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1. REPORT SUMMARY AND AUDIT OPINION 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This report presents the results of a performance audit that reviewed the 
procurement and implementation of a Whole-of-Government Human Resources 
Management System (HRMS) known as Chris21, an Information Technology (IT) 
project managed by the Chief Minister’s Department (CMD). 

BACKGROUND 

1.2 Chris21 is a Whole-of-Government Human Resources Management System 
procured by CMD in 2004.  Chris21 was to replace the then current Human 
Resource Management System, known as PERSPECT, and was expected to: 

• meet the payroll needs of the Territory; 

• meet the Territory’s need for an integrated HRMS solution; and 

• provide opportunities for better human resource and personnel business 
practices for the Territory. 

1.3 PERSPECT, a system developed for the Commonwealth Government, had been 
used by most ACT Government agencies since 1992.  PERSPECT operated as the 
front end to a pay calculation and disbursement system know as the NewPay 
system, initially owned and operated by the former Commonwealth Department 
of Finance and Administration, but sold to CITEC, a Queensland Government 
business entity.  The combined PERSPECT and NewPay systems were commonly 
referred to as PERSPECT although CITEC had a separate role in the system.   

1.4 The Territory first identified the need to replace the PERSPECT system in 2001; 
there was a growing risk around continued system support as Commonwealth 
agencies replaced the PERSPECT/CITEC arrangements.  There were also views 
within the ACT Government that the current system ‘was unable to meet all 
current agency requirements or future requirements.’  Total funding of $9.36 
million (excluding depreciation) was allocated in the 2002-03, 2003-04 and  
2004-05 budgets to cover procurement and implementation of a new system to 
replace PERSPECT.   

1.5 A procurement to select a new product was commenced by CMD in 2003.  The 
Procurement Plan noted that the new product would ‘with limited customisation, 
maintain the functionality of PERSPECT in the context of a new generation 
[HRMS]’.  In December 2003, Frontier Software Pty Ltd (Frontier) was 
announced as the only vendor to proceed to the ‘Proof of Concept’ phase of the 
procurement process.  Frontier proposed to supply the Chris21 human resources 
system software, which included capacity for in-house pay calculation and 
disbursement.  
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1.6 In December 2003, shortly before the Frontier proposal proceeded to ‘Proof of 
Concept’, CITEC informed its customers, of which the ACT Government was 
one, that the pay calculation and disbursement software would be ‘phased out and 
decommissioned by 30 June 2005’.  This was confirmed by CITEC in mid May 
2004.  Negotiations in the months prior to 30 June 2004, while initially positive, 
were ultimately unsuccessful in gaining any extension to the 30 June 2005 cut-off 
date.  In June 2004, CITEC offered the services at a cost estimated at $5.5 million 
per year (an almost ten-fold increase in costs).  This offer was not accepted. 

1.7 CITEC’s withdrawal of its services significantly changed the implementation 
plans for the HRMS Replacement Project, which was initially planned over a two-
year period, concluding in June 2006.  After considering available alternatives and 
their competing risks, a decision was made to accelerate implementation to 
maintain pay continuity.  The timeline was revised for implementation of the core 
modules by 30 June 2005, with the project completion date targeted for  
December 2005 to support post ‘go-live’ system stabilisation and to make 
available a wider range of HR modules. 

1.8 Chris21 was implemented on 1 July 2005 – the scheduled ‘go-live’ date.  The 
achievement of payroll continuity averted the significant risk generated by the 
withdrawal of CITEC services (that is, the potential inability to deliver pay to the 
ACT Public Sector).  However, not all aspects of the system functioned as 
intended at the ‘go-live’ date, and significant problems with data quality and leave 
functionality were experienced by agencies.   

1.9 Annual and personal leave was subsequently operational from April 2006.  
Employee Self Service (ESS) was implemented in two agencies in 2007, with 
wider rollout expected in 2008.  At the time of audit, long service leave 
functionality was not yet operational and business case analysis of other 
functionality had been deferred indefinitely.  

AUDIT OBJECTIVE AND FOCUS 

1.10 The objective of this Audit was to provide an independent opinion to the 
Legislative Assembly on the efficiency, effectiveness and accountability of the 
procurement and implementation of the Chris21 Human Resource Management 
System by the Chief Minister’s Department (CMD), supported by Information 
Technology ACT (InTACT). 

1.11 This audit particularly focussed on the implementation of the HRMS, and in 
particular, the importance of quality project management, which is critical to the 
delivery, within timeframe and budget, of the defined outcomes and intended 
benefits.   

1.12 The audit did not assess the technical suitability or otherwise of Chris21, nor did it 
seek to make recommendations on technical solutions to meet the Territory’s 
HRMS needs.  Similarly, the audit has not sought to form an opinion on the 
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performance of Frontier as the vendor, or any consultants engaged by the 
Territory for the project.   

OPINIONS 

1.13 The audit opinions drawn against the audit objectives are set out below. 

• Against a compressed implementation timeframe, the project delivered pay 
continuity, including services previously supported by CITEC, by the target date 
of 1 July 2005.  However, some aspects of the system did not function as 
intended.  To date, some core functionalities are not yet operational and other 
contracted deliverables (ESS, recruitment) have not been fully implemented.   

• Project expenditure by CMD to 30 June 2007 was $9.408 million, which was 
within the project’s budget funding.  However, this did not include $1.9 million to 
work-around the deficiencies of the Chris21 system as implemented, and other 
costs borne by agencies.  

• The project as a whole has not delivered the intended outcomes and the benefits of 
a new generation HR system.  Implementation of some purchased Chris21 
modules will be subject to further business case analysis and funding.  

• Audit has not seen evidence of any planning or scheduled implementation of 
Phase 2 functionality to achieve the transformation of human resource 
management to a more strategic function, as intended. 

1.14 Audit held discussions with various stakeholders, including external contractors, 
and Frontier.  Audit appreciates the assistance and valuable input provided by 
Frontier, and acknowledges the good working relationship between Frontier and 
the Territory.  Frontier advised Audit that it is committed to working with the 
ACT Government to resolve outstanding issues relating to the implementation of 
Chris21. 

KEY FINDINGS 

1.15 The audit opinion is supported by the following findings: 

Project planning and initiation  

• The aim of the HRMS was to replace the HRMS in response to emerging risks 
with the platform, while eventually extending human resource strategic 
management capacity.  Various business cases, procurement and tender 
documents envisaged that new generation systems would bring additional 
benefits, although access to wider and ‘non-core’ functionality was to be subject 
to further business case analysis.  

• The Business Case was well prepared and provided a strong case for the 
replacement of PERSPECT.  



Report summary and audit opinion  

 
Page 6 Chris21 Human Resource Management System: Procurement and Implementation 

 

• The Business Case indicated that its cost estimate of $5 million did not include 
business process re-engineering and the associated change management costs, 
project/contract management or the implementation of Employee Self-Service 
(ESS).  The actual cost of the project as at end June 2006 was around 
$11.4 million, including some costs incurred by agencies. 

• There were numerous planning documents prepared before the decision to 
compress the implementation of Chris21.  This decision had a substantial impact 
on the project, with new plans and team structure developed in the context of a 
rapid change of momentum and concurrent activity.  

• The procurement was well planned, and the plan was generally adhered to by the 
Project Team.  The evaluation process was well documented, and checked by the 
probity auditors.  

Project implementation and management 

• The structures for project implementation and management were generally sound 
and had potential to support good practice in project management.  However, the 
actual project management did not fully deliver the intended outcomes, partly due 
to the compressed implementation timeframe. 

• Overall, the draft governance structure was in accordance with the CMD IT 
Project Governance Guidelines, and the Project Board largely fulfilled its role to 
monitor project directions.  However: 

− the Project Board, Project Owner and Project Director roles appeared to 
share some responsibilities such as financial delegations and the approval 
of other roles and positions within the project; 

− the Project Board did not endorse or approve many of the key plans 
applied to the project; and 

− the Project Board could have taken more action to ensure the overall 
project objectives and benefits were measured and achieved.  

• Records management in relation to the project was inadequate and did not support 
ready access to material for the audit. 

• Only one Quality Audit was conducted over the life of the project, although there 
was little documented evidence to indicate that its recommendations had been 
implemented.  Some key aspects of the project, such as parallel running, were 
subject to detailed quality review. 

• Testing was inadequate to ensure quality of the software.  Time for system testing 
was significantly reduced due to the compressed implementation.  Further, testing 
was delayed by late delivery of modifications by Frontier and the compressed 
timeframe did not allow testing of a broad range of functions and conditions of 
service. 

• Of the six parallel pay runs in both PERSPECT and Chris21, only the final two 
were comprehensive in comparing the results from each system.  The post 
1 July 2005 withdrawal of the leave functionality was a case where insufficient 
testing did not expose shortcomings of this functionality. 
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• The overall Risk Management Plan followed the risk standards, and better 
practice.  Various risk plans such as that at the Proof of Concept stage, were 
integrated into the project.  

• Although the Project Board had regularly discussed risk abatement measures, 
action taken was not sufficient to reduce the risks, and many of the identified risks 
were realised during the project.  

• Deficiencies were found in training provided on systems without full 
functionality.  Additional training was supplied at agency cost. 

• Change management activities gained momentum in mid 2004.  Change 
Management and Communications Plans were endorsed by the Board in 
November 2004.  Communications with and within agencies, however, were not 
as effective as required, and agencies were unprepared for the lack of 
functionality delivered by Chris21 at the ‘go-live’ date of 1 July 2005. 

• The compressed implementation and subsequent configuration problems led to 
further costs in developing manual processes to work around the deficiencies of 
the system as implemented. 

Project Outcomes  

• Actual project expenditures by CMD to 30 June 2006 were $9.408 million, and 
were in line with the project budget of $9.36 million.  However, this did not 
include about $1.9 million in additional costs to key government agencies to 
work-around deficiencies in the implementation of Chris21, and other costs borne 
by agencies.  

• The HRMS Replacement Project delivered pay continuity by the ‘go-live’ date of 
1 July 2005, but significant problems were experienced in functionality in leave 
and superannuation.  Some elements of the specified functionality, as specified in 
the Procurement Plan and subsequent contract with Frontier, were delayed. 

• The initial time frame for the full implementation of Chris21 was about two years, 
with Phase 1 core functionality due to be delivered by 1 July 2005.  To date, long 
service leave, higher duties and recruitment1 are yet to be completed, and ESS has 
been rolled-out in two agencies, with further rollout expected in 2008.  Additional 
‘non-core’ functionality to be subject to a further business case and funding, has 
not been progressed.  

• CMD surveyed the extent of implementation of some 19 payroll, leave, reporting 
and interface functions in July 2006.  Of the 146 sub-functions, 72 percent were 
functional, 14 percent partially functional (mainly work around solutions) and 
14 percent were not functional.  Working with the software developer, the Project 
Team has continued to refine the operation of Chris21.   

• The project as a whole has not fully delivered the outcomes and the benefits of a 
new generation integrated HR system.  There was no evidence of any planning or 

                                                 

1 Recruitment was considered core functionality, but was not included in the initial Phase 1 implementation. 
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scheduled implementation of Phase 2 functionality to achieve the transformation 
of human resource management to a more strategic function as intended. 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESPONSE TO THE REPORT 

1.16 The audit made six recommendations to address the audit findings detailed in this 
report.   

1.17 In accordance with section 18 of the Auditor-General Act 1996, a final draft of 
this report was provided to the Chief Executive of the Chief Minister’s 
Department for consideration and comments.  The Chief Executive provided the 
following response: 

Replacement of the Territory’s legacy HR system always represented a significant 
challenge – not just because the former system was developed specifically to 
support the Commonwealth conditions inherited by the ACTPS, but also because of 
the small scale and wide diversity of our service and our multi-paycentre/multi-
user operational environment.  That challenge was made much greater by the need 
to compress implementation to maintain pay continuity when one of the legacy 
providers decided against extending a contract other than at a prohibitive cost.  
This resulted in a fundamental and rapid change to the project, with a strong and 
correctly targeted focus on accelerating the delivery of the system to maintain pay 
continuity by 30 June 2005.  Achievement of pay continuity in these extremely 
difficult circumstances is a testament to the hard work and commitment of the 
project team, InTACT and agencies. 

I am pleased the audit took this into account in some aspects of its review of the 
project. While the compressed implementation plan incorporated the need to 
continue implementation work to stabilise the system in the 6 month period after 
go-live, CMD acknowledges that the post implementation work and challenges 
were greater than anticipated.  In this period, the project team regrouped and 
worked closely with Frontier, InTACT and paycentres to continue to improve the 
system’s configuration, implement software upgrades and deliver annual and 
personal leave by April 2006.  Further operational documentation was developed 
and training and support to system users was provided.   

As indicated in the report, Frontier is developing software to support long service 
leave functionality for the ACTPS and its Commonwealth clients.  Superannuation 
operates as intended, although a calculation error carried over from 
Commonwealth/PERSPECT days in relation to one component of superannuation 
was discovered in testing in late 2005. This affects a decreasing number of casual 
staff and is addressed within the pay centre by a relatively simple workaround.  A 
system change has been sought from Frontier.  

In other areas, the audit has found the project did not meet best practice 
standards.  In some areas CMD has taken issue with the audit’s approach, 
particularly where the benefit of hindsight does not acknowledge the harsh reality 
of the compressed implementation.  However, CMD supports the recommendations 
on the basis that it is best to look forward and support future practice and 
development and welcomes future work with the Audit Office in this area. 
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Some issues, however, do deserve further comment.  

First, the audit considers there is no evidence of planning or scheduled 
implementation of the extended functionality of a new generation system.  The 
Territory did defer these (although electronic leave functionality is now being 
rolled out and preliminary discussions underway on implementation of recruitment 
functionality) and turned instead to a major business process review and 
improvement initiative in the implementation of a shared services centre.  This 
provides a single organisational focus for future change management and process 
improvement and combines the previous disparate elements of HR system 
ownership with process and operational ownership.  That the HR elements of the 
shared service centre went live in February 2007 after a 7 month implementation 
is an unacknowledged benefit of the Chris21 HR system implementation.  It is 
unlikely that this timetable could have been achieved without the preparatory work 
of the earlier project.  

Secondly, the audit makes a number of comments about the number of 
modifications to the system and whether this reflected adversely on system 
specifications or project management.  Modifications to the ‘vanilla’ system were 
expected and they were finally agreed in close consultation with agencies and 
Frontier, taking into account Frontier’s response to the Statement of 
Requirements, agency business needs, the desirability of reducing discretionary 
operational diversity across agencies, as well as the technical aspects of the 
system. 

Finally, the audit is critical of the consultant reviews commissioned throughout the 
project.  Engaging external consultants and advice was a key part of risk 
management and quality control in a complex project, but ultimately the external 
reviewer did not have to make the difficult project decisions.  All reports 
contributed to the project and were considered a valuable investment.  In this 
context it is also noted that the consultants and contractor budget was 
predominately allocated to Frontier licence and implementation costs and project 
management and IT contractor costs. 

1.18 Audit also sought response to the report from the General Manager of Frontier 
Software Pty Ltd, who commented on the three aspects of the project as follows: 

• The change to timeframes due to the early removal of support by CITEC for 
PERSPECT had a massive impact on budget and timing of deliverables; 

• The compressed timeframe resulted in a decrease in take up of program 
modifications that were recommended by Frontier in the Pre-Implementation 
Report.  This take up was reduced firstly by the changed time constraints, 
and subsequently due to resulting budget constraints that arose because 
additional budget had to be cannibalised to meet the compressed time frame 
to ensure pay continuity.  The decision not to take up the program changes 
dramatically impacted upon the 146 sub-functions. 

• The data cleansing exercise conducted during the migration phase also 
adversely impacted upon the sub-functions of the system.  

1.19 The Chief Executive of CMD also provided responses to each recommendation, 
as shown below. 
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Recommendation 1 (Chapter 2) 

CMD and Treasury should agree to standard project methodology to support complex IT 
projects.  Project plans should be reviewed and approved by both the Project Owner and 
Steering Committee of the Project, and properly implemented. 

CMD’s response: 

Agreed, although CMD notes that the compressed implementation resulted in a new high 
level milestone plan, supported by linked plans for specific areas (such as testing, training 
etc).  This replaced earlier plans and was developed with the Project Owner and 
considered by the Project Board.  It is CMD’s view that this plan was implemented. 

