/14

An updated communications plan reflecting project
communications both internal to the Project Team and
external to stakeholders still
needs to be finalized.

Finalize the updated communication plan and begin
executing as quickly as
possible to mitigate risks
associated stakeholder
communication.

August
2014

Project
Executive
& Project
Director

9/2/14: Closed. Communication
planning is included in the overall organization change management plan.

CP-2 R-1

Closed

5/6/16

There is a recognized need
to increase the level of
communications across all
levels of project stakeholders, from the Mayor/Council
Members to Departmental
end users

A more rigorous stakeholder mapping is needed to
document the many groups
and develop a more targeted communication plan,
including defining the approach/method and consistent cadence, between
the Business Track (“above
the project”) and the Project
communications.

June
2016

Project
Executive
& Project
Director

11/1/16: The Project continues
to work through use cases and
the pragmatic application defined by the Communications
Protocol at the weekly Communications Pipeline meetings, to
ensure the process is not too
heavy-weight and can expedite
communications, with clear accountability of who can communicate, what topics and to the
specific audiences

August
2016
September 2016
October
2016

9/30/16: Continue to work on
refining the practical application
of the communications strategy
and clarity of roles and respon46 | P a g e

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

sibilities between the SRI Project
and the broader FinMAP Program.
9/2/16: Still no evidence of an
integrated communications plan
that is being executed. Key
Concepts session are underway
with the City Departments and
are a dependency before the
start of Department Prototyping.
7/29/16: Risk rating remains at a
level 4 until a process to apply
and execute the communications strategy and coordinate
across the Project, including the
Prototyping and OCM efforts.
7/1/16: Recommendation will
stay open until updated communication strategy completed, approved and evidence of execution.
6/3/16: New strategic communications specialist continues to
ramp.
5/6/16: Additional communication resources have been
brought on board to address a
more targeted and robust communications strategy and approach and also develop the
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

necessary materials.
Change Management (CM)

CM-1

R-1

Closed 7/21/14

Communication to the various Departments during the
course of Phase I could be
improved.

Support the Project Team’s April 2015
informal communication
opportunities with Departments by developing and
distributing common project
messaging via tools such
as Fact Sheets with an “elevator pitch” about the project and FAQ responses on
hand outs and on InWeb.

CherryRoad Org
Change
Manager

7/7/15 – Completed Department
Implementation Assessment
which included individual meetings with each department.
6/9/15: Clean-up of the FAQ information and refining the FAQ
gathering and reporting methods
has been added to Bridge work
plan.
3/6/15: Some activities are on
hold given FORD review focus.
Review cycles plus Department
visits can satisfy communication
needs temporarily
2/6/15: Focus in this area is via
the FORD review process
1/6/15: Progress has been made
via regular newsletter publication. Updated target timing
12/3/14: In development. Updated target timing.
11/3/14: Updated target timing.
The toolkit has one additional
component to add (“points of
light”) then it can be published.
10/1/14: The communication
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

toolkit is currently in review and
needed as soon as possible.
9/2/14: A communication tool kit
is currently in development to
support this recommendation.
Target timing revised.
CM-2

CM-3

R-1

R-1

Closed

7/21/14

Closed 7/21/14

The DTAs have developed
deep subject matter expertise in various City processes, which could benefit
in Change Management
planning.

An overall change management strategy is still
being developed, although
there are many successful
tactics underway to support
change management.

Include in the development
and ongoing execution of
the Change Management
plan specific, scheduled
touch points with DTAs to
gather input and observations from their work with
Departments beneficial to
improve specific change
management planning tactics.

November 2014

Include tactics in the
April
change management plan
2015
for engaging all key stakeholders (those people who
could be impacted by the
recommendations of Phase
I) to ensure Phase 2
change management goals
(Awareness, Readiness &
Adoption) have a higher
likelihood of success.

