	



Annex G

Organizational Readiness Assessment

	Version
	Publication Date
	Author
	Description of Change

	1.0
	1/6/2003
	Hang Pham
	Initial release.

	1.1
	1/25/2003
	Earl Whipple
	Incorporate top line conclusions.

	1.2
	1/27/2003
	Gail Guseman
	Draft introduction, expand acronyms.

	1.3
	1/27/2003
	Hang Pham
	Incorporate data, edits and reviews, formatting.

	1.4
	1/27/2003
	Gail Guseman
	Accept changes, a few minor edits.

	1.5
	1/28/03
	Hang Pham
	Draft edits to introduction and scope.

	1.6
	1/29/03
	Earl Whipple
	Accepts edits from Hang Pham, Alexa Nicolaides, incorporate minor edits.

	1.7
	2/13/03
	Earl Whipple
	Accept edits from Becket Dickerson, additional content and edits.

	1.8
	2/14/03
	Gail Guseman
	Accept edits from Earl Whipple and Becket Dickerson.

	2.0
	2/16/03
	Earl Whipple
	Accept edits from QA review.

	2.1, 2.2
	2/17//03
	Earl Whipple
	Draft edits to match TP formatting and incorporate new data from ACC.

	2.3
	3/10/03
	Gail Guseman
	Incorporate final format edits.

	2.4
	3/22/03
	Gail Guseman
	Break out the Organizational Readiness portion of the document.

	2.5
	3/25/03
	Hang Pham
	Formatting and edits.

	
	
	
	

	2.6
	4/15/03
	Dick Broad
	Update with PAT revisions.

	2.7
	4/17/03
	Bob Hunzinger
	Update Government & ACC comments, restructured document outline.

	2.8
	4/22/03
	Nancy Mangione
	Incorporated edits to appendix data.

	2.9
	4/23/03
	Gail Guseman
	Update with modifications to reflect Government comments.

	3.0
	4/24/03
	Gail Guseman
	Incorporate IBM QA edits

	2003-1
	4/29/03
	Gail Guseman
	Minor reformatting edits.

	1.1
	6/4/03
	Gail Guseman
	Update with modifications to reflect Government comments.


Version History

Table of Contents
4Index of Tables


5Acronym List


71.
Introduction


71.1
Purpose


81.2
Scope


101.3
Methodology


101.4
Outline of Organizational Readiness Assessment


101.5
Assumptions and Constraints


122.
Summary of Findings


173.
Organizational Readiness Conclusions













APPENDIX A...............................................................................................................................................................................G-a1
Index of Tables

9Table 1‑1 Mapping of Domain Areas to PAT Teams


14Table 2‑1.  Organizational Readiness Summary of Raw Data




Acronym List

	ACC
	General Accounting PAT

	BEA
	Business Enterprise Architecture

	BMMP
	Business Management and Modernization Program

	BMSI
	Business Modernization and System Integration

	C4ISR
	Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance

	CAR
	Cost Accounting and Receivables PAT

	CCR
	Central Contractor Registration

	CFO
	Chief Financial Officer

	CMC
	Change Management and Communications

	CONOPS
	Concept of Operations

	DECA
	Defense Commissary Agency

	DFAS
	Defense Financial Accounting Service

	DoD
	Department of Defense

	DPG
	Defense Planning Guidance

	EFT
	Electronic Funds Transfer

	ERP
	Enterprise Resource Planning

	FM
	Financial Management

	F&MR
	Financial and Management Reporting PAT

	GAO
	General Accounting Office

	HR
	Human Resources

	HRM
	Human Resources Management PAT

	HQ

I&E
	Headquarters

Installations and Environment PAT

	JIT
	Just In Time

	JLB
	Joint Logistics Board

	JMOC
	Joint Mobility Operation Center

	LOG
	Logistics PAT

	OMB
	Office of Management and Budget

	OSD
	Office of the Secretary of Defense

	OV
	Operational View

	OV-2
	Operational View Two - Operational Node Connectivity Description

	OV-5
	Operational View Five – Activity Model

	PAT
	Process Action Team

	PC
	Purchase Contracts

	PR
	Purchase Requisition

	PPAD
	Procurement, Payment, Acquisition, and Disbursements PAT

	QDR
	Quadrennial Defense Review

	RDD
	Required Delivery Date

	ROI
	Return On Investment

	SPB
	Strategic Planning and Budget PAT

	TP
	Transition Planning


1. Introduction

The Organizational Readiness Assessment is a compilation of high-level implications associated with the implementation of the proposed “To Be” Business Enterprise Architecture (BEA).  Identifying and addressing the less obvious cultural, political and change implications is important for the success of the BEA initiative, as it is an integral component of organizational transition.