Recommendation 2 (Chapter 3) 

Agencies should ensure that contracts with third party suppliers are sufficiently robust, and 
have appropriate strategies in place to minimise the risk of withdrawal or variation of their 
services adversely affecting the operation of critical business systems. 

CMD’s response: 

Agreed although it is noted removal of all risks can inordinately increase costs. 

Recommendation 3 (Chapter 3) 

CMD should complete a post-implementation review of the implementation of Chris21. 
The review should inform: 

• measures to be taken, and a timetable, to complete the installation of full system 
functionality; and 

• better practice for the installation of large IT systems in the ACT, including 
lessons learned from the Chris21 implementation. 

CMD’s response: 

CMD supports this in part.  This is because the project must be considered atypical 
because of the nature of the impact of an external event.  In these circumstances, parallels 
to wider IT implementations are relatively limited.  Further, the Shared Service Centre 
now has operational ownership of the system and is appropriately supporting work with 
Frontier to continuously improve system operation and business processes.  However, a 
high level review will be undertaken. 
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Recommendation 4 (Chapter 3) 

To promote certainty in the ongoing management of any major IT system, CMD and 
Treasury should ensure project management methodologies include a requirement for the 
Project Owner, after delivery of a new IT system to: 

• accept the system as delivered; or  

• notify the system vendor or developer that acceptance is conditional on 
modifications to the system to meet agreed specifications; and 

• document the decision regarding acceptance or otherwise of the system. 

CMD’s response: 

Agreed, although it is noted that in this case an acceptance process was completed in 
conformance with the contract. 

Recommendation 5 (Chapter 4) 

For accuracy and completeness, CMD and Treasury should ensure that project budgets 
identify and include the costs to be borne by agencies.  

CMD’s response: 

Agreed.  Even where agencies are expected to absorb their own costs, as in the case of this 
project, it is preferable to identify these costs upfront and review them throughout the 
project. 

Recommendation 6 (Chapter 4) 

To improve the efficiency of the Chris21 HRMS, CMD and Treasury should continue their 
efforts to simplify the administration of the conditions of employment in the ACTPS.  

CMD’s response: 

Agreed.  Some of the most complex conditions of service have already been changed with 
consequential benefits to the administration of Chris21.  This work will continue as 
complex conditions of service are identified and assessed for their potential for 
modification by changes to policy, employment standards or industrial negotiations.  
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2. PROJECT PLANNING AND INITIATION 

INTRODUCTION 

2.1 This Chapter describes the planning and initiation phases of the Chris21 project 
from 2002 to December 2003, when the later stages of the procurement and pre-
implementation were commenced. 

KEY FINDINGS 

•  The aim of the HRMS was to replace the HRMS in response to emerging risks 
with the platform, while eventually extending human resource strategic 
management capacity.  Various business cases, procurement and tender 
documents envisaged that new generation systems would bring additional 
benefits, although access to wider and ‘non-core’ functionality was to be subject 
to further business case analysis.  

•  The Business Case was well prepared and provided a strong case for the 
replacement of PERSPECT.  

•  The Business Case indicated that its cost estimate of $5 million did not include 
business process re-engineering and the associated change management costs, 
project/contract management or the implementation of Employee Self-Service 
(ESS).  The actual cost of the project as at end June 2006 was around 
$11.4 million, including some costs incurred by agencies. 

•  There were numerous planning documents prepared before the decision to 
compress the implementation of Chris21.  This decision had a substantial impact 
on the project, with new plans and team structure developed in the context of a 
rapid change of momentum and concurrent activity. 

•  The procurement was well planned, and the plan was generally adhered to by the 
Project Team.  The evaluation process was well documented, and checked by 
the probity auditors.  

BACKGROUND 

2.2 In 2002, the Chief Minister’s Department prepared a Strategic Business Case to 
‘validate the need to acquire and implement a new Human Resource Management 
System (HRMS) on a sector-wide basis with the ACT Government’.  The new 
system would replace PERSPECT, which was implemented in 1992.  The primary 
reason for replacing PERSPECT and CITEC arrangements was to respond to the 
risks to the legacy platform.  

2.3 At that time, most ACT Public Service (ACTPS) agencies used PERSPECT as 
their HRMS.  There were about 440 users providing services to around 13 600 
employees.  The system had not had any significant upgrades or functionality 
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modifications for a long period, and was outdated compared to other products on 
the market.   

2.4 Several parties were involved in providing human resource management services 
through PERSPECT, especially payroll and related matters.  For example, payroll 
management was the responsibility of various ACT Government agencies, while 
payroll processing (payroll calculation and disbursement, payment summary 
production, employee deduction automatic transfers) was outsourced to CITEC 
Pty Ltd.  InTACT provided system support, but HRMS enhancements and 
upgrades were provided by the system vendor, Aspect Computing.  Staff reporting 
was provided by InfoHRM Pty Ltd and Hermes Precisa Pty Ltd provided payslips.  

2.5 The ACT Public Sector’s industrial relations framework complicated delivery of 
HRM services and operation of any HRMS.  Although only a relatively small 
public sector, there was great diversity in conditions and operational requirements, 
with numerous awards and certified agreements effecting employee entitlements.  
The range of employee types (including many different types of shift workers) 
and payment requirements contributed to the complexity, and often required 
manual, time-consuming processes - different awards, certified agreements and 
individually negotiated conditions of service resulted in numerous ‘leave groups’ 
that were not easily managed on PERSPECT.  Further, introduction of new 
approaches to payroll, such as salary packaging and individual Australian 
Workplace Agreements, also complicated payroll services.  Simplification of 
entitlements, through centrally negotiated service-wide certified agreements and 
award simplifications was underway, but was still some way from completion.  

2.6 The Business Case prepared by CMD was supported, and work commenced on 
analysing system requirements in preparation for procuring and implementing the 
replacement system.   

PROJECT TIMELINE – KEY EVENTS 

Date  

February 2002 Business Case drafted and submitted to Government by CMD. 

2002-03 Budget Funding of around $9.36 million was provided in the 2002-03 Budget, and 
subsequent budgets.   

December 2002 CMD Chief Executive agreed to project initiation documentation including 
scope, governance, risks etc. 

April 2003 An open Request For Proposal (RFP) was released for the HRMS.  The RFP 
sought to procure a system with a full range of human resource management 
functionality, including Employee Self Service (ESS). 

June 2003 RFP closed and evaluation of proposals commenced. 

The contract between the Territory and CITEC Pty Ltd, provider of pay 
calculation and disbursement services, expired on 30 June 2003; it was 
extended to 30 June 2005.  

December 2003 The proposal from Frontier Software Pty Ltd (Frontier) to supply the Chris21 
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software was selected to proceed to a ‘Proof of Concept’ evaluation.  No 
other proposals proceeded to this stage of the procurement process.  (The 
‘Proof of Concept’ evaluation commenced in February 2004 and was reported 
in May 2004.) 

CITEC advised CMD that current software supporting its pay calculation and 
disbursement services would be decommissioned by 30 June 2005.  This 
meant the Territory would need to implement alternative arrangements. 
(CITEC offered to ‘transition’ the Territory to its new product.)   

May 2004 Following negotiations with CMD, CITEC confirmed that the then current 
services provided to the Territory would cease from 1 July 2005. 

June/July 2004 Decisions made to: 

• proceed with Frontier’s proposal and implement Chris21;  

• extend implementation of Chris21 to include pay disbursement 
services; and 

• compress the implementation of Chris21 to maintain pay continuity 
from 1 July 2005.  

Frontier commenced a detailed Pre-Implementation Report, which was 
reported in August 2004, and informed the detailed specifications for the 
system. 

September 2004 A contract, effective from 1 July 2004, was executed with Frontier for the 
supply of a human resource and payroll management system. 

February 2005 Frontier delivered the proposed configuration and system specifications 
(except for six requested modifications). 

1 July 2005 Chris21 ‘go-live’ date.  PERSPECT was available only for historical records. 

14 July 2005 Chris21 processed its first pay for around 14 500 payees. 

April 2006 Annual and personal leave implemented. 

February 2008 As at February 2008, long service leave had not been implemented.  HR21 
has been rolled out to two agencies, with further rollout through 2008. 

PROJECT PLANNING 

Business Case 

2.7 The importance of a business case is highlighted in the InTACT Business Case 
Development Guidelines and Template for ICT- Enabled Projects: 

A business case is an evolving document that defines a proposed or ongoing 
project, providing sufficient information for readers to understand the scope and 
rationale of the project, to analyse its chances of success and to later measure 
whether or not the project has achieved its objectives. 

2.8 The Business Case prepared by CMD outlined the circumstances that led to the 
view that PERSPECT should be replaced.  It was supported by the report of a 
consultant’s review (commissioned by CMD) that considered the ‘strategic 
direction’ of HRMS in the ACT Public Sector, and the ‘current and future HRMS 
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needs’ of government agencies.  The consultant’s review featured extensive 
consultation with representatives of government agencies.  Together, these 
documents presented a strong case for the replacement of PERSPECT with a 
modern and flexible HRM platform. 

2.9 The Business Case noted that replacement of a HRMS ‘is not a cost saver or value 
enabler per se’, and recommended that replacement be considered on a ‘cost 
avoidance’ basis, which sought to ensure the replacement system did not increase 
costs.  Nevertheless, cost savings were likely to result from process re-engineering 
and improving reporting functionality, and elimination of ‘hidden costs’ such as 
might arise from: 

• ‘ad hoc’ systems that provide reporting functionality not available from the 
HRMS itself; 

• business processes that entail duplication of effort including re-keying of 
data; and 

• undocumented processes that entail ‘figuring it out’ each time. 

2.10 The Business Case suggested that elimination of ‘hidden costs’ could represent a 
cost saving of between five percent and fifteen percent.  Cost savings were 
unlikely to be realised until the second year of operation, following business 
analysis and process engineering projects, and were dependent on the reporting 
functionality of the new HRMS.   

2.11 Further, the Business Case stated the replacement system would deliver increased 
functionality, including ‘employee self service’ (ESS)2 that would allow agencies 
to ‘move from a processing focus … to a service delivery culture’.  According to 
the Business Case, implementation of ESS generated ‘productivity improvement 
of an average 30 percent at the end of the first year of operation and up to 60 
percent at the end of the second year’, through reduced cycle time and reduced 
transaction costs.  As well, a replacement HRMS could lead to productivity 
improvements through the ability to deliver value added activities such as 
workforce planning, recruitment and retention as well as coaching and mentoring. 

2.12 The Business Case estimated the cost of replacing PERSPECT as $5 million, 
although this estimate comprised only the following elements: 

• software licences; 

• support; and 

• vendor implementation costs. 

                                                 

2  ESS involves the ability for individual staff to perform their own personal administration - such as maintaining their own 
personal details and bank details as well as leave applications.  ESS enables staff to view, change and process 
information without the need to involve human resource staff.  As a result, HRM costs may be reduced and payroll areas 
are then able to shift their focus to more strategic human resource activities. 
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2.13 The Business Case acknowledged that the $5 million cost did not include business 
process re-engineering and the associated change management costs, project and 
contract management or the implementation of ESS.  In addition, the Business 
Case cautioned, the estimate should be treated as indicative only, as a reliable 
estimate of costs would be dependent on the outcomes of any tender process to 
procure a replacement solution. 

2.14 Neither the Business Case nor the supporting consultant’s report provided an 
estimate for a total cost of replacing PERSPECT.  Funding (capital and operating 
costs) for the HRMS Replacement Project of $7.482 million was provided in the 
2002-03 Budget, and $3.044 million, $1.746 million and $1.746 million for the 
2003-04, 2004-05 and 2005-06 respectively.  The actual funding for the out-years 
were subsequently reduced to remove depreciation expenses.  

Implementation Planning 

2.15 The Business Case made clear that the task of determining, procuring and 
implementing a new service-wide HRMS system would be complex and time 
consuming.  Sound planning would be essential, and to this effect, many separate 
planning documents were prepared over the early stages of the project.  

2.16 An initial Project Brief was prepared in July 2002, following commencement of 
budget funding for the project from the 2002-03 Budget.  The Brief described a 
‘multi-staged approach to replacement’ that featured: 

• procurement of technology to meet current operating requirements, with 
‘specifications … to replace the current human resource system but 
consistent with new generation systems currently on the market, with the 
capability to provide enhanced human resource capability’; 

• implementation of the new system, leading to the retirement of PERSPECT; 
and 

• change management, business planning and possible rollout of additional 
human resource capability, on the basis of the financial business case. 

2.17 The Brief noted that ‘funding provided represents project management, 
procurement of a product, and implementation to the stage of piloting’.  At this 
early stage, prior to selection of a vendor, it was not possible to be specific on the 
extent of ‘piloting’ intended.  Subsequent documentation indicates that the project 
would include implementation ‘to the production environment’ of a HRMS 
application to replace PERSPECT. 

2.18 Audit identified the following planning documents for the project.  The 
documents were created at various stages of the project although several, such as 
the Program Plan (later known as the Project Plan), were prepared at the very 
early stage of project initiation.  Plans were updated and replaced, and some plans 
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not finalised, after the vendor was identified (Frontier) and the project was 
extended to the full implementation of Chris21 by 1 July 2005. 

Table 2.1: Planning documents prepared for the HRMS Replacement Project 

Type of planning document Document 

Initial planning and procurement  Program Plan and attachments  

 Project Schedule 

 Risk Management Plan 

 Procurement Plan  

 RFP Evaluation Plan 

 Project Register and a sample of project profiles 

 Project Methodology 

Data migration Data Management Framework 

 Data Project 

 Data Migration Plan 

Proof of Concept Proof of Concept Operational Conduct 

 Proof of Concept Procedures 

 Proof of Concept Plan 

Change Management Change Management Plan 

 Change Governance Plan 

 Draft Communications Plan 

 Stakeholder Management Framework 

 Parallel Pay Run Plan 

 Decision Making Framework 

Other Plans Benefits Realisation Plan 

 Probity Plan 

 HRSS Project Resolution of leave and issues plan 

 Contingency Plan 

 Risk Management Plan 

 Quality Assurance Plan 

2.19 The Program/Project Plan was an important overarching document.  It was 
structured as a master document, describing the overall HRMS Replacement 
Project with sections covering matters such as the organisation and structure for 
the project, resource requirements, scheduling, quality assurance and business 
migration.  The Plan was supported by several ‘sub-plans’ that covered all the 
major areas of activity in implementing the new HRMS (such as interfaces with 
other systems, budgets and detailed schedules). 
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2.20 The Plan for the project was not completed.  The latest version obtained by Audit 
(version 3.60) was substantially unfinished, containing incomplete sections on the 
project budget, resource requirements, the activities to be undertaken and the 
project schedule (among others).  Documents indicated to be attachments to the 
Plan were not attached, or were incomplete.   

2.21 The incomplete status of this Plan was noted by independent consultant review in 
August 2003, and again in February 2004.  Of particular importance was the 
absence of a detailed analysis of the resources required for the project.   In 
February 2004, the consultant stated that ‘several high level planning documents 
… have not been maintained and are now significantly out of date’.  

2.22 CMD advised that: 

the earlier draft Project Plan was replaced by more targeted plans to support the 
compressed implementation.  Planning and concurrent activity through June and 
July 2004 resulted in a Milestone Schedule in July 2004 and Frontier’s detailed 
implementation schedule in October 2004.  The Milestone Schedule was supported 
by more detailed secondary documents covering detailed elements of the project – 
for example, a communications plan, data migration plan, testing schedule and 
training plans. 

2.23 In January 2005, another consultant examined project planning and management 
and observed: 

The key observation here is the lack of an overall project plan.  The Project Team 
uses a series of milestones and status reports.  Status reporting is done weekly by 
Frontier and then a consolidated status report is prepared including Project Team 
inputs.  Reporting is predominantly backward-looking.   

There is no overall project schedule that [the consultant] had seen, although the 
Frontier team uses a schedule that covers their tasks.  Outside of the Frontier 
schedule, [the consultant] have seen no evidence of a critical path or task 
dependencies being formally identified.  This notwithstanding, I find that [the 
project managers] are both highly knowledgeable on the work required, but a 
project of this complexity would benefit from a more formal approach to project 
management. 

2.24 The consultant made several recommendations for improvement, as shown in 
Table 2.2.  Audit comments on the HRMS Project Team’s responses to the key 
recommendations are shown in the table.    
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Table 2.2: Key recommendations concerning project planning and management - 
January 2005 

Recommendation HRMS Team Response Audit Comment 

Create a single plan for the 
project that includes 
deliverables from Frontier, 
InTACT and the Pay Centres, 
with all dependencies mapped. 

