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When the new Archives Collections Platform went live on 11 February
2022 significant issues and challenges were identified by the public,
specialist researchers and staff.

Recognising that there are lessons that can be learned from this
experience, Te Tari Taiwhenua commissioned ForeConsulting to undertake
a lessons learnt review of the Archival Integrated Management System
(AIMS) Project.

As detailed in the AIMS Lessons Learned Scope Document, dated 20 July
2022, we have endeavoured to answer the following questions:

* What were the key decisions, drivers and changes that led to
significant business and technology changes being introduced that
inadvertently impacted kaimahi, customers and Archives NZ and DIA’s
reputation negatively?

* How did you go about managing the risks and the consequential
outcomes of the project?

*  What are the valuable lessons and insights that can be learned by
Archives NZ and DIA?

Our review findings and opinions presented on the following pages of this
report are based on information shared with us by review participants in
the form of written materials and interview style discussions during
August and September 2022. Thank you to everyone that provided their
time and assistance during this review.

We look forward to discussing the review findings with you.
Nga mihi nui,
David Miler, Director, ForeConsulting
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Review approach sl

Dlscovery and Initiation

Confirmed project scope, approach and timeline

» Agreed input / reference documents and
stakeholders to interview (see appendix 1 for
details)

Stakeholder Interviews

* Interviews to understand project roles, probe
what happened and discuss potential lessons
for the future

Analysis & Draft Report

* Analysis of key documents and stakeholder discussions
*  Follow-up questions / information requests
* Draft report

* Presentation of draft report
* Review cycle
* Finalisation of report
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Reviewer 9

David Miller

Director

David has held senior roles in the public and private sectors in health, education, IT and
management consulting in the UK, US and New Zealand, and worked with organisations throughout the
world.

* +25 years senior management and consulting roles across a range of sectors
* +20 years programme and project management

* +15 years public sector experience (central and local government)

Final Report 4



. . . /ForeConsulfin
Project timeline il

Project initiated | Suspended

A project was initiated to look at replacing the core platform and
20] 5 . suite of products used by Archives New Zealand and its customers.
The project mandate noted that these systems were no longer fit

for purpose and were putting operations and customer service at
risk.

Project restarts | RFP issued |
Preferred vendor selected

Due to funding constraints the project was placed on hold.

The project was approved to restart in February 2018 and a business
case was approved for the project to issue an RFP in mid-2018. 2 Ol 8

Four RFP responses were evaluated and a preferred vendor, Axiell, .

was selected in October 2018. Business case approved I

Contract awarded | Implementation starts

An updated business case was approved in May 2019 and a
contract was awarded in October 2019 to Axiell to deliver the

201 9 . Archival Integrated Management System (AIMS).

Contract awarded and implementation commenced with onsite

workshops starting in late 2019.

Implementation ramped up and continued throughout 2020,
including significant data migration and system configuration work.
The project was working towards a May 2021 go-live, however
project reporting shows a deteriorating situation towards the end of

2020. . .
Implementation | Go-live
In February 2021 the project goes red and it is reported that AIMS
will not be able to go-live In May 2021.
20 21 . In April 2021 the scheduled go-live is moved to early 2022 and the
o o project returns to green. It continues reporting at green through
Go-live I Pro]ect closure to project closure (apart from an amber status in September 2021).

AIMS went live on 11 February 2022 and the project closed on 31
March 2022. After go-live significant issues and challenges were
identified by the public, specialist researchers and staff.

With increasing scrutiny from the public and impacts on staff, an . 2022
Incident Management Team was established in April 2022 to
support the Acting Chief Archivist.
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Context

AIMS scope was not trivial — replacing a set of nationally
important operational systems that were rapidly approaching
end-of-life.

Archives NZ has limited experience of major change
programmes, including change to significant operational
systems.

AIMS was a long project with personnel turnover at every level
(executive, governance, project and operational).

The implementation and go-live phases of the project were
impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic and go-live occurred during
the 2022 parliamentary protests.

Vendor delivery resources were based in Australia and Sweden
presenting challenges of working across multiple time zones
during a period when travel was heavily restricted.
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Critical decisions and events

The Contract Award Memo describes due diligence activities. These

did not discover a number of key issues that subsequently surfaced,

in particular:

¢ The reliance on vendor resources based in Sweden; and

e The readiness of the front-end search component, Arena, and
the ability of the vendor to deliver a product suite to meet
requirements.

Reference checks were undertaken with British and Israeli

organisations.

Given proximity and relevance we would have expected checks to

be undertaken undertaken with New South Wales State Archives

and Records Authority (NSWSARA). We understand later

discussions with NSWSARA revealed challenges encountered during

their implementation journey.

Arena

Arena (public search) was delivered very late in the implementation
phase and in reality did not meet MVP requirements. This added
significant pressure to the project close to go-live.

Project suspended

2015 o

IQA

The November 2021 IQA AIMS Project “Deep Dive” interviewed five
people.

From our interviews with other project stakeholders as part of this
lessons learnt review we conclude significant issues would likely
have been reported had views of other stakeholders been sought
during the “Deep Dive”.

e 2021

Due to funding constraints the AIMS project was put on hold
despite it being clear that nationally important systems were no
longer fit for purpose and operations and customer service were
at risk.

This delay intensified end-of-life issues and added pressure on go-
live decision making in 2021/22.

Given the significant issues and challenges identified by the public
and specialist researchers, and from our understanding of who
the Project Board Senior Users believed they were representing,
we conclude that external users were not adequately represented
during the implementation and go-live decision making phases of
the project. External user requirements were not sufficiently
advocated for.

