
































































































ID Name Dura- 
tion

Start Finish Actual 
Start

Actual 
Finish

%

5389 Remaining System Work 59d 10/2/18 12/31/18 10/2/18 NA 18%

5390 Preparations for 1st Month‐End Close in SAP 21d 10/2/18 10/31/18 10/2/18 10/31/18 100%

5391 Preparations for BI Dashboards and Reporting using data in SAP 35d 10/2/18 11/23/18 10/2/18 NA 0%

5392 Preparations for Year‐End Close in SAP 43d 10/25/18 12/31/18 10/25/18 NA 0%

5393 Finalize Proposed Enhancements and Transition to SAP CCOE (e.g. in HPQC/ITSM) 15d 12/3/18 12/21/18 NA NA 0%

5394 SAP Customer Center of Expertise (CCOE) 58d 10/2/18 12/28/18 10/2/18 NA 0%

5395 Application Management Service (AMS) Contract for 3rd Party Post‐Go‐Live SAP Platform Support (continuing from Final Prep 
and Go‐Live Phase)

36d 10/16/18 12/7/18 10/16/18 NA 0%

5403 Transition 58d 10/2/18 12/28/18 10/2/18 NA 0%

5478 Post Go‐Live Maintenance 51d? 10/2/18 12/17/18 10/2/18 NA 0%

5479 Convert Current Landscape to New N+1 13d 10/22/18 11/8/18 10/22/18 NA 0%

5480 Participate in enterprise Penetration Test 1d? 10/2/18 10/2/18 NA NA 0%

5481 SAP Support Stack Pack plus OSS Note 33d 10/29/18 12/17/18 10/29/18 NA 0%

5482 Project Management 59d 10/2/18 12/31/18 10/2/18 NA 0%

5483 Project Closing Documentation 59d 10/2/18 12/31/18 10/2/18 NA 0%

5493 Team Celebration 5d 12/10/18 12/14/18 NA NA 0%

5494 End‐of‐October 2018 MSR 6d 10/2/18 10/10/18 NA NA 0%

5495 End‐of‐November 2018 MSR 7d 10/2/18 10/11/18 NA NA 0%

5496 Cost Report with appropriate work orders and supporting materials (file with end‐of‐November 2018 MSR; not to be mistaken for 
the Final Cost Report)

12d 10/2/18 10/18/18 NA NA 0%

5497 Cutover Management 7.94d 10/12/18 10/23/18 10/12/18 10/23/18 100%

5498 FM Conversion and Cutover (for September 2018 Month‐End Closing Financials from Ellipse) 2d 10/12/18 10/13/18 10/12/18 10/13/18 100%

5499 UI Planner Conversion 2d 10/12/18 10/13/18 10/12/18 10/13/18 100%

5500 PowerPlan Conversion and Cutover (after FM Conversion and Cutover of September 2018 Month‐End Closing Financials from 
Ellipse)

6d 10/18/18 10/23/18 10/18/18 10/23/18 100%

5501 Retire legacy systems per schedule 59d 10/2/18 12/31/18 10/2/18 NA 0%

5502 Retire legacy systems or plan to retire in 2019 59d 10/2/18 12/31/18 10/2/18 NA 0%

5503 Historical Data Archiving System 28d 10/2/18 11/13/18 10/2/18 NA 0%

5504 Convert Legacy Data for Historical Archiving  26d 11/14/18 12/20/18 NA NA 0%

5505 Historical Data Archiving Validation 4d 12/21/18 12/28/18 NA NA 0%

5506 Benefits Realization (continuing from Final Prep and Go‐Live Phase) 24d 10/17/18 11/21/18 10/17/18 NA 0%
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Status Legend:
Black: activity has not started
Blue: activity has completed

Green: activity is tracking as planned
Yellow: activity is deviating from plan with mitigations in progress

Red: activity is deviating from plan, and mitigations are either not in place or will not be enough to recover to the baseline
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tion

Start Finish Actual 
Start

Actual 
Finish

%

5507  Benefits Realization Baseline Snapshot (continuing from Final Prep and Go‐Live Phase) 24d 10/17/18 11/21/18 10/17/18 NA 0%
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Processes, Applications, 
Standardization, Technical 

Infrastructure 

Governance, Management, 
Vision, Architecture, 

Infrastructure 

Think about all areas of the project as described in 
Critical Success Factors 
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You do not just learn from 
negative experiences…

What did we learn in this 
project that was great ad 

worth repeating? 

… you also learn from  
positive experiences

What would we 
change if we had the 
chance to do it over?





Plus +++



Delta  





LESSONS LEARNED – HIGH LEVEL BUSINESS CASE – CONSOLIDATED 
 

Category Problem / Success Impact Recommendation 
 

1 
As of 2/17/12  

Project 
Management  
 

Planning / Scoping   Status Reports 
Use Of Resources 

Executive Overall project management went well, the internal team did an 
outstanding job in the use of resources and updating the team 
through timely reports 

It was helpful to participate and 
understand the total Planning 
and Scoping process and the 
integration of responses 
comments by the different 
entities.   

The only recommendation in this 
process if to start it as soon as 
possible.  Timing and scheduling 
on internal resources are 
challenging with multiple projects 
going on within the company.   

ITS   We did not have a dedicated Accenture IT specialist for the 
project.   

 Liked how the meetings were broken down by functional 
areas.  Too many times in the past, I’d sit through a long meeting 
and only 5 minutes were applicable. 

 Accenture limited most of the meetings to the scheduled 
time.  There were times that it became apparent that we would 
not finish the content in the allotted time, but they simply 
scheduled another meeting or changed tactics. 