This level of planning and 
scheduling is underway and will be 
completed by 16 February 2005. 

The Milestone Schedule was 
extended to include 
milestones for all tasks to 
‘go-live’ with allocation of 
tasks.  There was, however, 
no overall single plan as 
recommended. 

Identify the critical path, as 
well as alternative ‘near-
critical’ paths that could 
expose the project to risk from 
any slippage. 

Critical path analysis has been 
completed.  These have been 
separated into three levels to cover-
off alternatives.  These will be 
included in the weekly report. 

Critical path analysis was 
completed in February 2005 
and included in weekly 
reporting from March 2005. 

Actively manage against this 
(program) plan; management 
against a simple set of 
milestones risks losing track of 
dependencies and potentially 
serious consequential 
slippages. 

This is now occurring and can be 
monitored through the weekly 
reporting. 

Critical path analysis was 
implemented from its 
development in February 
2005 and included in weekly 
reports from March 2005. 

Take the time to ensure that all 
stakeholders (Frontier, 
InTACT and Pay Centres) 
understand this plan and their 
work obligations under it. 

As at 17 January 2005, 
representatives from each Pay 
Centre have been included in the 
weekly project meetings to ensure 
all parties are aware of their 
obligations.  Each of these groups is 
required to provide an update on 
their specific required actions. 

Agency reactions to the 
release of Chris21 indicated 
that this level of engagement 
was not fully effective. 

Make available training 
environment with full 
functionality of the July 
release available to all pay 
centres as soon as is 
practicable to assist them to 
understand what is and is not 
available for the July release.  

Completed – A testing/training lab 
is currently been configured within 
the project accommodation and will 
be available for agency use from 
1 March.  Full functionality will be 
available from 4 April 2005 after 
release of software with the 
required functionality on 
1 April 2005. 

Full functionality was not 
available in April 2005 as 
advised by the Team.  A 
‘milestones and deliverables’ 
document from December 
2005 notes that training was 
provided on systems without 
full functionality.   
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Recommendation HRMS Team Response Audit Comment 

Make formal assessment of 
software quality intrinsic to the 
acceptable procedure for 
taking code from Frontier  

This has begun and is documented 
in the Release Configuration 
document (available as project wide 
release document). 

There is no automated regression 
test facility managed by InTACT, 
so all regression testing will be 
manual. … This issue will be 
resolved as part of the system 
handover to InTACT for [Business 
as Usual].  

Software from Frontier was 
tested initially through User 
Acceptance Testing and then 
through an escalating series 
of parallel pay runs, 
increasing in scope as they 
progressed.  Testing was not 
adequate to ensure software 
quality prior to go-live date. 

Source: Risk Review of the Human Resource System Solutions Project - January 2005 

2.25 The deliverables (project outputs) contained in the Program Plan examined by 
Audit included: 

• an HRMS application to replace PERSPECT installed on the ACT 
Government network; 

• data migration from PERSPECT to the new HRMS database; 

• a platform for ACT Government Agencies to enhance their human resource 
environments and practices; 

• business process and systems changes necessary for implementation of the 
new HRMS; 

• trained core users of the new HRMS, and 

• adequate handover to support the move of the new HRMS to the production 
environment. 

2.26 To determine if the HRMS project was delivering benefits from the project 
outputs or deliverables, the HRMS project proposed to prepare a Benefits 
Realisation Plan and a Benefit Realisation Register.  Audit reviewed an 
incomplete Benefits Realisation Plan created in June 2003; neither of these 
documents was completed. 

Audit comment 

2.27 Audit acknowledges that a major project such as the replacement of a key, Whole-
of-Government information technology system warrants detailed planning.  
Planning provides the framework for informed decision making and simplifies the 
task of management.  There is a risk that after much time is spent developing a 
plan, it is ‘left on the shelf’ and seldom referred to during the implementation of a 
project.  While the HRMS Replacement project may well have followed an 
appropriate path in planning, the value and usefulness of the documents produced 
is greatly diminished if they are not completed, or if they are seldom reviewed and 
updated as circumstances change.   
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2.28 There was no evidence available to Audit of completion or continuous update of 
the Program Plan and other important planning documents such as the Risk 
Management Plan (risk management is discussed in the following chapter).  The 
Project Board was provided with progress reports once the project was underway, 
although it is not clear which performance measures were used to gauge 
performance of the project, and of the supplier.   

2.29 CMD has commented that: 

draft implementation plans were prepared before the identification of the vendor, 
which coincided with the decision to compress the implementation, and were 
replaced by more targeted plans.  Planning proceeded on the basis of a key 
Milestone Schedule, supported by more detailed secondary plans, such as for 
testing, data migration, parallel pays, communications etc.  These plans formed the 
basis of detailed weekly project reports.  An integrated milestone scheduled and 
critical path plans were developed, maintained and reported on from February 
2005. 

Recommendation 1 

CMD and Treasury should agree to standard project methodology to support complex IT 
projects.  Project plans should be reviewed and approved by both the Project Owner and 
Steering Committee of the Project, and properly implemented. 

PROJECT BUDGET AND COSTING 

2.30 The Business Case prepared in 2002 noted that the annual costs to the Territory of 
managing the PERSPECT HRMS were about $2.3 million.  The Business Case 
estimated the cost of a replacement HRMS of around $5 million, although it 
acknowledged that this did not include the full scope of the HRMS Replacement 
Project. 

2.31 Initial funding (expenses and capital injections) for the HRMS Replacement 
Project of $14.018 million (including depreciation) was approved in the 2002-03 
Budget including $7.482 million for 2002-03, and $6.536 million for the three 
out-years.  The original funding for depreciation expenses was subsequently 
removed in forward years. 

2.32 The budgets in subsequent years (excluding depreciation expenses) indicated a 
project budget of $9.36 million and covered the acquisition, implementation to 
‘go-live’ stage, direct project management, including salaries for the project 
management team of public servants, depreciation and annual ‘whole of life’ 
ownership costs to the end of 2003-04.  A breakdown of the expected costs is 
shown in Table 2.3. 
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Table 2.3: HRMS Replacement Project – Budget (2002-03 – 2005-06) 

Estimated cost 
Item 

$ 000 

Project Office, procurement, data migration & consultant support 2 820 

Software licensing 3 500 

Implementation 1 750 

Pilot program 750 

InTACT charges (including additional staff for pay calculation) 0 

Agency resources 0 

Software maintenance during Project 540 

Totals 9 360 

Source: CMD  

2.33 The initial budget bid was submitted on the basis that ‘there was an understanding 
from agencies’ that business process re-engineering costs associated with 
implementing the new HRMS would ‘be absorbed within individual agency 
budgets’.  Further, ongoing costs to agencies would include operating licence 
costs, maintenance, upgrade costs and minimal programming customisation. 

2.34 The initial funding pre-dated the tender for the replacement HRMS.  Actual costs 
were dependent on the outcome of the tender and, as such, the budget would need 
to be reviewed. 

2.35 Subsequent to the original Business Case, CMD submitted a business case in 
December 2004 for $400 000 in capital funding.  This funding was provided in 
the 2005-06 budget and was offset by bringing forward the expenses ($180 000 
annually) already budgeted for 2006-07 and 2007-08.   

Reviews of the project budget and expenditure 

2.36 CMD engaged a consultant, to undertake periodic reviews of the project, 
commencing mid-2003.  The consultant presented reports in August 2003 and 
February 2004 that, among other things, reviewed the management of the project 
budget.  The Board considered its response to the first review at its meeting of 
October 2003, and to the second review at its April 2004 meeting. 

2.37 The consultants reported in August 2003 that although the total budget appeared 
to be ‘realistic at this stage’, there was ‘a serious risk of the budget overspend in 
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certain unbudgeted items in 2002-03] continuing in future budget years’.  Further, 
‘there is the risk of overspending continuing or growing through the life of the 
project.’ 

2.38 Also of concern to the consultant was the lack of a detailed project resource plan 
identifying the likely numbers and types of both internal and external resources 
needed for the Project Team.  

2.39 In its February 2004 report, the consultant observed that ‘the key issue for the 
budget currently is the uncertainty associated with forward planning for the 
project.  Without detailed analysis of tasks, a resource plan and a project schedule, 
it is not possible to confirm that the project will be completed within budget.’ 

2.40 A summary of the consultants’ recommendations is in the table below. 

Table 2.4: Summary of the recommendations from the consultant’s six monthly 
reviews 

Summary of consultant’s 
recommendations HRMS intended action Audit review of action 

Review impact of 2002 – 2003 
overspend on total budget. 

Preliminary budget and 
resource availability review 
underway. 

The Board received regular 
reviews of the project Budget. 

Review impact of ongoing 
budget overspend as roll out 
timeframe becomes clearer. 

A consultant was engaged to 
support budget review 
(20 August 2003).  

No further budget reviews were 
commissioned.  Budget was 
managed from CMD rather 
than the Project Director for the 
remainder of the project from 
mid 2004.  

Review the project’s budgetary 
requirements. 

Progress against budget 
reported monthly as part of 
reporting to the Board 

With a few exceptions, regular 
budget reports were made to 
the Board.  

 A reconciliation of the original 
business case and budgets 
against budget projections, 
proposed resource load and 
program scope to be 
commissioned.  

Budget discussions were 
recorded in the minutes for 
most meetings.  Audit was, 
however, unable to locate the 
Budget reconciliation reports. 
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Summary of consultant’s 
recommendations HRMS intended action Audit review of action 

 Potential business case and 
budget initiatives seeking 
supplementary funding to be 
developed if necessary. 

Audit reviewed draft additional 
funding bid for Stages 1 and 2. 
CMD advised that the bids 
were not adopted, nor 
submitted for funding.  

$400 000 was appropriated in 
2005-06 to support project 
costs in 2005-06.  This funding 
brought forward funding in 
out-years and did not increase 
the overall budget for the 
project 

Develop a resource plan for the 
remainder of the project, which 
takes into account resource and 
skill requirements at different 
phases of the project. 

Implement appropriate 
arrangements for seconding or 
recruiting resources, which do 
not impose undue restrictions 
and delays on the project.  

Negotiate with (non fee for 
service) agencies to bear costs 
of providing future project 
resources  

Establish and resource teams, 
including forming working 
groups if required and allocate 
reporting lines, roles and 
responsibilities for change 
management, data migration 
and Proof of Concept activities.  

Resource Plan aligned with 
budget review to be developed 
more fully for Program Plan 
Version 3.5 release. 

Recommendations noted; to be 
considered and incorporated in 
resource plan as developed. 

Over the life of the project, the 
Board received reports that 
took a global view of the 
project resourcing.  A new 
project structure was developed 
as part of planning during July 
2004, and reported to the 
Board, with updates. 

While Audit reviewed these 
and a number of other budget 
documents, a full resource plan 
was not located.  Attachment M 
to the Program Plan was a 
budget; however, it was not 
completed. 

 

Source: Acumen Alliance reviews of the HRMS Replacement Project, August 2003 and February 2004 

Reporting on expenditure to the Project Board and ACTIM 

Reports to the Project Board 

2.41 Reports to the Board included a Program Status Report and a financial report.  
These latter reports summarised comprehensively the state of project expenditure.  

2.42 A November 2005 report to the Board also included budget information for the 
period July to December 2005. 
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2.43 Audit located some reports by Frontier to the Board for the period August to 
October 2004.  These reports included an indicator of performance against budget. 
At 15 October 2004, the latest report available, the project was reported to be on 
budget.  

Reports to the ACT Information Management Board  

2.44 CMD also reported to the ACT Information Management Board (ACTIM).  Audit 
located reports for the period October 2002 to July 2004.  It is not known if later 
reports were made to the ACTIM.  It is also uncertain what action, if any, the 
ACTIM took in response to the reports.  CMD advised that ACTIM functions 
were absorbed into InTACT from May 2005. 

Risks to funding 

2.45 Planning documents identified the risks to resourcing of the project.  In summary, 
the risks were: 

• the project is unable to compete effectively with other projects for scarce 
resources.  For example, InTACT infrastructure procurement in progress 
will restrict project access to key InTACT technical staff; 

• if the scope of the project is not agreed and understood, and any changes in 
scope are not controlled, the project may not achieve its objectives, meet 
timeframes or remain within its budget; 

• whole of life costs as estimated at the commencement of the project vary 
significantly from actual costs resulting in major variations between budget 
and actual costs; 

• major ACT Government budget constraints result in major cuts to the 
HRMS project budget; 

• budget pressures on agencies reduce their capacity to implement the new 
system; and 

• project funding ‘compartmentalised’, resulting in delays to schedule while 
waiting for next stage of funding to be approved. 

PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS 

2.46 The aim of the project was to replace PERSPECT functionality.  It was 
acknowledged that agencies may need to change some business practices. 

2.47 The Strategic Business Case noted that the new HRMS would include a range of 
human resource functionality including, of course, payroll.  However, it would 
also increase the access to strategic human resource functionality, enabling a shift 
in focus from a processing to a service delivery culture, and this would be 
achieved largely through the implementation of ESS (Employee Self Service) 
functionality.  
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2.48 In late 2002 the Statement of Requirements Working Party was formed.  The 
Terms of Reference for this group were to: 

• develop Statement of Requirements (SOR) documentation for inclusion in a 
Request for Tender for a HRMS for the ACTPS; 

• ensure the SOR distinguished between requirements that were mandatory 
and those that are desirable or optional; 

• endorse the SOR to the Human Resource Systems Solution Board by 
18 October 2002, unless otherwise recommended by the Group to the 
Board; and 

• identify issues that related to technical, resource, change management, risk 
and agency-specific issues associated with replacement of PERSPECT. 

2.49 The SOR Working Party was made up of representatives from each pay centre.  

2.50 The SOR Working Party ultimately decided which recommendations would go 
forward into the first draft of the SOR document.  The Project Board approved the 
final Statement of Requirements document for inclusion in procurement 
documentation. 

2.51 After a draft of system specifications had been documented, an external consultant 
was engaged to review the SOR.  The consultant reported that: 

• the SOR is ‘comprehensive and detailed at the process level’; 

• ‘although comprehensive, the SOR does not appear to extend the desired 
scope of replacing the PERSPECT functionality.  The SOR processes are 
predominantly payroll and payroll dependent processes’; 

• ‘the identified reporting requirements are basic and would be considered a 
minimum for a public sector agency.  Additional reporting functionality 
would be required to support effective decision-making and human resource 
strategy and planning’; and 

• it was imperative that the ACTPS transition to an HRMS that can respond to 
changing and emerging business requirements. 

2.52 Overall, the consultant recommended that the SOR be adopted, but also suggested 
changes to include additional functionality.   

2.53 Detailed system specifications (functional, technical and general requirements) 
were included in the Request for Proposal at Attachment C, and appeared to be 
comprehensive.  The documentation for system specifications was around 130 
pages.  

2.54 Audit notes that the successful tenderer expressed concern to CMD regarding the 
number of subsequent modifications to the SOR.  There were in excess of 250 
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modifications suggested by agencies in relation to the SOR and agencies’ 
requirements.  Not all suggested modifications were progressed. 

PROCUREMENT  

2.55 A Procurement Plan for a HRMS system to replace PERSPECT was lodged with 
the ACT Government Procurement Unit in March 2003.  It proposed that the new 
system would require limited customisation and would bring with it ‘the capacity 
for seamless integration of workflows and processes.’  A Request for Proposal 
(RFP) was subsequently released on 26 April 2003, with tenders closing 
approximately six weeks later (5 June 2003). 

Request for Proposal, and the Pre-Implementation Report 

2.56 The Request for Proposal for the new Human Resources System Solution set out 
functional requirements for tenderers at Attachment C to the RFP – Functional, 
Technical and General Requirements.  

2.57 The RFP was signed off by the Probity Auditor on the Project.  The Probity 
Auditor’s conclusion was that the RFP and evaluation process had been 
documented comprehensively and had, to date, been conducted with probity.3 

2.58 Tenderers could submit one or two types of proposal: a so-called ‘conforming 
proposal’ which assumed that third party service providers used by PERSPECT 
would remain, and an ‘alternate’ proposal for a self-sufficient system that 
dispensed with third-party providers. 

2.59 Four ‘conforming’ proposals were received.  Eight ‘alternate’ proposals were 
received.  The eventually successful tenderer, Frontier, submitted an ‘alternate’ 
proposal only. 