Organizational Readiness Assessments are typically conducted to assess how well organizations are prepared, are open to, or “ready” to implement a system, process or technology.  Because the architecture was still under development, the standard methodology for organizational readiness was modified.  Instead of looking at whether the DoD is prepared for a change of this magnitude, the assessment focused on the changes proposed in the “To Be” architecture and the level of difficulty in implementing the changes.  

The developers of the “To Be” architecture have detailed knowledge of the cultural, political and systemic challenges of the enterprise changes proposed.  This document captures non-technical, qualitative data not readily reflected in the operational, technical, and system architectural views.  In other words, this assessment focused on gathering key implementation challenges not documented in any architecture product. In identifying and understanding the barriers to change, leaders can develop options and strategies for overcoming challenges during the transition.   

The proposed enterprise architecture has varied implications for organizations at all levels.  The “people-focused” implications of the BEA must be evaluated and understood in tandem with business and technical implications.  The leadership of impacted organizations will need to understand what is needed to prepare the workforce for change, including training and education, retraining for activity changes across the enterprise, as well as understanding how resistance to cultural change, or power-shifts will impact the momentum of the BEA initiative.

The organizational readiness assessment represents preliminary data gathering and analysis from which specific recommendations and actions can be later derived.

1.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this document is to present anticipated challenges, derived from a high-level architectural perspective, that organizations may experience when transitioning to the BEA.  Additionally, as part of an anticipated comprehensive Organizational Readiness Assessment, the qualitative data and results contained in this document align with and were used as input to the Change Management and Communications (CMC) Plan.
The work product dependencies on this document consist of:

· Incentive Plan:  Based on enablers identified in the readiness interviews, specific incentives can be identified, derived and considered for implementation.

· Change Management and Communications (CMC) Plan:  This document identifies the types of changes that will occur, organizational and cultural implications and challenges to implementing the changes, and potential enablers to support implementation.  This information helped the CMC team to:

· Identify message recipients and shape the messages,

· Identify where senior leadership needs to be engaged,

· Provide specific information to help prepare for discussions with these leaders,

· Help set priorities based on complexity and urgency,

· Assist Domain Owners to articulate the essence of the change, and

· Map the implications, challenges, and enablers to change to specific activities from a performance measurement perspective.

1.2 Scope

The scope of this document is bounded by the activities in the “To Be” constrained BEA architecture, specifically the Operational View 5 (OV-5), otherwise known as the Activity Model. In the OV-5, a functional area’s activities are outlined in increasing detail.  This assessment focuses on the second level of the detail described, also known as the A-1 level.  This level was chosen because it represents a high-level picture of the activities in a functional area, while also providing a good level of detail. In support of transition planning activities, this is an initial assessment of the organization’s readiness for change based on the architecture developed to date.  As refinements to the architecture are made, and as the “To Be” architecture evolves, this document’s assumptions and conclusions should be reviewed. The architecture was built in teams called Process Action Teams or PATs. These teams consisted of both government and contractor subject matter experts. This document is reflective of the following PATs and their perspectives on the proposed changes in the “To Be” architecture.  

The BEA Process Action Teams (PATs) included in this assessment are from the Operational View of the architecture and comprised of the following focus areas:

· Procurement, Payables, Acquisition & Disbursing (PPAD),

· Logistics (LOG),

· Human Resource Management (HRM),

· Strategic Planning and Budgeting (SPB),

· Financial and Management Reporting (F&MR),

· Accounting (ACC), 

· Collections and Accounts Receivable (CAR), and

· Installations and Environment (I&E).

