Appendix 6: Comparison
of Novopay findings with

EPDP findings

Novopay findings, 2008-12 EPDP findings, 2016-20 Match?
Sponsor Sponsor
Sponsor not capable. Sponsor was capable with extensive X
operational experience in large ICT
software projects; however, this was
due to chance rather than a result of
an institutional framework initiative.
No assessment of sponsor No assessment of sponsor v
capability before appointment. capability before appointment.
Reliant on written documentation of | Reliant on written documentation of 4
sponsor roles and responsibilities. sponsor roles and responsibilities;
however, due to personal
experience, the sponsor was aware
of the roles and responsibilities.
Sponsor was held personally The sponsor was aware and v
accountable for the project failure; | accepting of their accountability for
punishment was the action. program outcomes.
Selected and appointed due to The chief executive undertook X
senior organisational role and line the sponsor role due to their
responsibility for the project. accountability for outcomes and
experience in the role.
Sponsor had to undertake role on Sponsor undertook role on top v
top of existing substantive role, of existing substantive role:
which was already excessively busy. | however, this was manageable
due to implementation of support
structure.
Sponsor was not provided with Sponsor was not provided with or v

training.

offered training; however, it was not
sought because of the sponsor’s
own experience.
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required.

required, which negatively impacted
project throughout.

Novopay findings, 2008-12 EPDP findings, 2016-20 Match?
A support model existed but failed | The sponsor implemented a X
to provide quality advice to the successful, largely internal and

SpOoNSor. independently organised support
structure. Central agency assurance
and support were variable in quality
and effectiveness.

Project management capability Project management capability

MoE not capable. The EPL identified that both X
capability and capacity to
undertake the EPDP were missing,
and embarked on a strategy to
successfully address this.

No assessment of capability before | See above; however, this was an X

appointment (even though this was | EPL initiative not part of a formal

arequirement in the institutional institutional assessment.

framework).

Not an organisational priority. The EPL chief executive made it an X
organisational priority to address
capability and capacity issues.

MoE had to act independently to EPL had to act independently to 4

address capability issues. address capability issues.

PRINCE2 was used to ‘tick a box’ The training in and use of SAFe X

but did not aid capability. methodology was an important tool
in the successful implementation of
the agile delivery of the project.

Project team a mixture of internal Project team a mixture of internal v

and external/contract staff. and external/contract staff.

A skilled project/program director Sourcing a highly skilled and X

was not engaged; the role was experienced external resource to

undertaken by an internal resource | fill the program director role was

without the capability. prioritised.

Budget constraints prevented hiring | Sourcing the best resource was X

of the A-team, resulting in focus on | prioritised and not influenced by

capacity instead of capability. cost limits.

Vendor management capability was | Vendor management was simplified X

particularly poor. and aligned to each product,
worked well, and was focused on a
‘win-win’ arrangement.

Forecasting Forecasting

Capability did not exist internally so | The original forecast in the DBC 4

was sourced externally but poorly was inaccurate.

undertaken.

Upfront forecast for full project Upfront forecast for full project 4
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Novopay findings, 2008-12 EPDP findings, 2016-20 Match?
Upfront forecast a major contributor | Assessing EPDP outcomes against v
to Novopay problems. the DBC forecast, which bore no
relationship to the agile approach
implemented, has caused ongoing
issues.
Novopay planners did not know The EPDP DBC planners made X
what was involved yet prepared incorrect assumptions about future
a forecast anyway. tasks; however, if considered as
forecasting progressively in the agile
delivery method, it was relevant and
improved at every cycle.
No standard forecasting method; The DBC methods are unclear; X
used ‘workshops’ run by a however, for agile delivery, the
consultant. iterative review, and reforecasting
cycles were effective and part of
the methodology.
The forecasting (full upfront) The requirement to forecast in full 4
described as ‘nonsense’ and upfront and base approval on this
‘impossible’. was perceived to be a waste of time.
The assurance process was poor The assurance process was X
and ineffective. effective, but this was largely due to
independent and internally applied
processes.
Central agency capability to provide | Central agency capability to provide 4
assurance and advice was poor. assurance and advice was variable.
Customisation not factored into The impacts of the Novopay X
planning or forecast, so impacts customisations were well known
excluded. and strategies were implemented to
remove some of these complexities
for future support.
Planned organisational change Organisational change, via schools’ X
did not happen; the solution was and EPL service centre’s adoption
instead customised. of the new products, was central
to EPDP planning. It has been
successful.
Contract management was poor and | Contract management X
led to major project issues. was effective, aided by the
simplification of the contractual
arrangement.
MoE took a commercial and The vendors were seen as an X

aggressive stance with the
vendor, rather than a collaborative
partnership from which both
would win.

integral part of the EPDP team and
treated as such.
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large ICT project; no alternatives
seem to have been considered.

series of 21 small progressive
projects.

Novopay findings, 2008-12 EPDP findings, 2016-20 Match?
Talent2 contract was long term and | Contracts were largely based on the X
there were many unknowns when it | time and materials for the provision
was negotiated. of services for each deliverable,
which was no longer than 12 weeks
in duration.
Lessons learned were included in Past lessons, particularly from X
planning, however, the mistakes Novopay, were included in planning
were largely repeated. documents and in program culture.
Key mistakes were not repeated.
The iterative real-time learning
aspect of agile was key.
There was no evidence of seeking The external experience in agile X
an ‘outside view’ as part of planning | brought into the program, combined
or forecasting. with the progressive planning and
forecasting of the deliverables,
provided an outside perspective and
internal learning from each stage.
There was a failure to consider, While organisational aspects X
or an underestimation of, were considered in planning,
organisational factors as part of agile assisted by progressively
forecasting. identifying and addressing these
for each deliverable.
Financial management capability The use of a specialised financial X
for a large ICT project was missing. | manager meant the project finances
were managed well. The issue was
not within the project but with
trying to explain agile financial
management to central agencies
and gaining acceptance of this.
Project promoted as an urgently EPL intend to treat the EPDP suite X
needed replacement rather than of products as assets and manage
as part of a long-term asset appropriately.
management or portfolio of
works program.
Novopay was planned only as a The EPDP was undertaken as a X
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