2.60 Those proposals that complied with RFP criteria were evaluated for: 

• corporate capability, lines of business, relationships, financial viability, 
reference and quality assurance programs (weighting 8 percent); 

• system functional specifications (55 percent); 

• system IT and non-functional specifications (35 percent); and 

• the extent of the proposal’s contribution to the Capital Region Industry Plan 
(2 percent). 

                                                 

3  The probity review had five objectives, according to the Probity Plan: to ensure conformity to processes designed to 
achieve value for money; improve accountability; encourage commercial competition on the basis that all bids will be 
assessed against the same criteria; preserve public and tenderer confidence in government processes; and improve 
defensibility of decisions to potential legal challenge. 
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2.61 The evaluation employed desk checks of documentation, visits to company 
premises, scripted presentations and visits to sites where the software was 
employed. 

2.62 The Chris21 system proposed by Frontier was ranked significantly above the 
second ranked software, and the Evaluation Report recommended that Frontier’s 
proposal progress to Proof of Concept testing.  If it failed Proof of Concept 
testing, the second and other ranked proposals would then be considered for Proof 
of Concept testing. 

2.63 In recommending that Chris21 proceed to Stage 6 of the Evaluation Plan – 
Scoping and Contract Negotiation, the Proof of Concept Summary Report stated 
that: 

To meet the ACTPS human resource requirements, some configuration and 
modification will be required and some business processes may change.  The 
anticipated level of configuration, modification and business process change takes 
into account the size and complexity of the ACTPS requirements.  This is to a level 
that would be expected in any off-the-shelf HRMS application with the variance of 
business rules of the ACTPS. 

2.64 In its Indicative Pre-Implementation Report, Frontier advised that: 

It is recommended that a review in relation to the Statement of Requirements 
(SOR) and Modification summary be undertaken by ACT Government 
representatives (being both Core users and ACT Project members) and Frontier 
Software Pty Ltd.  The reason for this review is to ensure that the ACT 
Government understands why there are in excess of 250 modifications in relation 
to the SOR and agencies requirements. 

2.65 Frontier noted that some programmable modifications were mandatory, and that 
other modifications had downstream effects on the functionality of other modules.  

2.66 In discussions with ACT Government representatives, Frontier was advised that, 
in the final Pre-Implementation Report, the ACT Government would decide 
whether to request a modification or use a suggested alternative.  CMD has 
indicated that Frontier signed off on the agreed modifications as an appropriate 
combination of requirements.   

2.67 The HRMS Project Team dissected the Pre-Implementation Report to distinguish 
modifications necessary for 1 July 2005 payroll implementation from those that 
were not.  The complete list of modifications, if all were accepted and 
implemented, was costed at approximately $2.9 million, far exceeding the budget 
for programmable modifications ($0.4 million). 

2.68 CMD advised that some modifications proposed by agencies were not carried out 
where these were considered to perpetuate an unnecessary variation in practice by 
a pay centre, replicated the PERSPECT operational environment, or were simply 
not cost effective.  Importantly, modifications incorporated into the base software 
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cost attracted an ongoing annual maintenance cost of 20 percent of the value of 
the modification.  The additional maintenance cost of implementing all the 
modifications proposed by agencies would have been $580 000 per year.   

2.69 The Team held a Pre-Implementation Workshop in September 2004 to provide a 
project update, and discuss the Pre-Implementation Report, including 
modifications required.  Following the workshop, the Project Team classified the 
proposed modifications into three groups: to be included for 1 July; not to be 
included for 1 July; and those requiring more information.  Each modification 
attracted maintenance costs of 20 percent of the original cost. 

2.70 The Project Team provided this information to agencies, which endorsed the 
proposed modifications by the end of September 2004.  

2.71 The Board considered the matter of modifications at its September 2004 meeting.  
The Project Director advised the Board that the key factor in deciding whether 
modifications would be made was the necessity to deliver pay on 1 July 2005.  

2.72 The minutes further noted, that ‘in terms of functionality, the project scope 
included the level currently provided by PERSPECT, [and] agencies could expect 
the project to deliver Chris21 with the equivalent level of functionality, and some 
of this would be delivered post 1 July 2005.’ 

2.73 It was not within the scope of the Audit to assess technical issues, and Audit was 
not in the position to determine whether the decision to go ahead with a small 
number of modifications relative to what was requested by agencies would affect 
the optimum operation of Chris21 in meeting the needs of agencies.  Audit, 
however, observed that there was a risk that that resources ‘saved’ in 
modifications may lead to more inefficient processes at agency level, and the 
costs shifted to agencies may not be visible or clearly recorded.  Indeed, Audit 
notes that a consultant review in 2006 had indicated that certain functionality that 
does not work properly due to a pre- or co-requisite modification was not being 
implemented.  This was also consistent with Frontier’s advice that certain 
modifications had downstream effects on the functionality of other modules.  In 
particular, Frontier advised that the Government’s decision not to take up the 
program changes dramatically impacted upon the 146 sub-functions. 

The Evaluation process 

2.74 The Evaluation Plan sets out a six stage evaluation process which was adhered to 
by the evaluation team.  A comprehensive evaluation report was produced in line 
with what was proposed under the Evaluation Plan.  The six stages of the 
evaluation were: 
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Table 2.5: Procurement evaluation process stages 

Stage Description Date of Completion 

Stage 1 Compliance audit completed 15 June 2003 

Stage 2 Financial assessment completed 25 August 2003 

Stage 3 
Technical assessment: which included a ‘desk’ 
assessment4, scripted presentations and reference 
site visits 

completed 20 October 2003 

Stage 4 Value for money assessment 
completed 20 October 2003, 
completed for two top ranked 
proposals 28 November 2003 

Stage 5 Proof of Concept  reported May 2004 

Stage 6 Interim scoping study and contract negotiations 

reported November 2004, 
contract executed 15 
September 2004 but 
commenced from 1 July 2005.  

Source: CMD HRMS procurement Evaluation Report 

2.75 The final two stages of the evaluation process as mentioned above were the Proof 
of Concept stage and the Pre-Implementation Report.  These two phases were 
only carried out with the top ranked respondent, Frontier.  

2.76 The objective of the Proof of Concept stage was to demonstrate that Chris21 
could: 

• operate efficiently on the ACTPS IT environment; and 

• meet key Whole-of-Government human resource business requirements. 

2.77 The Proof of Concept stage commenced in early 2004, at approximately the same 
time that CITEC Pty Ltd announced that it would be withdrawing its pay 
calculation and disbursement products from the market.  As discussed earlier, the 
withdrawal of CITEC, and the decision to implement fully Chris21 to calculate 
and disburse the payroll compressed the timeline, and increased the risks to the 
project. 

2.78 Chris21 was the only product to proceed to Proof of Concept stage.  Upon 
completion of this stage, Chris21 proceeded to the Pre-Implementation study, 
which was completed in August 2004.  The objective of the Pre-Implementation 
study was to: 

• outline Chris21 functionality; 

                                                 

4   ‘Desk’ assessment is the process of assessing technical suitability based on what is included on paper in the RFP 
response forms.  
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• define ACT requirements; 

• provide options for implementation; 

• make recommendations for implementation; and 

• provide indicative costing for implementation.  

2.79 Although the Pre-Implementation study did define system specifications (relating 
only to core-functionality), Audit noted that the Pre-Implementation study gave 
no consideration to business processes, which may have been one of the causes 
for system implementation issues.  

2.80 CMD commented that:  

the Pre-Implementation study included not just system requirements, but how 
agencies processed their different functions.  Divergent processes not based on 
business necessity were not reflected in the system or in requests for modifications. 

CONCLUSIONS 

2.81 The procurement was well planned, and the Procurement Plan was generally 
adhered to by the Project Team.  The evaluation process was well documented.  It 
was reported by the probity auditors that the evaluation process had been 
conducted with probity.  

2.82 The project lacked a resource plan, although Audit found evidence to indicate that 
the Project Team regularly reported to most Board meetings on expenditure 
against budget and resourcing matters, and that these were discussed by the 
Board.  Team structure and resources were revised for the compressed 
implementation in July 2004 and updated according to requirements. 

2.83 The project’s budget did not include significant costs incurred by agencies in 
implementing the new human resource system.  

2.84 Audit noted that a large number of modifications requested by agencies were  not 
progressed, and questioned whether this would adversely impacted on Chris21’s 
ability to meet agency HR operational needs or/and increase future costs at agency 
levels, or future costs of implementing other modules. 
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3. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION AND 
MANAGEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

3.1 This Chapter discusses audit findings on the implementation phase of the audit, 
and the overall management of the project. 

KEY FINDINGS 

•  The structures for project implementation and management were generally 
sound and had potential to support good practice in project management. 
However, the actual project management did not fully deliver the intended 
outcomes, partly due to the compressed implementation timeframe. 

•  Overall, the draft governance structure was in accordance with the CMD IT 
Project Governance Guidelines, and the Project Board largely fulfilled its role to 
monitor project directions.  However: 

 − the Project Board, Project Owner and Project Director roles appeared to 
share some responsibilities such as financial delegations and the approval 
of other roles and positions within the project; 

 − the Project Board did not endorse or approve many of the key plans 
applied to the project; and 

 − the Project Board could have taken more action to ensure the overall 
project objectives and benefits were measured and achieved.  

•  Records management in relation to the project was inadequate and did not 
support ready access to material for the audit. 

•  Only one Quality Audit was conducted over the life of the project, although 
there was little documented evidence to indicate that its recommendations had 
been implemented.  Some key aspects of the project, such as parallel running, 
were subject to detailed quality review. 

•  Testing was inadequate to ensure quality of the software.  Time for system 
testing was significantly reduced due to the compressed implementation.  
Further, testing was delayed by late delivery of modifications by Frontier and 
the compressed timeframe did not allow testing of a broad range of functions 
and conditions of service. 

•  Of the six parallel pay runs in both PERSPECT and Chris21, only the final two 
were comprehensive in comparing the results from each system.  The post 
1 July 2005 withdrawal of the leave functionality was a case where insufficient 
testing did not expose shortcomings of this functionality. 

•  The overall Risk Management Plan followed the risk standards, and better 
practice.  Various risk plans such as that at the Proof of Concept stage, were 
integrated into the project.  



Project implementation and management 

 
Page 34 Chris21 Human Resource Management System: Procurement and Implementation 

 

•  Although the Project Board had regularly discussed risk abatement measures, 
action taken was not sufficient to reduce the risks, and many of the identified 
risks were realised during the project.  

•  Deficiencies were found in training provided on systems without full 
functionality.  Additional training was supplied at agency cost. 

•  Change management activities gained momentum in mid 2004.  Change 
Management and Communications Plans were endorsed by the Board in 
November 2004.  Communications with and within agencies, however, were not 
as effective as required, and agencies were unprepared for the lack of 
functionality delivered by Chris21 at the ‘go-live’ date of 1 July 2005. 

•  The compressed implementation and subsequent configuration problems led to 
further costs in developing manual processes to work around the deficiencies of 
the system as implemented. 

3.2 Implementation plans for the Human Resource Management System (HRMS) 
Replacement Project had initially recognised that the providers of the PERSPECT 
system were reviewing their ongoing commitment to the product, in part, with the 
knowledge that the system’s user base was likely to decline.  The uncertainty of 
ongoing support was instrumental in the decision by the ACT Government to seek 
a replacement system.   

THE EFFECT OF THE WITHDRAWAL OF CITEC SERVICES ON THE HRMS 
REPLACEMENT PROJECT 

3.3 Pay calculation and disbursement services had been an integral component of the 
ACT Government’s HRM and payroll processes since 1992.  CITEC had been 
providing these services from the time it purchased NewPay from the former 
Commonwealth Department of Finance and Administration.  The systems 
provided by CITEC were described as ‘the backbone infrastructure and software 
of the payroll processing services’.  

3.4 On 5 December 2003, CITEC wrote to CMD informing it that CITEC’s software 
suite (of which PAY and FIRM – the pay calculation and disbursements systems – 
were modules) was no longer a viable product for the contemporary market.  
CITEC informed CMD that ‘fewer and fewer clients continue to use these 
systems, but it could provide ‘integrated products [which were] more in tune with 
the requirements of the broader commercial environment’.  

3.5 CITEC’s letter of 5 December 2003 formally advised that systems the ACT 
Government relied on for payroll processing would be decommissioned by 
30 June 2005.  The letter also stated that: 

• CITEC would transition its clients to an alternate solution (which appeared 
to be Aurion) by 30 June 2005; and 

• pay disbursement under a redeveloped component of its software suite 
(called FIRM) would be available, as would other CITEC products.  
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3.6 Within weeks of the CITEC announcement, KAZ Technology, the supplier of 
PERSPECT, wrote to CMD and advised that, in light of CITEC’s notification, 
KAZ Technology was unable to support PERSPECT beyond 30 June 2005. 

3.7 By December 2003, the HRMS Project had progressed to the point where a 
preferred solution had been identified and a decision made to advance Frontier’s 
product - Chris21 - to a Proof of Concept assessment.  Pay calculation was 
integrated in Chris21.  However, it was not apparent from material available to 
Audit about the original intention and the timing to replace CITEC’s pay 
disbursement services.  Audit notes that CITEC had an interest in another 
potential replacement for the HRMS; a proposal featured a system known as 
Aurion, but it had not been selected for further Proof of Concept testing.   

3.8 In addition to continuing negotiations with CITEC, in February 2004 CMD started 
to consider other options available to maintain payroll continuity.   

3.9 Correspondence and meetings with CITEC, both at a head and local office levels, 
indicated that CITEC had a continuing interest in securing the ACT Government’s 
business.  There were some indications from the local office that in response to 
customer feedback, CITEC was considering deferring the decommissioning of its 
systems by 18 months (that is, to 31 December 2006) if it was commercially 
viable, albeit at a higher price ($5.5 million per annum for the ACT).  CMD was 
invited to indicate its continuing interest in CITEC’s systems. 

3.10 On 30 April 2004, CMD formally approached CITEC requesting an extension of 
the current contract till 30 June 2006, but acknowledging that an extension past 
30 June 2005 was unlikely.  

3.11 CITEC confirmed on 12 May 2004 that it was not commercially viable for either 
it, or its customers, to continue with service provision.  Around the same time, 
CMD commissioned an external review of the options and risks associated with 
the withdrawal of CITEC’s services.  Following discussions with the project’s 
technical team and InTACT, the consultant offered several recommendations 
including:  

• negotiating with CITEC to maintain their existing services until the 
replacement human resource system is commissioned.  This was ‘by far the 
most desirable and efficient option. … Overall, this option has the least 
level of associated risk and least budgetary impact’; 

• engaging a new service provider (or providers) to provide payroll 
calculation and pay disbursement services.  Some software redevelopment 
of interfaces between PERSPECT and any new payment calculation 
software would be required.  ‘Planning for this option as a contingency 
should commence without delay to ensure that appropriate contingencies 
are in place’; and 

• accelerating the HRMS project timelines to commission the payment 
calculation components of the replacement human resource system prior to 
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the withdrawal of CITEC services.  This would be used in conjunction with 
the existing PERSPECT system and an outsourced payment disbursement 
service.  The consultant warned that ‘this option has severe technical 
implications and should only be considered in the most extenuating of 
circumstances’. 

3.12 Several other options were suggested but dismissed as impractical for a variety of 
reasons (such as cost, and complexity). 

Involvement of the Project Board 

3.13 Minutes of meetings of the Project Board in the period May – August 2004 
recorded discussion on the various options available to CMD.  These included 
some options suggested by CITEC (such as negotiating with the Northern 
Territory Government to use their pay calculation services).   

3.14 In May 2004, Board members considered the consultant’s first two options 
(negotiate with CITEC, and seek a new service provider) should be pursued 
concurrently.  

3.15 In June 2004, the Project Owner chaired a risk workshop which, based on the 
earlier work, recommended three options, the main options being continue with 
CITEC negotiations and progress planning for a compressed implementation.  A 
further option of negotiating a service provision arrangements with a NSW public 
sector service centre using Chris21 was pursued but did not prove technically or 
practically viable.  The possibility of entering an interim contract with Frontier as 
soon as possible after acceptance of Proof of Concept recommendations for 
Chris21 was also agreed. 

3.16 The June 2004 Board meeting considered a proposal from Frontier for the 
accelerated implementation of a payroll services capability.  The proposal was for 
the implementation of the core Chris21 payroll related modules – organisation, 
employee, leave management and payroll – by end of June 2005.  The proposal 
did not include ESS or e-recruitment until post 1 July 2005.  