Go-live decision

Given the significant issues and challenges identified after go-live
itis apparent that in reality the systems were not ready to go-live
and users were not sufficiently prepared. We are concerned that
the decision to go-live were unduly influenced by:

- Overly optimistic project status reports

- Anunder assessment of risk with inadequate mitigations

- Funding concerns in the event of further go-live delays

- Difficulty securing another cut-over window

- Assumptions about the end-of-life status of existing systems

Although go-no-go meetings were held, no formal go-live

2022 o
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acceptance criteria was used to ground decision making.

Project closure

The project wound down soon after go-live, team members were
released and the project closed on 31 March 2022. The decision
to close the project overly exposed Archives staff and
management to deal with significant issues and challenges.
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Project dynamics

The project team were heavily invested in the project. A few core members had a deep understanding of the project and the intended
deliverables — far more than the operational / BAU teams. Project status was reported largely green all the way up to go-live and this
appears unchallenged.

The project team and the receiving organisation were fatigued and relationships were strained during the run-up to go-live. There was
very little in the tank to deal with significant post go-live issues.

The Project Executive changed multiple times throughout the life of the project. At the point when go-live decisions were taken the
Project Executive was a capable senior manager but they had the no direct operational skin in the game.

The reporting line upward from the Project Executive was not adequately used and there appears to have been be a disconnect
between the AIMS Project and the Archives Leadership Team.

Project board members did not universally understand their roles and there was no effective public / specialist researcher
representation.

Project personnel were not available when the significant issues began to occur and the operational / BAU teams were underprepared
for what hit them.
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Management of risk

From our review of project documents we see that risk management
activities were undertaken throughout the project — albeit somewhat
inconsistently.

Noting (1) the significant issues that transpired post go-live; and (2) the
documented assessment of risk related to these issues prior to go-live, we
conclude that risk management was not effective.

From discussions with risk owners, some at least, had no clear
understanding of their role and accountabilities around their risks.

In project status reports before go-live, the risk of external stakeholder
dissatisfaction was identified. However this risk was assessed as having a
mitigated likelihood / impact of Possible but Unlikely / Minimal.

Both the likelihood of this risk occurring and its impact were understated
and the documented mitigating action was inadequate.

Critically, this risk of external stakeholder dissatisfaction was there to see
in plain sight. Had this risk been effectively managed then the significant
issues experienced by external stakeholders could have been better
managed or avoided.
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Recommended Lessons Learnt

a Ensure nationally important operational systems are appropriately lifecycle managed — align investment plans to upgrade or
replacement plans well in advance of end-of-life situations when pathways can become limited.

Ensure all governance roles and accountabilities are clearly understood, and that role holders collectively have the right skills,
experience and skin in the game to govern a project. Cultivate an environment of healthy challenge around the governance table.

Ensure all key user groups are actively represented in a project’s key decisions — avoid representation by proxy.

Ensure project sponsors are holders of a leadership position within the organisation and have control or influence over the business area
or resources into which the project outcomes will be delivered?.

For projects that are replacing nationally important operational systems, ensure independent quality assurance engages with all key
user groups / stakeholders and reports directly to the Chief Archivist / Deputy Chief Executive / Chief Executive as well as the project.

For projects that are replacing nationally important operational systems, prior to authorising go-live, at minimum undertake an
independent review that examines the project in the same way as the Gateway Review Process, Review 4 — Readiness for Service?.

1 See UK Infrastructure and Projects Authority, Project delivery guidance: The role of the senior responsible owner (July 2019)

2 See Treasu ry’s Gateway Review Process, Review 4 — Readiness for Service Workbook (March 2018)
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At a portfolio level ensure standard risk markers are in place to identify projects that require elevated monitoring / assurance and that
reporting for these is direct to Chief Archivist / Deputy Chief Executive / Chief Executive. Markers could include operational importance,
project length, history of delays, over budget projects, vendor concerns, high personnel turnover.

Agree and document clear and detailed acceptance criteria with all key user segments well ahead of go-live to avoid late de-scoping /
quality erosion. Do not be tempted to deviate without significant consideration of the consequences and consultation with all key user
groups / stakeholders.

Ensure go-live decision making is always grounded back to the agreed acceptance criteria. Seek senior authority outside the project to
override this criteria i.e. Chief Archivist / Deputy Chief Executive / Chief Executive. Consider the counterfactual — what could the
consequences of going live be.

Ensure pre-contract vendor due diligence activities are well considered, risk informed and for higher risk projects reported directly to
the Chief Archivist / Deputy Chief Executive / Chief Executive as well as the project. It is important that vendor references should be
taken from only the most comparable / relevant projects. Ensure responses to adverse findings from due diligence are built into project
activities.

For projects that are replacing nationally important operational systems, ensure project resources are engaged for an extended period
after go-live to be on-hand to support (inevitable) post go-live issues.
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Appendix One

Stakeholders interviewed and key documents reviewed
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Stakeholders interviewed?
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Stakeholder Role / Relationship to Project

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

Product Owner

Operational Support

3 We asked to meet with the following individuals but they were unavailable:
- QUEOfSCope - project Manager
- OutofScope  pysiness Change Manager
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Key documents reviewed*
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AIMS Business Case

4 We reviewed other documents, however those listed formed a key part of our
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website: www.foreconsulting.co.nz
email: info@foreconsulting.co.nz

Office location:
342 Lambton Quay
Wellington 6011

Postal address:
ForeConsulting
PO Box 25 264
Wellington 6146
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