City Pro- 12/3/14: Closed
ject Director
11/3/14: Updated target timing.
New OCM is considering ways
to understand stakeholder
needs better and is getting up to
speed on the DNA work.
10/1/14: Updated target timing
9/2/14: An initial review and input meeting has been scheduled
between the OCM and the DNA
leads. Target timing revised.
Cherry6/9/15: Closed. Kick-off of DeRoad Org partmental visits will address
Change
and will continue to watch for
Manager key stakeholder adoption as part
of implementation phase
3/6/15: Will focus on this in
greater detail post Ford review
2/6/15: Will focus on this in
greater detail post Ford review
1/6/15: Updated target timing
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

11/3/14: Updated target timing
10/1/14: Updated target timing.
9/2/14: The organization change
management plan has a core
component which is an assessment and action planning tool to
direct special tactics in engaging
key stakeholders. The current
view of this plan is that it is potentially too much for the current
Project Team to support. Prioritization will likely be needed.
CM-4

R-1

Closed 12/3/14

Stakeholder assessment
tool is not as robust as is
should be to identify key
stakeholder change management needs

Update the stakeholder assessment tool, and develop
targeted change activities,
including special tactics, for
high risk areas

April,
2015
October
2015

City’s OCM
Lead

5/6/16: Closed – added new risk
under Communications (CP-2)
for an updated and more targeted outreach plan.
4/1/16: Same status

February
2016

2/26/16: Same status
1/27/16: Still open; evaluate if
this item can be closed based
on the completion/approval of
both the Phase 2 Project Charter and the updated Communications Plan.
11/5/15: updates to Stakeholder
assessment will be included in
the updated Communications
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

Plan.
10/2/15: updates still needed
based on stakeholders involved
in Phase 2.
9/4/15: New OCM Lead needs
to take the point on updating
this tool for Phase 2
3/6/15: Will focus on this in
greater detail post Ford review

CM-5

R-1

Closed 5/8/15

Limited OCM resources for
the project for Phase 2

Finalize a staffing plan with
robust OCM resources to
support Phase 2

June
2015

Cherry
Road Org
Change
Manager

2/6/15: Updated target timing
9/4/15: Closed. New OCM
leadership in place and will be
fully transitioned by end of October. Leadership of BPM and
Functional Teams will also enable needed leadership and ensure adequate staffing.
6/9/15: OCM scheduled to join
the project in July.

CM-6

R-1

Closed 7/1/16
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Given the amount of
change impact on the City
Departments due to the
Citywide goals of standardization and the foundational
business decisions, there is
a recognized need to put in
place a more aggressive,

Conduct a facilitated ses9/1/16
sion between the City Business Owners, SRI Project
3/31/17
Leadership and CR to 1)
determine who will lead the
coordinated OCM effort and
2) develop an integrated
plan, including the commu-

8/3/15: OCM lead scheduled to
join in early August.
Project
4/3/17: Accenture’s is providExecutive ing leadership for the OCM
and Pro- Program, including work prodject Direc- ucts for the OCM Plan and Key
tor
City Department System Activities (pushed out to mid-April).

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

comprehensive and coordinated effort for a change
management program than
originally conceived by the
Project.

nication strategy, which is
under development.

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

3/3/17: As part of Accenture’s
SOW, a comprehensive OCM
Program, including a definition
and process for City Department
readiness, will be completed by
the end of March.
1/31/17: Completion of a comprehensive OCM program plan
will be addressed as part of the
scope of the external consulting
firm.
12/9/16: A more comprehensive OCM plan is being developed and pending recommendations from external project
assessment report.
9/30/16: This is still a need for a
more defined OCM plan that
can be managed to and incorporated into the Master Schedule,
to ensure there is a clear definition of OCM scope needed for
January 2018 go-live, and can
be adequately prioritized and
resourced. OCM roles & responsibilities also need to be
clarified.
9/2/16: Still no evidence of an
integrated OCM plan that is being executed. Key Concepts
session are underway with the
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Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

City Departments and are a dependency before the start of
Department Prototyping.
7/29/16: A planning team has
been formed to start to build-out
a comprehensive OCM plan,
which needs to be socialized
with the Business Owners and
approved by both the Project
Executive and Project Director.
Testing Management (TM)

N/A
Technology Management (HM)

HM-1 R-1

HM-2 R-1

Closed 9/4/15

Closed 10/2/15
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There is an increase in
complexity of negotiating
the Oracle licenses for the
new modules being implemented by the City which
are broader than the SRI
project. The complexity is
added to by the current restructuring of the City’s IT
organizations and the question of who should be taking the lead on these negotiations.