3.17 The June 2004 Board meeting also heard a report on feedback from the ACT 
Government’s Management Council, at which the issue of a possible accelerated 
rollout of core payroll functionality had been raised.  There was concern that this 
would be a high-risk implementation, it would not provide current functionality, 
and there would be data problems.   

3.18 In June 2004, the Project Owner agreed to the implementation of the core Chris21 
functionality – organisation, employee, leave management and payroll - but did 
not include ESS or e-recruitment.  This appears to be based on assurances from 
Frontier, and assessment of such assurances by CMD, that Frontier could 
implement Chris21 including payroll by the end of June 2005.   
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3.19 By July 2004, the Project Owner agreed to Frontier’s Chris21 system to meet the 
ACT’s pay disbursement requirements.  

3.20 The outcome of this decision was an increasingly compressed timeframe for 
development, testing and implementation of a new HRMS, with the knowledge 
that there would be less opportunity for ‘parallel operations’ with the previous 
system which would be unsupported.  

Recommendation 2 

Agencies should ensure that contracts with third party suppliers are sufficiently robust, and 
have appropriate strategies in place to minimise the risk of withdrawal or variation of their 
services adversely affecting the operation of critical business systems. 

PROJECT GOVERNANCE 

3.21 Planning and managing a major project such as the HRMS Replacement Project 
requires a strong project governance framework.   

3.22 Audit reviewed the governance framework for the Project against better practices, 
which in 2004 were consolidated by CMD (Management of Projects with an IT 
Component Policy and Guidelines for Development of a Governance Structure for 
Projects with a Significant IT component).  Audit considers the governance 
structure for the HRMS Replacement Project exhibited good practice by adhering 
to the general principles proposed in the policy and guidelines, in particular, 
demonstrating: 

• a ‘Project Owner,’ who was accountable for all aspects of the project from 
the commencement of the project until completion; 

• a Business Case; 

• a Governance Structure; 

• defined roles for each level of management; 

• access to skilled staff and contractors; 

• regular standard project reporting; and 

• compliance with procurement legislation and policy. 

3.23 Governance arrangements for the Chris21 project were outlined in the draft 
Program Plan.  Communication governance arrangements were also discussed in 
the October 2004 Communication Plan. 

3.24 The figure below illustrates the roles in the project governance hierarchy. 
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Figure 3.1: The Governance Structure for the Chris21 Project during 
Implementation, October 2004 
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Source: HRMS Team 

3.25 The Project Owner was the Chief Executive, CMD.  The Project Owner’s 
responsibilities included: 

• assigning a Program Sponsor, that is, delegating management 
responsibilities, for all Human Resource Systems Solution activities; 

• assigning sponsors for all subsequent projects and activities relating to the 
HRMS project; 

• ensuring the HRMS project achieves the benefits claimed and ensuring that 
the conduct of an effective benefits realisation review; 

• ensuring the project objectives are promoted to and supported by ACTPS 
agencies;  

• ensuring that business unit managers are accountable for their actions 
relating to their responsibility areas; and 

• appointing a Sponsor, and was kept informed of developments by the 
Sponsor and the Board. 

3.26 Audit notes that in August 2005 the Project Owner agreed that the Project 
Sponsor should represent the Owner until December 2005. 
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3.27 The Project Sponsor was the Executive Director, Industrial Relations and Public 
Sector Management Group, CMD.  Audit found that the Project Sponsor was the 
key management role in the conduct of the project.  The Sponsor’s responsibilities 
covered the breadth of the project: risk, quality assurance, benefits realisation, 
security, resourcing, planning, management, and liaison with project staff, 
agencies and the Project Owner.  The Sponsor was the point of contact between 
the Project Director, and therefore the HRMS Project Team, and the Board. 

3.28 The HRMS Project Board was the Project’s Steering Committee.  It comprised of 
executives from CMD, InTACT and other agencies.  Its role was to: 

• monitor the progress and direction of the project and provide a vehicle for 
involving relevant stakeholders in the process of making decisions within 
the project;   

• authorise business deliverables; 

• accept stage deliverables and exception plans;  

• provide strategic input and decision-making; and 

• review and endorse recommendations from the Project Governance Group 
and Reference Group. 

3.29 The Board met regularly and received and reviewed reports on the progress of the 
project from the Project Director. 

3.30 In Audit’s view, the Board informed itself of, and took an active interest in, the 
progress of the project.  Key aspects of the Project were discussed at Board 
meetings.  

3.31 Although the plans and related project documents were considered by the Board, 
Audit considers that the Board appeared to have a limited role in endorsing or 
approving many of the plans applied to the project, such as the suite of Quality 
planning documents.  An exception is an early (March 2003) version of the Risk 
Management Plan.  Subsequent versions of the Risk Management Plan were not 
submitted for Board endorsement.  

3.32 Board minutes recorded requests for completion of the overall Program Plan and 
related documents from May 2003 to May 2004.  Development of the Program 
Plan was ‘temporarily halted’ in August 2003, pending completion of evaluation, 
and again in June 2004, pending resolution of the CITEC matter.   

3.33 CMD advised that work on central planning documents took a different approach 
following the decision on the compressed implementation and the Board 
considered the overall milestones and the various implementation elements.  
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3.34 Audit found that budget reports were consistently tabled and discussed at Board 
meetings up to April 2005.  Meetings closer to 1 July 2005 were consumed by 
discussion on implementation related matters.  

3.35 The Risk Management Plan was endorsed at the March 2003 meeting, but was 
subjected to review in May 2003, according to Board minutes.  The first report 
from a new Incident, Issues and Risk Register was received at the June 2004 
meeting, over 12 months later, and the Chair observed then that there was a need 
for a much clearer treatment of some risks in relation to milestones, outcomes, 
reporting, review, and escalation. 

3.36 The Board commissioned a risk review from a consultancy firm, which reported 
to it in January 2005.  The Board considered the recommendations of the report, 
and reviewed a revised risk schedule in May 2005.  

3.37 The Board’s role in change management and quality assurance was more passive.  
Several Board meetings early in the project noted that the Change Management 
Group had not met.  The Board did not specify any action to redress the stagnation 
of the Group.  This situation continued until the August 2004 meeting, when the 
newly appointed Change Manager reported that Change Management actions 
were being reviewed for planning purposes and that a stakeholder 
Communications Plan was being developed.  The Board considered the 
Communications Plan and a related change decision framework in 
November 2004.  

3.38 From September 2002 to December 2003, the Board received and considered 
quality planning documents, reports of the probity auditor and external review and 
benchmarking twice reports.  In February 2004, the Project Change Manager 
noted that the Quality Assurance process and plan would be reviewed as part of 
the Program Plan review.  As previously observed, the Program Plan was not 
finalised, and there was no indication among Board documents that the quality 
aspects of the draft Plan were adopted. 

3.39 A Quality Audit report was tabled in the May 2004 meeting of the Board.  The 
auditor made a number of recommendations, including some to address 
observations on Board practices.  The main recommendations of the review 
affecting the operation of the Board were: 

• reporting against established verifiable measures, the following critical areas 
should be standing agenda items for every Board Meeting – budgets, 
timeframes and resources; 

• reporting templates included in the Quality Plan to be implemented with 
regular reviews of their effectiveness; 

• minutes to record the decision of the meeting against each agenda item.  
Where an action is required an action owner be nominated and timeframe 
for completion/review set; 
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• an action list be included as part of the Board meeting.  All Board papers, 
meeting agenda and minutes from the previous meeting to be distributed at 
least four working days prior to the meeting; and 

• internal quality review/audit be undertaken bi-monthly (amended to 
quarterly) and tabled as an agenda item. 

3.40 The Board instructed that reporting according to the recommendations of the 
quality audit should commence from the June 2004 meeting.  Audit found that 
some reporting to the Board paid heed to the recommendations of the quality 
audit; however, this attention decreased from mid 2004, and this had an adverse 
impact on ensuring quality products delivered and implemented by the system. 

3.41 Later quality control activity centred on the testing and parallel pay runs intended 
to compare the results of pay runs from the new system, Chris21, to the then 
production system, PERSPECT.  This included an external review of the testing 
strategy.  CMD advised that further quality control included oversight of 
agencies’ data cleansing activities by reviewing progress of cleansing activities. 

3.42 In July 2004, the Project Sponsor noted there were ‘issues around the role of the 
Project Board in the implementation process and the likely need for a new type of 
Board, possibly with Chief Executive representation and chaired by the Chief 
Executive CMD as Project Owner’. 

3.43 In August 2005, the Project Sponsor advised the Project Owner that the Board 
‘could not play a real decision making role throughout the implementation.  This 
was a result in part of the size of the Project Board, the level of representation and 
the nature of decisions in a high risk environment’.  

3.44 Audit concludes that whereas the Board was closely involved with the Project, 
and made considerable efforts to stay abreast of developments, it had a limited 
role in endorsing the varied plans of the project, and directing appropriate actions 
to ensure the achievement of intended outcomes of the whole HR project.  This 
suggests that its task was not that of a strategic planner and steering committee, 
but more a forum for discussion of current problems and opportunities facing the 
project, particularly from mid 2004 when implementation of the new system 
Chris21 commenced.  

3.45 Day to day management was overseen by the Project Director who was 
responsible for: 

• management of the project and its components (project scope, risk, 
schedule, costs, quality, resources, communications, change management, 
reporting); and 

• completing the project on time, within budget and to an agreed scope. 
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3.46 The Project Director was a pivotal role to the project, and appeared to function in 
accordance with the role description.  Audit notes that review reports were less 
frequently prepared and tabled at Board meetings by the Project Director from 
mid-2004.  

Conclusion 

3.47 The roles of the Project Owner, Sponsor and Director were set out in the draft 
Program Plan, and followed better practice in project governance.  Audit noted 
some deficiencies in the practice of these roles, which are discussed above.  

3.48 Audit noted the reduced effectiveness of the Project Board as strategic planner 
and steering committee.  It operated more as a forum for discussion of current 
problems and opportunities facing the project, particularly from mid 2004 when 
implementation of the new system Chris21 commenced. 

3.49 CMD has commented that this is an appropriate level of Board discussion, 
reflecting the nature of the risks of the compressed implementation, with a strong 
focus on pay continuity, as well as the Board’s involvement in an actual 
implementation rather than a future implementation.   

3.50 Further to CMD’s response, Audit considers that the Board should have taken a 
more strategic role in monitoring and ensuring the achievement of the overall 
project’s objectives and outcomes. 

QUALITY MANAGEMENT OF PROJECT 

3.51 The goal of Quality Assurance (QA) within the HRMS project was to ensure that 
the project’s deliverables were produced: 

• according to specifications and standards; 

• to meet end-users’ needs and expectations; 

• on time; 

• within budget; and  

• in a manner that was perceived by the Project Board to be successful. 

3.52 To achieve these goals, Audit’s reviewed activities proposed by the Quality Plan 
associated with the HRMS projects and provided comments in the following table. 
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Table 3.1: Project Quality Management Framework 

Quality element  Activities proposed in the 
Quality Plan and Quality 

Assurance Framework 

Audit comments 

Quality assurance planning – 
identify which quality 
standards are relevant to the 
project and determine how to 
satisfy them. 

Quality Plan covers all aspects 
of Quality management. 

The document is called the 
HRSS Project Quality Plan 
and Quality Framework, and 
was approved by the Project 
Board in 2003. 

Quality assurance framework – 
evaluating overall project 
performance on a regular basis 
to provide confidence that the 
project will satisfy the relevant 
quality standards.   

The proposed scope for quality 
assurance for the project was to 
include monitoring of the 
following: 

• adherence to the Business 
Case and agreed Project 
initiation documentation; 

• scope; 

• adherence to project 
communication strategy; 

• risk control measures; 

• expenditure; and 

• adherence to quality 
assurance identified 
standards. 

The Quality Plan and Quality 
Assurance Framework 
included pro-forma reports of, 
inter alia, risk status, schedule 
and scope status, and a 
summary project quality 
assessment.  

One audit report was issued 
under the Quality Plan, dated 
March 2004.  

The findings of the first (and 
only) quality review were 
discussed at the May 2004 
Board meeting. 

Quality reviews – processes 
and procedures to implement 
quality management 

The Quality Plan proposed 
that:  

• data will be collected on the 
project which will require 
recording and reporting on 
activity by the Project Team 
members; 

• there will be regular 
reporting against the 
Quality Plan.  A summary 
quality assessment will be 
provided to the Board on a 
monthly basis;  

One Quality Audit report was 
completed, as noted above. 
The audit made some findings 
regarding reporting to the 
Board.  These were: 

• reporting to the Board was 
irregular, except on budget 
matters, and occurred when 
the Board’s attention was 
needed on a particular 
matter; 
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Quality element  Activities proposed in the 
Quality Plan and Quality 

Assurance Framework 

Audit comments 

 • the Quality Plan includes 
provision for quality 
reviews, and reports to the 
Board each month. 
addressing six key areas – 
risk, scope, schedule, staff, 
budget and changes to the 
Program Plan; 

• documentation standards 
will be enforced throughout 
all phases of the project.  

In addition, at each major stage 
of the project, quality 
processes were adopted, 
including: 

• probity advisor and auditor; 

• Government Solicitor’s 
Office review of the 
contract; 

• risk review by external 
consultants; 

• third party review of the 
system specifications; and 

• third party review of system 
testing. 

• except for budgetary 
matters there were no 
verifiable measures against 
which progress could be 
reported to the Board; 

• Board minutes did not 
always report any decision 
or requested action against 
an agenda item; and  

• the resource plan was out of 
date, and did not reflect the 
short term requirements at 
the time the audit was 
conducted. 

A post-implementation review 
of the Project is generally seen 
as an essential component of 
sound quality assurance. 
Although Terms of Reference 
for such a review were drafted, 
it did not proceed. 

Corrective actions – 
monitoring specific project 
results to determine if they 
comply with relevant quality 
standards and identifying ways 
to eliminate unsatisfactory 
performance. 

Proforma for reporting 
problems included in the 
Quality Plan and Quality 
Assurance Framework. 

 

The only Quality Audit of 
March 2004 noted there was no 
formal process for recording 
and processing non-
conformances or pro-active 
preventative actions. 

There was no formal record of 
changes made to the project. 

Source: HRMS Replacement Project Quality Plan 

3.53 Audit notes that the Quality Plan included a ‘logical framework analysis’ that 
presented a number of ‘verifiable indicators’ to assess achievements of the HRMS 
project.  According to this framework, the goal of the project was to enhance the 
provision of human resource information to ACT public servants.  Audit questions 
the usefulness of the framework as a means of assessing the success of the project, 
as it did not appear to have been used, or updated during the life of the project. 
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3.54 CMD has commented that the key goal of the project from mid 2004 was to 
maintain pay continuity.  The plans developed covered meeting key milestones, 
system testing and parallel pays. 

Recommendation 3 

CMD should complete a post-implementation review of the implementation of Chris21.  
The review should inform: 

• measures to be taken, and a timetable, to complete the installation of full system 
functionality; and 

• better practice for the installation of large IT systems in the ACT, including 
lessons learned from the Chris21 implementation. 

Probity reviews and audits 

3.55 CMD contracted both a probity auditor and a probity advisor to strengthen the 
procurement process.  The role of the probity auditor was to: 

independently review the conduct of the process and comment on probity 
processes.  As well as  to monitor the procurement, proposals and evaluation 
processes in an unbiased manner to ensure they were defensible and were 
conducted in an impartial manner so that any liability to the Territory was 
identified and understood. 

3.56 Several reports were prepared by the probity auditor during the project, commonly 
following significant stages such as Proof of Concept testing.   

3.57 The final probity report provided to CMD was dated April 2005.  The report 
observed that time slippage in the completion date for the Proof of Concept stage 
had occurred, from the October 2003 date as specified in the Procurement Plan 
until the end of April 2004.  The probity auditor concluded that CMD conducted 
the evaluation process with probity. 

3.58 The role of the probity advisor, on the other hand, was to provide advice to those 
conducting the process on how to deal with probity matters.  An independent 
contractor was engaged as probity advisors and documentation shows probity 
advice was frequently sought.  

System Testing  

3.59 Testing of the system focussed on its ability to deliver the payroll after 1 July 
2005.  There were three types of system testing: data migration testing, 
configuration testing, and parallel pay runs. 