As a logical part of transition planning, the PATs have been realigned with a domain area.  These domain areas are functional areas where the architecture will be implemented.  The BEA Domain Areas are:

· Acquisition/Procurement,

· Finance, Accounting Operations and Financial Management,

· Human Resources Management,

· Logistics,

· Strategic Planning and Budgeting,

· Installations and Environmental, and

· Technical Infrastructure.

The PAT teams align with respective domains as illustrated in the following table:

Table 1‑1 Mapping of Domain Areas to PAT Teams

	PAT Team Name
	Domain Area

	Procurement, Payables, Acquisition & Disbursing (PPAD) 
	Acquisition/Procurement

	Accounting (ACC), Collections and Accounts Receivable (CAR), Financial and Management Reporting (FMR), Procurement, Payables, Acquisition & Disbursing (PPAD) – Disbursement Only
	Finance, Accounting Operations and Financial Management 

	Human Resource Management (HRM)
	Human Resources Management

	Logistics (LOG)
	Logistics

	Strategic Planning and Budgeting  (SPB)
	Strategic Planning and Budgeting

	Installations and Environment
	Installations and Environment

	Financial and Management Reporting (F&MR)
	Technical Infrastructure


1.3 Methodology

This assessment is based on available architectural information, and focus groups with each of the architecture PATs.

The document was developed to capture and document the architecture team’s perspectives following these steps:

1. A template of the readiness data to be captured was developed in collaboration with the PAT team leads.

2. Focus groups with each of the PATs were designed and scheduled.

3. The approach was briefed to the overall Operational View team at their daily stand-up meeting.

4. Activities (at the A1 level) were identified by the PATs and populated into the templates in preparation for the focus groups.

5. Focus groups were held with the PATs and notes from the discussion captured and cross-referenced with other scribes in the spreadsheet templates. Notes were intended to retain the integrity of the comments in the focus groups.  Summaries provided were validated with the focus group prior to entry into the spreadsheet.

6. The populated templates were sent out to the PATs for validation and revision of content.

7. Validated spreadsheets were analyzed for trends. Conclusions are captured in this document.

1.4 Outline of Organizational Readiness Assessment

This document contains four sections and an appendix.  Section 1 contains the Introduction, Purpose, Scope and Methodology used to develop this document.  Section 2 contains a high-level summary of key findings, and Section 3 contains conclusions derived from the key findings.

The appendix contains the raw data collected in interviews and focus groups with the individual PATs. The PAT teams validated the data. Readers interested in specifics about an activity should refer to the appendix. The main document contains information most relevant to support transition planning. 

1.5 Assumptions and Constraints

This Organizational Readiness Assessment relies on a number of assumptions and constraints. The following lists the assumptions made and constraints that were considered when developing this document: 

· At the initial writing of this document, work on the OV-5, or the activity model was in process.  In discussions with the architecture teams, they anticipated that minimal changes (less than 10%) would be occurring to the activities at the A-1 level, the level on which this assessment is based. The data was gathered in January-February 2003.  

· Additional, broader scope Organizational Readiness Assessments will be conducted as part of a broader CMC program, using this data as input.

· The data support Domain Owners in their efforts in estimating the magnitude of change management and communications efforts.

2. Summary of Findings 

The focus groups conducted with the seven PAT teams to derive the challenges associated with implementation of the “To Be” architecture yielded the following key findings.

· Wide-scale resistance to business transformation is initially expected as familiarity with BEA and its implications are not yet fully understood, and Stakeholder ownership yet to be achieved. 

· Clarifying value to the war-fighter and demonstrating how each organization will benefit from DoD-wide strategies and capabilities will help leverage change.

· The highest levels of executive leadership must visibly sponsor the changes that will pose the greatest challenge across the Services and Agencies, JCS, OSD, and combatant commands.

· Within many functions in the DoD, changes to roles and functions represent significant shifts in the mindset and culture of the organization.  
· A strong governance system, aligned with organizational incentives, will be needed to reinforce the enterprise-wide strategies for systems integrations and data management. 

· Significant attention and resources will be required for education, training, and change management efforts to overcome change resistance.