Need to come to a resoluOctober
tion on how the Oracle li2015
censes which are needed
by the project will be negotiated as part of the broader
Citywide license structure.

Decision needs to be made
1) if the Summit production
environment will be in a
managed/hosted services

If the decision to go with
October
hosted/managed services
2015
is affirmed, there is a need
to conduct a risk analysis of

City Project Director, Seattle IT
CTO

12/4/15: Oracle contract negotiations completed.
11/5/15: Oracle contract negotiations have started with the SRI
Project Director, which are focused on just the SRI project
and do not include any Do-IT
personnel.

10/2/15: Detailed project plan
and strategy have been developed, along with regular checkin’s with DoIT and discussion
with Oracle planned for late October.
City Pro- 11/6/15: Decision made by City
ject Direc- CTO to extend the stabilization
tor and
period through April, 2019 and
DoIT ac- retain CherryRoad as the host-

Finding #

Rec.
#

Status

Date
Identified

Implementation Management (MM)

N/A
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Key Finding/Risk

Recommendation

environment, and 2) the
timing of when a new vendor will be selected and the
implementation environment migrated.

the pro’s/con’s of the timing
of when the production
vendor should be migrated
(before or after production
go-live).

Target Timing

Responsible Party

Notes

countable ed/managed production serowner
vices vendor. The final production vendor will start by the end
of April, 2019.

Ap pe ndi x C – P roje c t O ve rs i ght As s e ss me nt Ha ndbook
Expectation Management
• Does the project have some form of project charter or statement of work to clearly document the scope, goals, and objectives of the initiative?
When projects are run without some form of project charter, there is often a level of disagreement about what was promised for delivery. Even with an internal delivery organization, there
should always be formal documentation to set expectations with the project sponsor(s) and
stakeholders.
• Are there clear roles and responsibilities for the project stakeholders, including executives, Project Team, vendor team, users, and partners?
Projects are more likely to succeed when all parties understand their roles and responsibilities
on the effort. Specific roles and responsibilities should be outlined at the beginning of the project, communicated to all relevant stakeholders, agreed to by the various parties, and revised
throughout the project as circumstances change.
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•

Does the project manager, or someone from the delivery team, meet regularly or send
regular updates to the project customer (e.g., business owner, key stakeholder
groups) to establish changes in expectations?
Status meetings are an excellent way to enable project stakeholders to keep their finger on the
pulse of the project. While often challenged by organizational boundaries, politics, and competing priorities, projects that run without status updates may find that they spend more time mending damage that could have been avoided.
• Are the requirements comprehensive, clear, testable, and traceable?
A robust process for identifying, prioritizing, and managing system and business process
requirements from ideation to delivery is a key component of successful projects. The requirements communicate to stakeholders what should ultimately be achieved by the project and must
be managed throughout the effort to document scope changes and, once implemented, ensure
system capabilities meet the needs.
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Project Planning/Tracking
• Does the project use a standard set of work breakdown structures (WBS)?
Work breakdown structures help project management, sponsors, and the Project Team understand the flow of work in the project and how project tasks are related or dependent.
WBSs also create a high-level understanding of how the tasks in a plan will flow. If a WBS is not
in place, there may not be a common understanding of dependencies or inter-related tasks.
• Is the project using baselining to measure and track timelines?
Baselines allow for project commitments to be made. While project circumstances change over
time, project baseline changes must be administered with prudence to avoid misuse.
Baselines, like project budgets, allow for the tracking to plan and allow future projects to leverage estimate versus actual data.
• Does the project clearly articulate the integration points at the highest level (within the
Project Charter)?
When the charter identifies the integration points, the project manager and team are better prepared to create execution plans that properly link dependencies, predecessors, and other integration factors.
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•