Project implementation and management 

 
Page 46 Chris21 Human Resource Management System: Procurement and Implementation 

 

3.60 Data migration testing aimed to prove the accurate conversion of information 
from PERSPECT to Chris21.  

3.61 Planning for data migration commenced in March 2003, when it was recognised 
that ‘cleansing’ of the agency data would be required prior to migration to any 
new HRMS.  PERSPECT data is owned by ACT Government agencies rather 
than by the CMD.  This meant that the cost of improving the quality of the data 
for migration would rest with agencies rather than with the project.  

3.62 Although action commenced early in the life of the project, significant problems 
were encountered in migrating agency data to Chris21.  The HRMS Team 
prepared a report in June 2005 entitled Testing and Parallel Run Testing 
Overview.  This suggested that data migration and poor data quality were one of 
the key causes for error in leave functionality.  For example, continuing anomalies 
in leave data stored in PERSPECT could not be automatically corrected during the 
migration of data to Chris21. 

3.63 This meant that after the data had been migrated from PERSPECT to Chris21 
leave data would have to be reconciled with manual leave records.  Configuration 
testing ensured the functionality of Chris21 and business processes.  Pay centres 
were asked to develop a number of testing scenarios that related specifically to 
their business processes.  These scenarios were then used to test system 
functionality and to identify functional gaps between PERSPECT and Chris21.  
The results of data migration and configuration testing did not, according to the 
testing report, present any significant issues that would affect pay continuity. 

3.64 The implementation timetable included a testing regime from April 2005.  
However, CMD advised that Frontier was late in delivering some modifications, 
resulting in further compression to testing and in a situation where some testing 
could not be conducted. 

3.65 Frontier advised that: 

the only modification that was delivered late was that for HDA (higher duties 
allowance).  This modification was delivered in May 2005, two weeks late.  
Frontier was advised by the ACT Government Project Team that late delivery 
would have little impact as users were not to be trained to undertake testing 
requirements until May. 

3.66 Agencies advised Audit that they did not have sufficient assurance the system 
set-up would deliver payroll completely and accurately from the ‘go-live’ date of 
1 July 2005.  In some cases, testing samples excluded some employees with 
particular conditions of service not supported by the system set-up.   

3.67 A total of six part and full parallel pay runs were conducted to determine whether 
there was any the difference between real and simulated outputs of PERSPECT 
(the production system) and the ACT Government’s implementation of Chris21 
(the replacement system).  Discrepancies may indicate problems with Chris21’s 
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configuration.  CMD also commissioned an external Interim Review of Testing in 
April 2005. 

3.68 Frontier advised that: 

 … there are ‘no problems with Chris21’s configuration’, and that the 
discrepancies are more likely the result of incorrect and uncleansed data that was 
migrated from the PERSPECT system.  At that time there were over 18 000 
incorrect or uncleansed records that had been migrated to Chris21 that needed to 
be rectified. 

3.69 According to the February 2005 Board minutes, each of these pay runs was 
designed ‘to test and prove core functionality that then informs subsequent pay 
runs that expand the breadth and scope of the trials until we culminate in a full 
end to end pay run set to prepare ACT Government for the first solo run ... on 
14 July 2005’. 

3.70 Parallel pay runs were conducted with pay centres including: 

• Department of Urban Services (now the Department of Territory and 
Municipal Services); 

• Department of Education and Training; 

• ACT Health; and 

• Canberra Institute of Technology/Chief Minister’s Department. 

3.71 Parallel Pay Run Testing with agencies gave rise to some 80 ‘incidents’ where 
testing results differed from those expected.  In the June 2005 report on the 
outcomes of the parallel testing, the Project Director concluded that the data 
migration and configuration testing had ‘reinforced the belief that data cleansing 
and configuration tuning will continue beyond [1 July 2005], as more “real” 
variations of employee working arrangements are processed in the live system’.   

3.72 The Project Director reported that ‘the parallel pay runs did not end up either as 
deep or as profound as we had wished’, because Chris21 was still being 
configured when the parallel runs were carried out, testing revealed data that had 
not been previously identified, and user skills were still below that needed to 
support the processes underway. 

Restrictions on testing 

3.73 The core software was delivered in October 2004, and Frontier advised that it 
delivered the proposed system configuration in February 2005, soon after the 
ACT Government advised of their configuration requirements.  This delivery 
timeframe impacted on the amount of testing that could be conducted.   
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3.74 Each pay centre was provided with access to a Frontier consultant for additional 
agency specific testing and system familiarity.  Agencies advised Audit that the 
expertise of Frontier consultants was highly variable, and this affected the quality 
of testing and training.  

3.75 In addition to insufficient testing timeframe, there were restrictions that were 
placed on system testing.  CITEC’s pay calculation and disbursement software 
could not be used ‘off line’ for testing the accuracy and completeness of the ACT 
Government’s implementation of Chris21.  Neither the CITEC software, nor 
PERSPECT, the old HRMS replaced by Chris21, were available for testing after 
1 July 2005, the date from which they were withdrawn. 

3.76 Frontier commented that: 

The testing regime was managed by the ACT Government Project Team and not 
Frontier.  Furthermore, all configuration, testing scenarios, documentation, training 
materials, training content were all undertaken at the direction of the ACT 
Government Project Team and not Frontier. 

Recommendation 4 

To promote certainty in the ongoing management of any major IT system, CMD and 
Treasury should ensure project management methodologies include a requirement for the 
Project Owner, after delivery of a new IT system to: 

• accept the system as delivered; or  

• notify the system vendor or developer that acceptance is conditional on 
modifications to the system to meet agreed specifications; and 

• document the decision regarding acceptance or otherwise of the system. 

Conclusions 

3.77 A number of activities and reviews sought to ensure the quality of the 
implementation of Chris21.  

3.78 Whereas documents relating to planning for quality assurance management were 
in place, only one audit was completed, and there was little to suggest that its 
recommendations were implemented in full. 

3.79 CMD appropriately engaged the services of the probity auditor and probity 
advisor during the procurement phases. 

3.80 System testing was not adequate.  Audit was advised that the timeframe did not 
allow testing of a broad range of functions and conditions of service.  The post 
1 July 2005 withdrawal of the leave functionality was a case where insufficient 
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testing did not expose shortcomings of this functionality, leading to aspects of 
core modules that did not perform as required at the ‘go-live’ date. 

RISK MANAGEMENT 

Risk management of the HRSS program 

3.81 Best practice project management methodologies (Prince2 and the Project 
Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK)) recommend that all projects have a 
risk management plan.  Risk management planning involves consideration and 
decisions about how to approach and plan the risk management activities for the 
project. 

3.82 Audit reviewed a draft Risk Management Plan dated February 2003, which 
appeared to be the latest version available.  The objective of the Risk Management 
Plan for the HRMS project was to document and identify: 

• risks to the project; 

• the probability and consequence of each risk; 

• indicators and triggers of risk occurrence; 

• risk treatment strategies; and 

• responsibilities for risk management actions. 

3.83 Consultants reviewed the draft Risk Management Plan in May 2004, and found it 
to be appropriate for the risk management needs of the project; this view was 
based on the Australian Standard for Managing Risk (4360:1999).  The Risk 
Management Plan discussed risk identification, analysis, evaluation, treatment, 
monitoring and review.  These steps in risk management are consistent with those 
used in the Enterprise Wide Risk Management Framework released in 2004 by the 
ACT Insurance Authority.  

3.84 A risk workshop was held on 11 February 2003 to verify the identified risks and 
progress risk management strategies.  More than 100 separate risks were 
identified.  Following a re-assessment and rationalisation, this number was 
reduced to 25 key risks, which were subsequently included in the Project risk 
register. 

3.85 The May 2004 review by a consultant noted that:  

… more effort should be directed to managing risks and issues; as well as 
integrating risk management into the project management process.  The risk and 
issues register, which has been available for some months now, has not yet been 
populated.  In addition, formal responsibility for overall risk management has yet 
to be assigned.  Risks should be reviewed regularly (at least monthly, but 
preferably fortnightly) and risk management plans adjusted accordingly. 
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3.86 Audit reviewed subsequent risk documents, including a review conducted on 
12 May 2005.  Audit also reviewed Board meeting minutes and notes that risk 
management was not discussed at each monthly meeting, as recommended.  When 
it was on the agenda, the minutes reflected a brief discussion by the Board.   

3.87 CMD advised that risk management was addressed regularly by the Board as risk 
‘permeated every aspect of the Board’s discussions and the project’.  Audit found 
that these discussions were not adequately documented.  

Risk Management Plan upkeep 

3.88 The Risk Management Plan signalled an intention by the Project Team to take 
certain actions to ensure that the Plan was kept accurate and complete.  

Table 3.2: Actions required to be taken to maintain the accuracy and 
completeness of the Risk Management Plan  

Proposed Actions  

 

Audit’s observation  

The Project Team would document, monitor and 
report all outcomes of risk management 
activities.  

The latest risk review available to Audit was 
conducted in May 2005.  

Risks and issues were documented and updated 
in a register.  The Project Team conducted 
regular risk reviews of the whole project, and 
specific reviews of sub-projects.  

The Project Team would discuss risk status at 
its weekly meetings and the Project Board has 
‘Risk Management’ as a standing agenda item at 
its meetings.  

Audit was unable to locate minutes of weekly 
meetings of a sub-Project Team responsible for 
risk management plan development. 

The Project Team will review the risk register 
and the associated contingency plans on a 
fortnightly basis or as required ensuring that 
identified risks are being addressed 
appropriately. 

While noting CMD’s advice that the issues and 
risk register was updated regularly through the 
intranet site accessible to the Project Team and 
pay centre teams, Audit was unable to 
determine if the Project Team addressed the 
risks appropriately.  

The Project Board will receive a risk report at 
each of its meetings  

Board minutes contain brief and infrequent 
reporting of risk management. 

Source: HRMS Project Risk Management Plan 

Treatment of risks 

3.89 Audit reviewed action taken to manage and mitigate the residual risk for the top 
25 risks in the February 2003 risk register.  Of these 25 risks, action to mitigate 
the risks appeared ineffective in these cases: 
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• inadequate identification of business/technical requirements within the 
proposal documentation exists (Extreme Risk); 

• unable to satisfactorily migrate data to the new system (Extreme Risk); 

• project timeframes and schedules are not achievable - unrealistic estimation 
of the time required to complete the project.  Project timings blow out (High 
Risk); 

• insufficient support and resourcing is applied at acceptance testing (High 
Risk); 

• a sub-optimal HRMS is implemented (Medium Risk); 

• new system availability, performance, and stability are poor (Medium Risk); 

• the implemented Human Resource Systems Solution Project Program Plan 
is not effective across all agencies (Medium Risk); 

• continual changes to the system and identified requirements are being made 
throughout the lifecycle of the project (Medium Risk); and 

• expectations of the new system and what can be achieved in the timeframes 
are unrealistic (Medium Risk). 

Conclusion 

3.90 The overall Risk Management Plan followed the risk standard, and better practice. 
Various risk plans such as that at the Proof of Concept stage, were integrated into 
aspects of the project.  However, these plans were not always acted upon, or 
received attention from the Project Team and the Board. 

3.91 Although the Board and Project Team considered risk abatement strategies, action 
taken was not sufficient to avert or reduce the key risks.  CMD has commented 
that: 

it was not possible to avert the key risk of withdrawal of CITEC services.  This 
was not under the control of the ACT.  However, appropriate actions were taken to 
ameliorate the impact of and respond to that event and maintain pay continuity. 

3.92 Notwithstanding CMD’s advice, it was clear to Audit that there was scope for 
improvement in risk management of the project.  The focus of the project 
management on delivering the pay continuity led to increased risks in quality and 
performance of other aspects of the project, which were not well managed.  

CHANGE MANAGEMENT 

3.93 Change management is a set of activities that:  

• define and instil new values, attitudes, norms, and behaviours within an 
organisation that support new ways of doing work and overcome resistance 
to change;  
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• builds consensus among customers and stakeholders on specific changes 
designed to better meet their needs; and  

• plans, tests, and implements all aspects of the transition from one 
organisational structure or business process to another.  

3.94 Change management activities are: 

• communication; 

• training; 

• business transition; and 

• user support. 

3.95 The HRSS team produced a number of planning documents around the 
management of change.  The change management documentation was referred to 
in the (incomplete) HRMS Program Plan and the Management Information 
Review Project Plan.  

3.96 The Change Management Plan proposed to : 

• develop change strategies – high level documents that describe the expected 
outcomes, roles and resources; 

• produce more detailed plans in accordance with project phases, that is, 
milestone events; 

• prepare detailed project plans in accordance with project phases up to three 
months; and 

• review and update the Plan as major milestones were reached. 

3.97 The Change Management Plan covered the major areas and activities of change 
management.  However, Audit noted there was limited evidence of subsequent 
documentation of the activities proposed by the Plan, as above.  

3.98 The Change Management Plan proposed to deliver further plans and strategy 
documents including a Stakeholder Management Plan, Business Transition Plan, 
Communication Strategy and Training Strategy.  

3.99 Although Audit sighted the Stakeholder Management Plan, it contained no basis 
for action in managing stakeholders.  Audit found no evidence of the existence or 
implementation of a Business Transition Strategy Plan. 

3.100 A Training Strategy Plan was drafted in September 2004, but its implementation 
was deficient.  As a result of the compressed implementation, the training was 
provided on systems without full functionality.  Training did not include use of 
part-time staff procedures, leave for ACT Government rules, movements, higher 
duties enhancements, HR 21, cessations including termination payments, and 
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other ‘Business As Usual’ functions. Additional training was provided at agency 
cost. 

3.101 CMD advised that following the implementation of the ACT Government instance 
of Chris21 in July 2005, the Project Team in conjunction with users, developed 
detailed user guides that provided detailed advice on how to use the system to 
meet ACT Government requirements. 

3.102 The Change Management Plan set out the role of the Change Management 
Working Group and the activities of the Group included:  

• a change management workshop; 

• process mapping workshops; 

• data cleansing in the agencies; 

• development of a communication action plan; 

• ‘road shows’ and agency visits; 

• on-line surveys; and 

• sharing of progress on change management activities. 

3.103 In addition to these responsibilities, the Working Group would make 
recommendations to the Board on Change Management issues. 

3.104 The Change Management Working Group considered that some tasks were shared 
with agencies and other stakeholders.  A document created in October 2003 
required the change liaison person in the agencies to: 

• undertake a change readiness assessment of the agency; 

• identify critical points across the implementation that need effective change 
management; 

• progress the development of a detailed change management plan, including 
a change management strategy, which would include the following change 
products; 

− a Communications Plan; 

− a Human Resources Management Plan; 

− a Impact Analysis; and 

− a Training Plan. 

3.105 Two consulting firms were engaged to guide the work of the change management 
working group, including assisting the Change Management Working Group to 
develop a Change Management Action List. 
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3.106 From the documentation available, it was not clear to Audit how the various 
plans, strategies and action lists were co-ordinated and put into action.   

3.107 In May and June 2003, the Project Board expressed concern regarding the extent 
of consultation, noting that meetings were poorly attended, and that to be 
effective, representation from all agencies was necessary.  Meeting papers show 
that from September 2002 to May 2003, only half of agency representatives 
attended meetings.  The May 2003 meeting was attended by only four agency 
representatives.  

3.108 CMD has commented that from the commencement of implementation of the 
system, communication followed a range of strategies as identified in the plans.   

COMMUNICATION  

3.109 Audit identified the following key communication planning documents:   

• Communications Framework, October 2003; 

• Communications Plan, December 2003;  

• Communications Matrix, February 2004; 

• Communications Plan, September 2004; and 

• Decision Making Framework, September 2004.  

3.110 The Communications Plan had three key objectives.  These were to: 

• provide appropriate levels of information and feedback to all identified 
groups; 

• ensure appropriate and timely involvement  of related personnel and groups; 
and 

• manage expectations of all relevant parties. 

3.111 The Communications Plan defined the roles of HRMS managers, the context and 
content of messages, and methods of delivery.  The Plan did not include clearly 
defined and measurable deliverables. 

3.112 A quality audit conducted in March 2004 noted that the Communication Plan was 
incomplete and had not at that time been implemented.  Audit noted that the 
Communications Plan was revised in consultation with agencies and discussed by 
the Board in November 2004 Board meeting.   

3.113 There were a number of methods where the system and the changes it would 
introduce were discussed.  CMD advised that forums were held for executives and 
Chief Executives, meetings of agency representatives and sessions for pay centre 
staff.  Paycentre staff were also involved in testing in early and, earlier, in the 
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specification of the new system.  Paycentre representatives also attended the 
weekly project meeting.  The Project Team also maintained an intranet site, held 
road shows and conducted a survey.  