Successful business transformations require systematic, continuous attention to the ‘people’ issues.  Aside from data of the “To Be” changes to the activities, the following categories of information were the main targets of the focus group:     structural  considerations, enablers,  change impacts, and change hurdles.   The definitions for each of these categories are: 

· Structural Considerations: Will any organizational designs, reporting relationships, culture, roles, policies or resources need to be considered in implementing the changes proposed by the architecture? An example of a structural consideration is that needs must fit within the scope of Title IX.

· Enablers: Are there any tools, systems, programs, behaviors, cultural-/political levers that make the structural considerations effective?

· Impacts: What is the impact if the “To Be” changes are achieved?

· Change Hurdles: What hurdles or potential roadblocks need to be addressed in order to implement the “To Be” changes?

These categories were extracted from the template.  Table 2-1 on the following pages lists key findings of the Organizational Readiness Assessment.   

Table 2‑1.  Organizational Readiness Summary of Raw Data
	Domain
	Structural Consideration
	Enablers
	Impacts
	Change Hurdles

	Finance, Accounting Operations and Financial Management
	· Centralized DoD accounting procedures, policies, processes and codes.

· Costs captured in a consistent and standardized manner across DoD.

· Change organizational behaviors to dissuade data interpretation.

· New role and function to support a leading industry practice - extending credit.

· New approach for collecting debts.

· New rules for applying cash and allowing small write-offs.

· Enterprise wide data strategy and management across DoD.
	· Executive sponsorship to enforce changes with a governance structure to enforce new processes and systems.

· Centralized education and training across DoD. 

· Institute standardized cost accounting models and methods with standard data capture and entry approach.

· Standardized data templates and accounting codes supported by clear business rules and integrated systems.

· Legislative/Administrative relief to enable new activities such as spot credit.

· Strategic collections strategy/governance to support strategic collections.  

· Change in Government wide budget disincentives for collecting debts and late fees.

· Business rules that allow thresholds for write-offs instead of zero balances.

· Clear and visible sponsorship by the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF). Standardized business rules.

· Communication and governance supporting new strategy, policies, and business rules.

· Training and incentives for cooperation, integration, and governance.
	· Reduce number of reconciliation’s, unmatched disbursements, and interfund billing. 

· Reduce duplication and improve efficiency to free up resources. 

· Easier to generate certifiable financial reports. Easier to measure progress using standard benchmarks.

· Greater accountability for DoD costs.

· Data changes at the source.  This will eliminate data corrections throughout accounting process.

· Facilitate greater competition by vendors/suppliers.

· Proactive collection of outstanding debts ($4B outstanding) and late fees.

· Reduced transactions, costs and payment mismatches.

· More timely, accurate, reliable, auditable and detailed data available to support better decision making and comply with CFO Act.

· Significantly reduce or eliminate data gaps, data calls and interpretation of disparate data. 

· Accurate data can be pulled electronically in real time. Certification of data may be obtained electronically.

· Improved traceability and delivery of Financial Management reports.
	· Loss of control at lower levels.  Lose ability to influence own accounting structures.

· Lack of cost accounting skills in DoD. 

· Resistance to cost accountability in the field, linked to budget disincentives for saving money.

· Consolidation of training functions and funding.

· Significant culture change to not adjust data.  New skills required.

· Obtaining legislative or administrative relief.

· Obtaining changes to federal budget policy to allow collection fees to be kept by collecting agencies.  Retain budget authority within source.

· Acceptance of new business rules.

· Clean audit statements not viewed as valuable.

· War-fighter acceptance.

· Lack of clarity exists around data ownership.  Numerous systems exist which are not integrated.

· Large archives need reconciled.

· Funds for training.

	Human Resources Management
	· DoD-wide unified Human Resource guidance, regulations, and policies.
	· Standardized systems and data that allow self-service.

· Unified training and training requirements.

· Governance model in place to support.
	· Streamlined systems and processes.  

· Integrated personnel data from recruitment to retirement - one employee profile accessible via one source for all in DoD.

· Improve capability to match employee skills to org needs.
	· Infrastructure funding.  