Has a detailed integration work plan (project plan) been created that links predecessors/dependencies between initiatives/tasks?
Without detailed approaches for addressing activities, with resources assigned, delays in one
area may impact work in other areas that were not recognized.
• Does the project manager have a process in place to track the budget of the project?
Is the project manager accountable for tracking the budget?
Having a process in place to track the budget ensures that there is accountability for the cost
of the project. Ideally, the project manager should be tracking the budget and should be reporting on the budget to project stakeholders on a regular basis.
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Project Support
• Is executive support evident for the project and are sponsors actively involved?
Executive sponsor(s) need to be visibly engaged during all phases of the project to demonstrate the importance of the effort to all project participants.
• What level of support and engagement from stakeholders is provided to the Project
Team?
Stakeholders play an integral role in any project by contributing information to decision making
and providing feedback on documentation. Strong support and active engagement throughout
the effort helps the Project Team address challenges they may encounter during the initiative
and helps to ensure project success.
• How well do the users support project activities and the changes that the project will deliver?
The user community should support the objectives of the project and be involved in project activities, as necessary, to build acceptance and ensure a successful delivery.
• Is the project manager enabled and authorized to fulfill the requirements of his/her
role?
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Executives and stakeholders must enable and authorize the project manager to lead, plan, and
direct resources and tasks to successfully deliver the project.
• Is funding available to support the project objectives?
Funding, whether internal or external, should be secured to deliver the objectives of the project
and be readily available to the project manager.
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Monitoring & Reporting
• Does the project report status regularly?
When a project reports status, it is possible for senior management and key stakeholders to
have visibility into the project’s status.
• Does the project manager use dashboards to give management visibility into project status?
Dashboards (whether manual tools or real-time automated solutions) give senior management
and stakeholders visibility into the status of a project and help them to understand the status/progress of a project quickly without having to read through a lengthy status report.
• Does the project manager hold regular meetings with the Project Team?
Regular Project Team meetings, at a cadence that is appropriate for the project, are essential
for communicating completed and upcoming activities and understanding challenges or
issues affecting the team. The project manager should lead these meetings with an agenda
for each meeting provided in advance and discussion notes/action items distributed to the team
after the meeting.
• Does the project have regular checkpoints with the sponsor or steering committee?
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These are not just phase gate reviews. They are checkpoints between phase gates.
These checkpoints can be in the form of approval of deliverables or they can be formal project
reviews after certain phases/milestones are reached. Reviews should be used to gauge the
progress and direction of the project. In addition, the gates may be tightly coupled to a financial
approval or appropriation process. These checkpoints help to ensure that projects stay on
course to address the business goals defined at the start of projects. The sooner a project is
identified as going off course, the less challenging and expensive it will be to correct.
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Scope Management
• Has the project manager created a project charter or other document that clearly defines the scope of the project?
Creating a charter that defines a project’s scope helps to ensure that the business sponsor
and the Project Team understand and agree on the scope of the project. The charter also
helps to inform new team members of the project’s scope. An effective charter can help drive
project approval and support by clearly describing the project’s scope, goals, and measures for
success.
• Does the charter clearly state the measurable goals/objectives of the project?
Including measureable goals and objectives in the project charter helps establish a common
understanding of the project between the business sponsor, the stakeholders, and the Project
Team.
• Is there a process for approving scope changes?
When there is a defined process for approving scope changes, it ensures that the project follows
specific procedures for approving or rejecting changes to the scope of the project. These proposed scope changes should include documentation for what the proposed change is and the
impact the change will have to the schedule and budget. The review process should include a
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review and sign-off by someone from the project sponsor’s department and from the delivery organization. Ideally, the client should have a review body (this may be in the form of
roles not specific individuals) that approves or rejects changes.
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Resource Management
• Is there visibility to the planned allocation and actual time resources spend on a project?
Project managers must understand the resource demand on their project and the resource
supply available to fill it. Not knowing a resource’s allocation to the project may cause conflict