3.114 Audit reviewed documents that suggest the agency representatives’ role in change 
management included detailed change management activities in agencies.  
However, Audit was advised that some agency representatives may not have been 
at the appropriate level nor have had the appropriate knowledge of human 
resource processes and procedures.  This led to delays in obtaining authorisations 
and decisions from delegated agency personnel. 

3.115 A Change Manager was recruited in mid-2004.  The responsibilities of the 
position were to implement the Communications Plan, which was drafted in 
August 2004, further refined with agencies in September 2004, and agreed by the 
Board in November 2004. 

3.116 The Change Management Work Group, the primary change management 
committee, made efforts to reach out to agency staff.  The Group met from 2003 
through to implementation, when its character changed to become the ACTPS 
Chris21 user group.  

3.117 Audit noted that following the ‘go-live’ date of 1 July 2005, Frontier staff were 
placed in agencies and ongoing assistance was provided by the Project Team, in 
response to the problems experienced by agencies.  CMD also appointed a new 
project manager from 1 August 2005 to support the next stage of the project.  
CMD advised that activities included weekly minuted meetings with agencies and 
the project team; and workshops on operational issues. 

3.118 In October 2005, a paycentre diagnostic was conducted to assess product, 
organisational and capability issues in the post go-live environment.  This work 
supported development of change plans for each paycentre and an overarching 
change plan. 

3.119 As stated elsewhere in this report, Audit observed that agencies had high 
expectations of functionality at ‘go-live’ date.  Such expectations were not met.  

3.120 Audit considers that there are a number of reasons for the apparent deficiencies in 
communication: 

• at least partly because of the speed at which project priorities changed, it 
was not clearly communicated to agency representatives or their 
management which functionality would be delivered at 1 July 2005; 

• there was a breakdown in communications between agency representatives 
on project committees and human resource staff in agencies; 

• agency representatives did not understand or fulfil their role as change 
agents, as set out above; and 
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• the Project Team sought to re-assure agency staff on the adequacy of the 
system, and in so doing, underestimated the potential for problems 
associated with a system with reduced functionality on 1 July 2005. 

3.121 Notwithstanding a range of communication and change-related activities and the 
number of change management and communication plans developed and 
reviewed (some by external consultants) during the implementation of Chris21, 
Audit considers that communications were not effective in informing and 
preparing agencies for the lack of functionality delivered by Chris21 at the 
‘go-live’ date.  Communications were also not effective in gaining the acceptance 
and confidence of agencies of the new system.   

USE OF EXTERNAL CONTRACTORS AND CONSULTANTS 

3.122 The costs for consultants and contractors (including vendor implementation 
services, project management and IT service contractors) incurred by CMD 
accounted for 56 percent of the project costs as at 2006-07, as indicated below: 

Table 3.3: Major categories of expenditure HRMS Replacement Project 2002-03 
to 2006-07 

Category of expenditure $ 000 Percentage  

Consultants and contractors 5 286 56% 

Employees 1 675 18% 

General admin 1 847 20% 

IT costs 597 6% 

 9 405 100% 

Source: CMD 

3.123 According to CMD cost information, the total of $5.286 million for consultants 
and contractors included payments to Frontier ($3.114 million) for vendor licence 
and implementation services and costs, as well as project management and IT 
costs for the entire project.  

3.124 CMD engaged a large number of consultants and external contractors for a variety 
of tasks during the project.  The table below lists project expenditure on selected 
external consultants and contractors, excluding  payments to Frontier and 
InTACT.  



Project implementation and management 

 
Chris21 Human Resource Management System: Procurement and Implementation Page 57 

 

Table 3.4: Examples of costs of selected consultants and external contractors  

Contractor or consultant 
 

Expenditure to 2006/07 
$ 

Evalua Pty Ltd 9 840 

Aquitaine Consulting 13 500 

Tactics Consulting 22 725 

Wayne Smith & Associates 24 110 

Lien Australia Pty Ltd 105 932 

Testers Services  131 212 

Alchemy Management 158 409 

Yellow Edge Pty Ltd 216 069 

Acumen Alliance 343 171 

Opticon Australia 541 986 

Other individual contractors and contracted IT 
services 1 308 924 

Source: CMD 

3.125 Audit acknowledges the need to use external expertise for major and complex 
projects.  Audit considers, however, that a large number of contractors in key 
positions increases the risks of reduced accountability and increased costs.  For 
the Chris21 project, this was especially the case when there was a lack of action to 
monitor and address the specific results against the relevant quality and standards 
of the project deliverables which external contractors were responsible for.  The 
departure of key contractors has made it difficult for external scrutiny of 
governance arrangements and management performance, due to the lack of 
corporate knowledge of the project management, especially when record 
management was not adequate. 

3.126 Various consultant reports and reviews were commissioned for the Chris21 
project.  It was not always clear to Audit the need for all these consultants, 
especially as their reports were not always reviewed and acted on.  In some other 
cases, some recommendations were agreed to but were not implemented.  

3.127 When there is significant use of external contractors and consultants, it is 
important that there are strategies in place: 

• that ensure contractors and consultants are carefully managed and their 
work is acted upon and evidenced as such; and  

• for skill and knowledge transfer to employees, to minimise future reliance 
on vendors and external sources for on-going needs of managing and 
implementing Chris21.   

3.128 Audit did not find evidence of any strategies or actions to ensure transfer of skills 
and knowledge has occurred. 
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4. PROJECT OUTCOMES 

INTRODUCTION 

4.1 This Chapter describes current status of Chris21 and progress toward 
implementing the system functionality.  Contributing factors to the delay in 
implementing core functionality and meeting the project outcomes and intended 
benefits are also discussed. 

KEY FINDINGS 

•  Actual project expenditures by CMD to 30 June 2006 were $9.408 million, and 
were in line with the project budget of $9.36 million.  However, this did not 
include about $1.9 million in additional costs to key government agencies to 
work-around deficiencies in the implementation of Chris21, and other costs 
borne by agencies.  

•  The HRMS Replacement Project delivered pay continuity by the ‘go-live’ date 
of 1 July 2005, but significant problems were experienced in functionality in 
leave and superannuation.  Some elements of the specified functionality, as 
specified in the Procurement Plan and subsequent contract with Frontier, were 
delayed. 

•  The initial time frame for the full implementation of Chris21 was about two 
years, with Phase 1 core functionality due to be delivered by 1 July 2005.  To 
date, long service leave, higher duties and recruitment5 are yet to be completed, 
and ESS has been rolled-out in two agencies, with further rollout expected in 
2008.  Additional ‘non-core’ functionality to be subject to a further business 
case and funding, has not been progressed.  

•  CMD surveyed the extent of implementation of some 19 payroll, leave, 
reporting and interface functions in July 2006.  Of the 146 sub-functions, 72 
percent were functional, 14 percent partially functional (mainly work around 
solutions) and 14 percent were not functional.  Working with the software 
developer, the Project Team has continued to refine the operation of Chris21.   

•  The project as a whole has not fully delivered the outcomes and the benefits of a 
new generation integrated HR system.  There was no evidence of any planning 
or scheduled implementation of Phase 2 functionality to achieve the 
transformation of human resource management to a more strategic function as 
intended. 

4.2 In implementing the new Human Resources Management System (HRMS), CMD 
aimed to install a consistent system across the ACTPS agencies then using 
PERSPECT.  The new system would deliver a high level of human resource 

                                                 

5 Recruitment was considered core functionality, but was not included in the initial phase 1 implementation. 
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functionality and allowed for the replacement of PERSPECT and the CITEC pay 
calculation and disbursement function. 

4.3 Although PERSPECT was regarded as a stable and reliable platform, it required a 
number of ancillary systems to provide the basic functionality required to 
effectively deliver payroll, and operational human resource support and 
management reporting.   

4.4 With the withdrawal of CITEC’s pay calculation and disbursement services from 
June 2005, and the demise of PERSPECT from the same date, a new system was 
required to maintain payroll continuity.  A compressed implementation focussed 
on maintaining payroll for a 1 July 2005 ‘go-live’, with a further period until 
December 2005 to stabilise the system and provide opportunities for wider or non- 
core functionality.    

4.5 CMD envisaged that a new system would allow the ACTPS to re-allocate staff 
involved in data entry, processing and manual record keeping into more value-
adding activities.  It is noted, however, that the primary rationale for the project 
was to respond to the increasing risks around the legacy platform. 

4.6 With the adoption of Chris21, significant intangible benefits would accrue 
through delivery of automated Electronic Self-Service (ESS) across the public 
sector, management of reporting, recruitment and staff management. 

Project budget outcomes 

4.7 The table following shows total funding for the project by year from 2002-03 to 
2006-07.  Total funding for the project to 30 June 2006 was $9.360 million. 

Table 4.1: Funding for the MIR and HRSS project 2002-03 to 2005-06 

  
2002-03 
Budget $ 

000 

2003-04 
Budget  
$ 000 

2004-05 
Budget $ 

000 

2005-06 
Budget $ 

000 
Total 

Capital Injection      

Management Infrastructure Review 
Project  6 893 935 - - 7 828 

Government Payment for 
Outputs      

Management Infrastructure Review 
Project 589 543 - - 1 132 

Service Wide Human Resource 
System Implementation - - - 400 400 

 7 482 1 478 - 400 9 360 

Source: CMD 
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4.8 Subsequent to the original Business Case, and after the CITEC’s withdrawal of 
services and the signing of contract with Frontier, CMD submitted a Business 
Case in December 2004 for $400 000 in capital funding to ‘make available full 
capacity of the new HR system to support service wide platform for strategic 
human resource initiatives and corporate service reforms’ by December 2005.  
This funding was provided in the 2005-06 budget and was offset by bringing 
forward the expenses ($180 000 annually) already budgeted for 2006-07 and 
2007-08.  

4.9 Audit noted that deliverables from the Chris21 project to date do not include the 
implementation of wider and strategic functionality as specified in various 
documents, such as the original and subsequent business cases and the contract 
with Frontier.  To further benefit from the greater level of strategic resources 
performance available from the ‘new generation’ of human resource systems, and 
as anticipated in the Business Plan, additional expenditure on the project in the 
future would include: 

• updated pre-implementation studies on outstanding modules, should they be 
implemented (learning and development, OH&S, recruitment and vacancy 
management, performance development and full HR, which uses forms to 
build position descriptions, positions evaluations); 

• training of functional administrators in these modules; 

• configuration changes as required by data conversions; and 

• consulting costs during set up of the modules above, and assistance with 
testing, if required. 

4.10 CMD commented that as these costs were not included in the project’s budget or 
scope, a new funded project would be required. 

4.11 Audit noted that at the end of 2006-07 the cost of the Chris21 project was around 
$11.4 million, including the cost incurred directly by CMD central project team, 
and agency costs of manual ‘work-around’ solutions of $1.9 million.  This figure 
did not fully reflect the actual cost of the project across the ACT public sector, as 
it did not include other costs incurred by agencies such as business process 
re-engineering, operating licence cost, maintenance, upgrade costs and some 
agencies customisation costs. 

Recommendation 5 

For accuracy and completeness, CMD and Treasury should ensure that project budgets 
identify and include the costs to be borne by agencies.  

Project deliverables and timelines  

4.12 According to the initial Business Case (February 2002) which supported the 
project budget funding in 2002-03, and subsequent procurement and tender 
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documents, the project was expected to deliver the capability for a broader range 
of HRM functions, including recruitment, Employee Self Service (ESS), time and 
attendance, industrial relations, learning and development and occupational health 
and safety.   

4.13 The initial project documentation indicated the additional functionality (or non-
core/non-PERSPECT functionality) would be delivered subject to further business 
case and funding decisions. 

4.14 Early in the project, CMD proposed that the implementation stage of the HRMS 
project would be delivered in four phases over two years.  

Table 4.2: Timetable for expected deliverables from the MIR/HRSS project (2003) 

Phase Delivery date Functions to be delivered 

Phase 1 June 2005 Organisation, employee, time and attendance, leave, 
payroll (including payroll calculation and 
disbursement, previously contracted to CITEC), 
reporting, security, documentation and training, data 
migration and interfaces to ancillary systems. 

Phase 2 Dec 2005 Depending on amounts of funding available for 
modifications and business process re-engineering, 
recruitment (manual)6, employee and manager self-
service and a higher level of automation of the system 
interfaces. 

Phase 3 June 2006 Learning and development, workforce planning, 
performance management, OH&S, online recruitment, 
remuneration packaging and industrial relations. 

Phase 4 June 2006 Decommission PERSPECT and finalise the various 
project activities. 

Source: CMD 

4.15 Following the CITEC issues in mid-2004, an adjusted implementation timetable 
was agreed by the Project Owner.  Phase 1 functionality, as listed in the Table 
above, was regarded by the Project Team, and CMD, as ‘core functionality’, due 
for delivery by 1 July 2005.   

4.16 A further business case of December 2004, which supported the provision of 
$400 000 in capital funding in the 2005-06 budget, was to complete a Whole-of-
Government implementation of a contemporary and capable HRMS by 
December 2005.  This second phase ‘will enable full configuration of the Chris21 
system, providing a service wide platform to support the introduction of strategic 

                                                 

6 Recruitment was regarded as core functionality, but was not planned to be implemented in Phase 1. 
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modules, access to kiosk and employee self service and the opportunity to 
progress shared service and corporate service reforms’. 

THE DELIVERY OF CHRIS21 FUNCTIONALITY  

4.17 The Table shows the items of Chris21 functionality, as scheduled for Phase 1 of 
the project, and when they were implemented compared to target dates: 

Table 4.3: Chris21 functionality delivery dates 

Aspect of core functionality, as per 
Chris21 Pre-Implementation Report, 

August 2004 

Original 
target dates Actual Implementation date 

Organisational Structure, including 
general ledger accounts and positions 

1July 2005 1 July 2005 

Employee details 1July 2005 1 July 2005 

Time and attendance – interfaces with 
subsidiary systems 

1July 2005 1 July 2005 

Disbursement  1July 2005 1 July 2005.  Additional benefit of 
electronic payslips also delivered  

Payroll, including allowances and 
benefits 

1July 2005 From 1 July 2005, with deficiencies. 
Some higher duties allowance 
difficulties resolved later. 

Leave 1July 2005 April 2006 (personal and annual 
leave) .  
Long Service Leave is pending 
Frontier-funded software changes. 

Employee Self Serve/Manager Self 
Service 

1July 2005 Implemented in CMD and Treasury 
2007, rollout to continue in 2008. 

Reporting 1July 2005 Ad hoc Reporting via Chris21 
available for 1 July 2005, and Aries 
Reporting Tool implemented after 
1 July 2005.  

The HRMS developed a reporting 
tool, known as Reporterator that was 
available from 1 July 2005. 

Recruitment December 
2005 

Deferred - subject to further business 
case and funding 

Documentation (user guides, help etc) 1July 2005 1 July 2005 
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Aspect of non-core functionality, as per 
Chris21 Pre-Implementation Report, 

August 2004 

Original 
target dates Actual Implementation date 

Learning and development, workforce 
planning, performance management, 
OH&S, remuneration packaging and 
industrial relations. 

June 2006 

(subject to 
business 
cases) 

Deferred- Subject to further business 
case and funding 

Source: ACT Auditor-General’s Office  

4.18 After ‘go-live’ date, due to configuration and data quality problems, it became 
clear that the leave functionality in particular was not functioning properly.  In 
November 2005, key problems with the leave functionality were that: 

• leave payments were incorrectly calculated for employees on variable hour 
shifts; 

• Public Holidays appeared to be incorrectly included in leave taken if the 
leave started or ended on a public holiday; 

• Long Service Leave did not accrue for casual staff; and 

• accumulated leave was not converted correctly when an employee 
transferred from one full time position to another full time position with 
higher hours. 

4.19 Audit evidence suggested that agencies expected all core functions to be available 
from 1 July 2005.  Evidence also suggested that the compressed implementation 
of the system included core functionality, but with a focus on delivering pay from 
1 July 2005 and an expectation of post ‘go-live’ work on system stabilisation until 
end December 2005. 

4.20 After the ‘go-live’ date of 1 July 2005, CMD recognised that some modules of the 
implemented system were ‘not fit for purpose’, and that there would, in CMD’s 
words ‘be a need to stabilise and embed the core system in Phase 2 (that is, the 
period after go-live’ to December 2005)’.  