· Cultural resistance to reduced data control and sharing information.  

· Legacy data on antiquated systems.  Skills needed to maintain are scarce.

· Diverse training requirements and approaches exist.

	Logistics
	· Integrated, centralized, and standardized buying requirements, buying power, logistics planning, capabilities, and guidance across DoD. 

· Use of integrated strategic sourcing and contract management.

· DoD-wide balanced logistics performance targets and measures.

· Consolidate logistics training DoD-wide.

· Common Real Property guidance, policies, regulations, procedures and training, and environmental and space management.
	· Expand scope, role and responsibilities of Joint Logistics Board (JLB) to drive leading practices of a DoD-wide logistical view.

· Use outsourcing when more cost efficient.  

· Use integrated data to facilitate data sharing, capacity and demand management.

· Standardized data fed into Joint Logistics Board can enable logistics scorecards.

· Real Property Center of Excellence Program.

· Centralized Real Property inventory database with standardized inventory information that supports requests for information and ‘what if’ analysis.

· Unique Identification codes
	· Increased logistics consistency and reliability. Better alignment of logistics requirements and activities with capacity utilization to get maximum throughput across DoD. 

· Streamlining of support organizations.  

· Centralized decision making.

· Scorecards enabling greater accountability.

· Understand and address common training needs.  Share requirements with Human Resource Management.

· Access to Real Property records with consistent, comparable, and accurate data.

· Current inventory valuation.

· Increased accountability, stewardship of government owned assets and improved planning and budget estimates.

· Potential to redeploy / reduce / share facilities using analysis linked to mission impacts.

· Reduced real property costs.


	· Cultural resistance to giving up power and sharing information.  Potential Title IX issues.

· Alignment of scorecards, cascading objectives and measures.

· Some training will remain unique, for example, war-fighter needs.

· Regulations prevent some of the most cost effective solutions, i.e. outsourcing and Just In Time inventory for moving and storing goods and materials.

· Cultural resistance to relinquishing control / ownership of real property information.

· Alignment of real property inventory requirements and other information standards.

	Acquisition and Procurement
	· Consolidation of DoD-wide buying needs and power via use of shared strategic sourcing and contracts.

· Many FM, procurement & acquisition systems across DoD.

· Behaviors reflect multiple reviews, reconciliation’s, & pro-rations of data between FM, acquisition, procurement, and contract management.
	· Early stakeholder involvement to minimize control resistance.

· Integrated acquisition, procurement and FM Lifecycle Business rules.
	· Better prices, reduced costs & overhead, and reduced delivery time. Improved tracking and control of funds. Facilitate auditable financial statements.

· Facilitate DoD-wide process controls.  Greater visibility into buyer and seller transactions.

· Automated and integrated systems that can facilitate auditable financial statements and provide timely business information to support better decision-making. 

· More efficient disbursements.
	· Acceptance of loss of control.

· Acquiring people with credit management skills (new role).

· Change in law or policy, or both.

· Inter-department funds not linked.  

· Large backlog of existing contracts. Dealing with archived data.

	Strategic Planning and  Budgeting
	· Link budget & performance using metrics.  Many different priorities across DoD derived from different policies.
· Inability to define standardized capabilities and metrics.

· Non-standardized policies.  No DoD-wide perspective.

· Budget approval will be linked to DoD requirements and not to service “shares.”

· Change Quadrennial Defense Review timing requirements - limits effectiveness.
	· Strong executive leadership and sponsorship of changes.  Incentives to reinforce change behaviors.

· Standardized performance metrics, budget and correlation with resource allocations.

· Change in incentives to support budget savings.

· Legislative or Administrative relief.
	· Better information and guidance to develop DoD budgets to reflect current Administration priorities.

· Optimize DoD resources.

· Budget will reflect the mission.

· Increased DoD credibility with financial stakeholders.

· Balanced and executable budget tied to strategic goals that reflect actual execution.
	· Significant change to existing processes.

· Culture changes that represent loss of power and control over money - loss of historical autonomy within the services.


3. Organizational Readiness Conclusions

The following paragraphs discuss the overall conclusions of the data gathered.