with other work they have been assigned to. Not knowing how much time a resource is spending on the project will hide any resource under or over allocations; thus preventing improvements to future estimates.
• Does the project manager have a mechanism to communicate changes in project resource demand?
In order to be proactive in resource planning, the project manager must have the ability to
communicate and secure additional resources during heavy work periods. Approved changes to the resource schedule or team must also be effectively included in the planning process.
• Are the skills of the resources on the project aligned to the needs of the project?
Ideally, the Project Team resources will have previous experience with the activities and tasks
required for the project. If particular skills on the Project Team are lacking, training or coaching
can help expedite the learning process for the team member(s).
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• Does the vendor project manager effectively manage vendor resources?
The vendor is responsible for committing the resources necessary to accomplish the scope of
work. During peak business periods, vendor resources may be committed to multiple projects.
However, it is the vendor’s responsibility to manage resource availability and communication
among the vendor team to successfully deliver the project.
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Issue & Risk Management
• Does the project manager have a process in place to identify and track issues and
risks?
Having a process is in place to identify and track issues and risks helps to ensure a common
understanding of the impact of issues and level of risk associated with the project and helps to
ensure that the project manager is tracking the issues and risks to determine whether they will
impact the project.
• Do all team members have access to the issue and risk tracking tool?
When all team members have access to the issue and risk tracking tool, it is more likely that all
known issues and risks are being tracked. Additionally when team members can see the status
of issues and risks, they are more likely to become involved in resolving those issues or risks.
• Are issues and risks reviewed regularly with the sponsors and stakeholders?
Reviewing issues and risks regularly helps to ensure that sponsors, stakeholders and project
management have the same understanding of the status of issues or risks, whether they will
impact the project, and how they are changing over time.
• Are issues and risks assessed for impact?
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Changes to the project will often impact the Project Team as well as other external parties. If the
changes brought about by issues and risks do not undergo a full impact assessment, the Project Team and external stakeholders may be negatively impacted and/or unprepared for the
change.
• Does the project manager create mitigation plans to minimize issue and risk impact?
Once an issue or risk is identified, the project manager should create a mitigation plan to minimize the impact of the issue or risk. This helps to ensure that as issues and risks arise, the
impact on the scope, timeline, and budget are minimized.
• Are issues and risks updated/closed in a timely manner? Are updates provided daily/weekly/inconsistently?
Updates on issues and risks should be given in a timely and consistent manner so that those
responsible for resolving them do not ignore, procrastinate or simply forget to provide a resolution to the issue or risk.
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Communication Planning/Execution
• Is a project communication plan developed and followed throughout the project?
The communication plan identifies to all stakeholders how and when they can expect to be engaged and/or informed about project activities. The ideal communication plan identifies all
modes, audiences, frequencies, schedules, and outlines of project communications. It demonstrates that the Project Team has carefully considered how best to manage expectations through
their meetings and messaging activities.
• Is the project manager’s communication effective?
The project manager is responsible for ensuring that all stakeholders, internal and external, are
kept informed of project activities/events in a timely manner. In addition, the project manager
regularly shares with the Project Team changes in the project environment so that the team may
take appropriate proactive or corrective actions.
• Is communication with the vendor defined and effective?
It is imperative that an understanding between the client and vendor project managers is
reached as to how to engage each other regarding project expectations, information, activities,
and tasks.
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Change Management
• Has an impact assessment been completed to identify key areas and groups affected
by the project?
With most projects, there is some kind of change to people, processes, and/or systems. Documenting who is affected and how they are impacted helps to manage the planning, implementation, and acceptance of changes.
• Has a readiness assessment been conducted to determine stakeholders’ ability to accept the changes that will be delivered by the project?
Determining stakeholders’ readiness to accept change is critical to managing the change process from the people perspective. This assessment reviews items such as user environment,
operational culture, and training preparation/effectiveness.
• Is there a plan to address training? Does the plan address training timing, user participation, and user documentation?
Training is crucial to increasing the users’ understanding of the new process or tool and how to
complete their work in the new environment. Training helps to ensure that users know how to
perform their work with the future solution which limits the negative impact deployment may
have on operations.
71 | P a g e