GAPS IN FUNCTIONALITY  

4.21 A consultant’s review and subsequent presentation to CMD in 2006 indicated that 
it became clear to users that some areas of functionality, in particular leave, were 
not performing as anticipated soon after ‘go-live’ date.  The consultant further 
observed that: 

the project has been characterised by poor quality software and/or data for leave, 
superannuation, higher duties allowances and terminations. 
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4.22 In its presentation to CMD, the consultant compiled the following list of 
functional gaps: 

• part-time annual leave calculations taken as earned could not be carried out 
by the system; 

• long-service leave calculations were inaccurate; 

• leave loading calculations were inaccurate; 

• workers compensation - graduated return to work calculation for periods 
greater than 45 weeks were incorrect; 

• system gives standard error messages when working correctly in certain 
conditions; 

• superannuation – Employer Productivity Superannuation Contribution 
calculation does not accurately reflect the legislated requirements;  

• higher duties allowances functionality not working correctly when staff 
cease being on one level and return to another position also on HDA; 

• terminations - double counting of leave loading when calculating 
termination payments; 

• correct calculation of entitlements is not possible due to low integrity of 
leave data and incorrect calculations; 

• HR21 (Employee Self Service) Self-service applications offered no value 
until leave calculations were functioning correctly; and 

• reporting - required reporting for agencies is not implemented.  

4.23 In the leave area alone, extensive testing in October 2005 to January 2006 
identified 155 issues, of which 52 remained unresolved as at February 2006.  
CMD advised that the majority of these issues were resolved to support access to 
leave components, except for long service leave, from April 2006.  

4.24 Frontier advised that: 

• Errors with leave were the result of the migration of poor and uncleansed 
data. 

• Errors with superannuation relate specifically to EPSC (which is now unique 
to the ACT Government) and is not part of the Chris21 core product.  The 
errors were due to incorrect specification of the EPSC component of 
superannuation by the ACT Government.  The ACT Government Project 
Team first notified Frontier of the incorrect calculations by email in 
December 2005.  The system coded by Frontier was performing the 
calculations specified; it was the specifications which were incorrect.  
Frontier then awaited further documentation from the ACT Government 
Project Team which was received in March 2006 after legal interpretation of 
the exact requirements.  

• The modifications did work as specified.  The ACT Government Project 
Team provided sign offs on the testing of all modifications.   
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4.25 Factors contributing to or exacerbating the functional gaps in the ACT 
Government’s implementation of Chris21 system were as follows: 

• the complexity of the ACT conditions of service environment and the 
quality of much of the configuration work undertaken as a result of the 
complexity; 

• incorrect, incomplete or ambiguous specification of requirements, resulting 
in modifications to the base software not performing correctly;   

• some modifications developed by Frontier did not work as intended, and 
functionality that did not work properly because a pre- or co-requisite 
modification not being implemented; 

• a perception that the quality of the training given to agencies and pay 
centres prior to implementation was inadequate; and 

• incomplete system documentation. 

Recommendation 6 

To improve the efficiency of the Chris21 HRMS, CMD and Treasury should continue their 
efforts to simplify the administration of the conditions of employment in the ACTPS.  

IMPACTS ON COSTS AND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS OF THE CHRIS21 
IMPLEMENTATION 

4.26 In December 2006, as part of the audit of the 2005-06 financial statements audits, 
the Audit observed that Chris21, as implemented:  

• was unable to maintain annual leave records for individual employees;  

• could not record long service leave obligations nor meet statutory reporting 
requirements;  

• lacked adequate automated controls over data input accuracy, data update 
accuracy and authorisation; 

• in the absence of automated controls, agencies employed a range of manual 
processes used to manage the data integrity risks.  The manual processes 
required considerable ongoing effort and close monitoring by management 
to ensure that they were applied continuously and effectively.  Manual 
controls were costly to operate and audit, and do not operate as 
continuously and effectively as automated controls;  

• could not provide the information needed to report annual leave liabilities in 
agencies’ 2005-06 financial reports; and 

• had not been sufficiently developed as to allow comprehensive testing of 
leave modules before the ‘go-live’ date.  

4.27 Due to shortcomings in communications, agencies were largely unaware of the 
shortfall in functionality, and expectations of a smooth transition over ‘go-live’ 
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date were not met, agencies needed manual processing after go-live on 
1 July 2005.  

4.28 ‘Workarounds’ comprised a significant effort for most of the pay centres.  This 
principally involved performing calculations of leave, superannuation and 
termination entitlements that the system was expected to be able to perform.   

4.29 In May 2006, in response to a Question on Notice, the Chief Minister, 
Mr Stanhope MLA, provided information on additional implementation costs 
incurred by the pay centre and agency.  These costs consisted primarily of 
additional data input and processing staff, as shown in the table below: 

Table 4.4: Additional costs by agency of the Chris21 implementation 

Department 
Amount 

$m 

Department of Education and Training 0.640 

ACT Health 0.784 

Department of Urban Services 0.303 

Canberra Institute of Technology 0.170 

Subtotal 1.897 

In conjunction with agency costs, a small project team 
has been extended to 30/06/06 

0.358 

TOTAL 2.255 

Source:  Legislative Assembly Hansard, Answer to question on notice, 10 May 2006. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF PHASE 2 FUNCTIONALITY 

4.30 In April 2005, the Project Board commissioned a gap analysis between human 
resource practice then current, and a potential and desirable future human resource 
practice.  The Board did not make any decisions regarding the gap analysis, 
although the Board minutes note that business plans for Phase 2 were then under 
development.  This work was deferred post July 2005 as a result of the focus on 
system stabilisation and were formally deferred by the Board in October 2005.  

4.31 The gap analysis anticipated that human resource management would be more 
strategic.  It would advise and consult with managers, inform workforce decisions, 
support management of staff, distribute human resource knowledge and expertise, 
and report regularly.  Processing would be ‘streamlined, consistent and efficient’.  

4.32 Working with the software developer, the Shared Services System Team has 
continued to further improve the operation of Chris21.  CMD surveyed the extent 
of implementation of the payroll, leave, reporting and interface functions in 
July 2006 – 19 in total.  Of the 146 sub-functions, 72 percent were functional, 
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14 percent partially functional (mainly work around solutions) and 14 percent 
were not functional.  

4.33 Although this would suggest a steady rate of progress in implementing core 
functions, Audit observed that some of the functions that have not been 
implemented are critical, such as long service leave processing.  Frontier is 
developing new software to support long service leave processing for the ACT 
Government and its Commonwealth clients.  

4.34 In assessing the results of the project against the intended outcomes, Audit noted 
that the funding was provided in 2002-03 for a replacement system which list 
amongst others, the following key benefits: 

• agencies will have access to improved workforce analysis and management 
reporting to inform business planning and service valuations; and 

• integrated system functionality to support workforce planning, organisation 
development, industrial reforms and health and safety initiatives. 

4.35 These deliverables/benefits were again stated in CMD’s business case in 
December 2004 for the funding of $400 000 in the 2005-06 Budget to complete 
Phase 2 (that is, December 2005 of the project): 

the Phase 2 implementation of strategic HR modules will deliver employee and 
manager self service, a higher level of automation of the system interfaces and a 
Whole-of-Government ), OH&S solution to replace ‘infORM’.  Agencies will have 
access to integrated system support across HR functions including learning and 
development, workforce planning, performance management, on line recruitment, 
remuneration packaging and industrial relations  

4.36 To date, none of these deliverables have been introduced or achieved. 

CONCLUSIONS 

4.37 The implementation of Chris21 delivered pay continuity by the target date of 
1 July 2005.  

4.38 Due to the compressed implementation and the need to maintain pay continuity 
from 1 July 2005 some core aspects of the system implemented in Phase 1 did not 
function as intended on 1 July 2005, and some core functionality and other 
modules were held over to be included in Phase 2 of the project.  Initially agencies 
sought to compensate for this reduced service by developing workaround 
solutions.  This was an added unbudgeted cost, and exposed agencies to risks of 
having incorrect human resource data and ultimately incorrect financial and other 
information.   
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4.39 Annual and personal leave was operational from April 2006.  The system’s 
electronic leave processing module is currently being rolled out across ACT 
Government agencies.  

4.40 In February 2007, the Shared Services Centre began operation and currently 
provides manual calculation services to agencies.  A shared services approach to 
pay centre operations was implemented following the 2005-06 budget should 
provide a more effective approach to pay and human resource processes and a 
base for further change management and system development. 

4.41 Audit considers that the project as a whole did not fully deliver the intended 
outcomes and the benefits of a new generation human resource system.  Core 
functionalities available under PERSPECT are not yet fully functional or 
operating as intended and other deliverables under the contract with Frontier 
(ESS, recruitments) have not been introduced.  Implementation of some purchased 
Chris21 modules will be subject to further business case analysis and funding. 

4.42 Audit has not seen evidence of any planning or scheduled implementation of 
Phase 2 functionality to achieve the appropriate transformation of human resource 
management to a more strategic function, as intended. 
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APPENDIX A PROJECT TIME LINE – KEY 
EVENTS 

PROJECT TIMELINE 

Appendix Table 1: Project timeline – key developments  

Date  

1992 The Territory adopted the PERSPECT human resource software.  The human 
resource system consisted of PERSPECT and other specialised software 
products. 

February 2002 Business case for replacement of the HRMS drafted and submitted to 
Government by CMD’s Chief Executive. 

2002-03 Budget Total funding of $9.36 million was provided in the 2002-03 Budget and 
subsequent Budgets.  These funds will cover the acquisition, implementation to 
the ‘go-live’ stage, direct project management, including salaries for the project 
management team of public servants, depreciation and annual whole of life 
ownership costs to the end of 2003-04. 

The 2002-03 capital budget of $6.9 million included expenditure on major 
capital items such as software licence acquisition and hardware/software, server 
connectivity and support, implementation and pilot program costs.  The  
2002-03 expense budget of $0.6 million included current PERSPECT data 
cleansing, migration and testing costs. 

December 2002 Project Owner agrees to initiate the project.  

3 April 2003 Procurement Plan lodged with the Procurement Unit to procure a new human 
resource system. 

7 April 2003 Procurement Plan to Government Procurement Board. 

26 April 2003 Open Request For Proposal released for HRMS. 

5 June 2003 Request For Proposal closed. 

30 June 2003 Expiry date of contract between the Territory and CITEC.  Contract was 
extended to end of June 2005.  

December 2003 After completion of the first four stages of the procurement evaluation, Chris21 
software selected to proceed to RFP procurement Stage 5, Proof of Concept. 

CITEC Pty Ltd, provider of pay calculation and disbursement services, 
announced that current software would no longer be available after 
30 June 2005.   

April 2004 Frontier Software’s Chris21 HRMS selected for implementation following 
completion of procurement.  



Project time line – key events 

 
Page 70 Chris21 Human Resource Management System: Procurement and Implementation 

 

Date  

May 2004 Stage 5 of the procurement, Proof of Concept, completed.  Chris21 software 
evaluation proceeds to Stage 6, Interim Scoping Study and contract 
negotiations. 

Following further negotiations, CITEC formally declines to extend pay 
calculation and disbursement services beyond 30 June 2005. 

June/July 2004 Decision to extend implementation of Chris21 to include pay calculation and 
disbursement services.  

Sept 2004 Contract executed between ACT Government and Frontier for the supply of a 
human resource and payroll management system.  The contract commenced 
from 1 July 2004. 

October 2004 CMD confirmed its requirements for the implementation of Chris21.  

November 2004 After pre-implementation workshops, $320 000 in modifications to Chris21 
version were approved by Government.   

February 2005 Frontier delivered the proposed configuration and system specifications. 

1 July 2005 Chris21 ‘go-live’ date.  PERSPECT available only for historical records.  

CITEC and KAZ Computing finalise service provision.  

14 July 2005 Chris21 processes its first pay for around 14 500 payees.  

July 2005 The then Project Director completes an acceptance certificate for delivery of 
Chris21.  The certificate was withdrawn by the Project Sponsor in 
September 2005.   

August 2005 Further testing regime for leave commenced, as leave balances and processing 
was not working. 

April 2006 Annual and personal leave implemented.  

2008 As at February 2008, long service leave and prior service has not been 
implemented.  HR21 is being rolled out. 

Source: ACT Auditor-General’s Office  
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APPENDIX B AUDIT CRITERIA, APPROACH AND 
METHODOLOGY 

AUDIT CRITERIA  

Project Planning and Initiation 

• The business case to support the project contains appropriate detail for the size, 
scope, complexity, risk and cost of the project.  

• Planning documentation is kept up to date. 

• Project documentation has clearly articulated objectives and terms of reference. 

• A clear link exists between business strategies and IT strategies and project 
objectives.  

• System specifications are clearly defined and measurable and take into account 
stakeholder requirements. 

• The project budget was consistent with project requirements. 

• Costs are clearly identified and documented. 

• Customer and Stakeholder needs were clearly understood to ensure that all project 
activities focussed on meeting their needs. 

Project Implementation and management 

• Various senior positions of the Project Team including the Project Owner, 
Sponsor, Director, Manager and Project Board had clearly defined roles, 
responsibility and accountability and were provided with authority for managing 
the project.  

• Communication between the Project Team and stakeholders was effective. 

• Governance arrangements were appropriate for the size and scope of the project.  

• The Project Team actively managed risk, quality and change management. 

• Deliverables which support sound project outcomes specified in planning 
documentation were met. 

Outcomes 

• Project outcomes aligned with the expected deliverables as specified in the project 
and business plans. 

• There was a post implementation review which collated, updated and retrieved 
information from the project. 

• Recommendations from consultant’s reports were acted upon. 

• Stakeholders are satisfied with overall project outcomes. 
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AUDIT APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

The audit approach and methodology consisted of:  

• reviewing project documentation created over the life of the project; 

• determining whether all relevant departmental policies and guidelines have been 
complied with; 

• reviewing the management of key areas of project including risk planning, quality 
assurance practices, budgeting and project governance; 

• assessing project outcomes against expected deliverables; 

• obtaining stakeholder views; and 

• interviewing Project Team staff, end – users, and various parties associated with 
the Project. 
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Report No.  1 / 2008 Chris21 Human Resource Management System: Procurement and 

Implementation 
Report No.  8 / 2007 2006-07 Financial Audits  
Report No.  7 / 2007 The Aged Care Assessment Program and the Home and 

Community Care Program 
Report No.  6 / 2007 Annual Report 2006-07 
Report No.  5 / 2007 The FireLink Project 

Reports Published in 2006-2007 
Report No.  4 / 2007 Regulation of ACT Liquor Licences 
Report No.  3 / 2007 Collection of Fees and Fines 
Report No.  2 / 2007 Agency Implementation of Audit Recommendations 
Report No.  1 / 2007 Credit Card Use, Hospitality and Sponsorship  
Report No.  9 / 2006 Sale of Block 8, Section 48, Fyshwick  
Report No.  8 / 2006 2005-06 Financial Audits  
Report No.  7 / 2006 Annual Report 2005-2006 
Report No.  6 / 2006 Vocational Education and Training 
Report No.  5 / 2006 Rhodium Asset Solutions Limited 

Reports Published in 2005-2006 
Report No.  4 / 2006 Road Safety 
Report No.  3 / 2006 Management of Trust Moneys and Other Non-Public Moneys 
Report No.  2 / 2006 Public Housing 
Report No.  1 / 2006 Regulation of Charitable Collections and Incorporated 

Associations 
Report No.  7 / 2005 2004-05 Financial Audits 
Report No.  6 / 2005 Government Procurement 
Report No.  5 / 2005 Annual Management Report for the Year Ended 30 June 2005 
Report No.  4 / 2005 Courts Administration 
Report No.  3 / 2005 Reporting on Ecologically Sustainable Development 

Details of reports published prior to 2005-2006 can be obtained from the ACT Auditor-
General’s Office or the ACT Auditor-General’s homepage: http://www.audit.act.gov.au. 

 





 

 

AVAILABILITY OF REPORTS 

Copies of reports issued by the ACT Auditor-General’s Office are available from: 
ACT Auditor-General’s Office 

Level 4, 11 Moore Street 
Canberra City   ACT   2601 

or 

PO Box 275 
CIVIC SQUARE   ACT   2608 

Phone (02) 62070833 / Fax (02) 62070836 

Copies of reports are also available from the  
ACT Auditor-General’s Office Homepage: http://www.audit.act.gov.au 

 

 