· Wide scale organization resistance is expected as the power base shifts and control of power, processes, systems and information shifts from Service and Agency to a consolidated, integrated and standardized enterprise-wide environment.

This particular finding was common to all the PATs because in the current environment power, processes, standards, and technologies have all been unique to each Service and Agency.  The scope of changes represent losses of power, money and information that will affect many DoD levels, from civilian executives and combatant commanders down to field units, budget planners and accountants.  The autonomy of these organizations, dates back many years and reflects decision-making, budget authority and buying conventions within each of the Services and Agencies.  This represents a significant change to the DoD culture, as well as an authority shift to DoD.  Civilian agencies and Domain Owners will see their buying authority, processes and information shift to an enterprise-wide standard. 

· Clarifying value to the war-fighter and demonstrating how every organization will benefit from DoD-wide strategies and capabilities will help leverage change.

The financial benefits of BEA, such as unqualified audit opinions have not, until recently, been given the highest priority in DoD.  Current Federal budget priorities do not encourage costs savings, cost accountability, performance measures, and performance based budgeting.  However, the ability to provide accurate, timely, reliable, and relevant information supports better decision-making.  The value to the war-fighter can be practically demonstrated through logistics and personnel activities.  For personnel, that means matching the right skills to war-fighter needs and greater personnel accountability. For logistics, it means greater alignment of logistical requirements with capacity capabilities to get the war-fighters what they need and when they need it.

· The highest levels of executive leadership must visibly sponsor the changes that will cause the greatest pain across the Services and Agencies.

People are rarely comfortable with change – even change that appears positive.  Much, if not most, of this discomfort is due to the uncertainty of change.  The scope of change, in terms of its impact related to loss of power is significant.  Executives must assume responsibility for helping to minimize discomfort through knowledge and skills development, clarity of leadership, and open communications.  Commitment to the changes will be achieved if individuals believe executives and managers are not only committed to, but also are advocates for the changes. 

· Within many Services and Agencies, changes to roles and functions will require a significant shift in the mindset and culture of DoD. 

Changes that have been identified as a result of implementing BEA represent not only changes to activities and behaviors but also changes to ways of thinking and acting.  For example, within accounting, people at all levels of the organization have historically influenced or “fixed” financial data.  Now they are being asked to be strategic accounting managers. Instead of interpreting data, they are now simply reporting out data.  This is a major shift in roles and will require new skills sets, behaviors, and ways of thinking.

The ability to do cost accounting is another example of both a skills shift and cultural shift.  Leading practices in cost accounting have never been undertaken in DoD. The ability to undertake this task will require changes in thinking, new skills, and governance.  It will also require a comfort level with greater visibility into spending and budgeting, and accountability between budgets and performance.

· A strong governance system, aligned with organizational incentives, will be needed to reinforce the enterprise-wide strategies for systems integrations and data management. 

The process, system and storage of information has historically been left to the discretion of each service and agency for determining what data is collected, how it is stored and retrieved, and the tools used for accessibility and reporting.  Lack of clarity exists around ownership of some data, so it is unclear where responsibility lies.  Numerous systems exist amongst the many Services and Agencies not integrated.

Establishing a link between performance and budget using measures represents a radical culture shift.  Current Federal budget requirements create disincentives for saving dollars since they are currently reprogrammed or rescinded.  Budget priorities are developed to reflect the different priorities of each Service and are derived from different policies. There is little or no common perspective across DoD.  The myriad of service priorities, policies, processes, and systems makes it extremely difficult to establish common metrics or define standardized capabilities.

· Significant attention and resources will be required for education, training, and change management efforts to overcome change resistance.

Organizations that have tried to achieve major business or technology transformations have found that the process of implementing change will most likely lead to a temporary drop in productivity.  Change management helps to minimize the depth and length of disruption brought on as result of major change. 

Training and learning requirements in the “To Be” architecture will be driven by business goals and performance requirements linked to roles and functional activities critical to implementing and sustaining the process and technology changes.  Currently skills are developed within each Service and Agency to meet their unique needs.  Knowledge is shared informally on an as needed basis.


























































































































































































































































	
	
	