•

Is there a strategy for user acceptance at the start of the project and for facilitating user
acceptance throughout the effort?
When a strategy for user acceptance is in place at the start of a project, it enables the stakeholders to understand what their role will be throughout the delivery of the project as well as at
the end of the project. It also helps the Project Team to understand what they will need to do to
facilitate user acceptance.
• What kind of reinforcement will be needed to sustain the changes?
To ensure that the change is lasting, the Project Team should review the people, processes, and
systems following project delivery to validate and reinforce the change. Feedback, observations, and analysis should be used to gather information to verify the change has taken effect as
intended and, if not, plan and execute corrective actions.
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Testing Management
• Has a test plan been created to guide the testing effort?
A formal test plan outlines all major aspects of the testing effort and clearly documents the strategy, resources, deliverables, timeframes, risks, and test environment considerations for the testing activities.
• Are the test cases effective and traceable back to requirements?
The test cases should describe the test scenario, the requirement(s) being validated by the test,
the expected result, and the actual result. Each business requirement should be tested to ensure the organization’s business needs will be met by the final solution.
• Are appropriate testing resources available?
The extent of testing required for projects depends on the number and complexity of changes
and, therefore, can range from a limited testing effort to an extensive one. Regardless of project
size, testing resources must be available for verifying the changes and actively participate in the
effort, in accordance with the testing timeline.
• Are the test results analyzed and documented?
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The expectation is that the test results capture whether the tests pass or fail, and in the case of
failure, whether the defect has been remediated. All test cases should be reviewed and signed
off on in order for the project to proceed.
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Technology Management
• Has the project identified, planned for, procured, and implemented the infrastructure
needs to support the effort?
Some projects may require the implementation of additional hardware to support the system
change. Identifying these needs early in the project allows the team to plan for, purchase, and
deploy the infrastructure components in a timely manner.
• Have all of the considerations for implementing and maintaining the application(s) been
accounted for in the project?
Identifying, planning for, managing, and tracking the software configuration effort is an integral
part of any technology implementation effort. The Project Team must be diligent when tracking
configuration decisions to ensure that the application meets business needs and can be properly
maintained by the organization, if appropriate.
• What is the level of complexity involved in converting the data to the future state?
Project Teams frequently underestimate the level of effort and complexity involved in migrating data from the legacy system to the future system. The Project Team should begin identifying potential issues and planning for data conversion at project inception. This will afford the
team valuable time to address conversion issues with innovative approaches during the project.
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• Have the interfaces been identified, documented, planned, tested, and implemented?
The level of effort to develop system interfaces is another area that Project Teams often underestimate and interface requirements are frequently vague. The Project Team should begin identifying, documenting, and planning for the application integration needs as early as possible.
• Are the reporting requirements clearly understood by the Project Team and vendor?
Detailed reporting requirements should be documented and communicated to the development
team early on. Leaving report development efforts to the end of the project increases the risk
that certain reports will not be available immediately after deployment and precludes the team
from using these requirements to optimize system configuration.
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Implementation Management
• Does the project address implementation during the planning stage of the project?
Developing an implementation plan early in the project will help the team identify key project
considerations such as number of implementation sites, Departments impacted, and changes to
business processes.
• Does the implementation plan address go-live/cutover logistics, communication, and a
fallback plan?
As the project nears the go-live event, several logistical issues should be determined and documented. Specific go-live/cutover activities, dependencies, and responsibilities must be
identified by the Project Team. The plan should also include deployment communication activities to notify stakeholders and any end users of impacts during the deployment event and expected changes after implementation. Finally, the Project Team should consider a contingency
plan if issues arise during the cutover.
• Is there a plan to address changes to business processes once the project is implemented?
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When the Project Team addresses the impact a project will have to current business processes,
stakeholders and end users are more likely to understand how the project will impact them
and they are more likely to prepare for those changes.
• Is there a plan to address changes by roles and responsibility?
Addressing changes by roles and responsibility helps users to understand how the project will
impact their work and helps to eliminate any confusion over which roles have responsibility for
particular actions/events in the new process. It also helps to ensure there are no gaps in the
new process.
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