 I was going to ask about what’s next and coincidently a status 
meeting was announced; someone has PM experience. 

I think the existing Team did a 
good job (Hemant and Ed), 
however I think the specific IT 
knowledge may have provided 
additional insight to Heco.  IT 
specialist may have also 
helped in better planning of IT 
information-gathering targeted 
to workshops. 
 

Get a dedicated IT resource 

Finance Felt rushed; timeframe was short, could’ve been planned better, 
needed clearer objectives. 

 Need clearer objectives 

Energy Delivery Person assigned as (HECO) PM was not successful. Needed to get 
up to speed. 

Person assigned as (HECO) 
PM was not successful. 
Needed to get up to speed. 

Replaced. 

   



LESSONS LEARNED – HIGH LEVEL BUSINESS CASE – CONSOLIDATED 
 

Category Problem / Success Impact Recommendation 
 

2 
As of 2/17/12  

Technical 
Management 
 

Scope Defined  Workshops 
Timeline Defined  Documentation 
Role Defined 

Executive Overall the technical management went as well as could be 
expected.  The challenge in the workshops, were the conferencing 
equipment, which was sometimes difficult to follow the presenters 
presentations due to the lack of adequate microphone system and 
also the inability to see the presentations, when participants were 
conferencing from other areas.   

Timelines and roles were 
clearly defined and will support 
this project moving forward.   

Improve conferencing process to 
allow a greater degree of 
communications for neighbor 
island participation.   

ITS  Confusion on the purpose and scope of sessions.  Original deck 
received for the IT sessions was for a capability assessment, 
rather than an application review.   We finally got the deck for 
review a few hours prior to the start of the session. 

 Originally Accenture said IT sessions would be a review of data 
gathered from user sessions.  However, in first IT session, it 
became clear that we should have held detailed data gathering 
with IT staff in advance of meeting. 

 IT Asset Management session was added on late to project.  IT 
surprised to have a capability assessment arise out of a short 
discussion session and IT did not feel assessment was accurate 
or expected.  IT did not have opportunity to self-rate during initial 
session.  IT was expecting high-level recommendation on 
feasibility of incorporating IT assets with company asset 
management, and did not agree with recommendation nor did 
they  expect capability assessment 

 I think it was good almost everyone in ITS was included in the 
initial discussions; leaving it up to Accenture to refine the list 
after discussing each application. 

 Hopefully, there’s a mechanism to keep the information gathered 
up-to-date.  Wouldn’t want the information to turn into something 
useless like the application catalog. 

 Stressful to project 
members for last minute 
data gathering and material 
preparation.  Session was 
okay, but better preparation 
may have yielded smoother 
presentation 

 Accenture adjusted and 
modified sessions to data 
gathering rather than 
presentation 

 Caused confusion with IT 
management.   

 Need to prepare for sessions 
in advance. 

 I think the methodology to 
collect IT application data 
need to include IT involvement 
up-front. 

 Set clear objective and goal 
for all capability assessment 
meetings, and ensure users 
self-rate themselves on each 
capability measure. 



LESSONS LEARNED – HIGH LEVEL BUSINESS CASE – CONSOLIDATED 
 

Category Problem / Success Impact Recommendation 
 

3 
As of 2/17/12  

 There were some incorrect assumptions regarding the level of 
Ellipse functional knowledge that the ERP team possess (or 
didn’t possess as it turned out to be).  Most of us only know how 
to enter our time; we rely heavily on our Ellipse Lead Functional 
Administrators for functional questions and to create test data. 

 I don’t know how complete some of the analysis were; some 
may not have a complete understanding of the 
interfaces/applications because of staff retirement/turnover. 

Finance  People made time for sessions and participated, but don’t know 
what happened after that. 

 Last minute arrangements to get proper people involved.  ACN 
handouts were provided that morning, then asked for thoughts.  
Spur of the moment answers were hard without review.  Only 
those technologically knowledgeable could provide answers.  
After that, then it died.  Hard to understand objectives, where we 
were heading. 

 There were technical people there from different streams.  Hope 
it all gets captured somewhere so it’s documented and not left 
out. 

 Timeframe rushed, couldn’t read material before, just showed 
up. 

 Didn’t like PowerPoint format – hard to edit & review, comments 
cryptic, transcript vs. summary of points. 

 Opening workshops – good.  Follow-ups not as good.  Managers 
in Finance didn’t know the status of the project (i.e., of Tayne’s 
meeting). 

 Wanted to hear more from Dan Hahn to go over results.  
Christina more of a note taker. 

 Many times what was said was not translated into what was 
written.  Worried it will happen going forward. 

 Liked the early workshops and hearing about best practices / 
where we are.  As it went down, rushed through the later ones. 

 Became disenchanted with 
process.  Hurry up for a 
week then wait. 

 People are leery that their 
contributions are not going 
to be captured.  Feel 
disengaged. 

 

 Clearer objectives, stronger 
communication, get agenda / 
deck earlier so can bring 
specific people. 

 Provide presentations earlier, 
would be helpful to allow time 
to confirm information from 
prior meetings. 

 Need more time to read and 
digest material. 

 Want more involvement in 
process and final work 
product.  It will be a big 
problem if not accurately 
captured or if differences are 
not caught. 
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Category Problem / Success Impact Recommendation 
 

4 
As of 2/17/12  

 MECO - Identified MECO differences, didn’t see anything come 
back in writing.   

 Felt workshops concentrated more on our processes and less on 
showing best practices.  Felt short-cutted Finance. 

 MECO – had who wanted involved, but would’ve liked clearer 
objectives  

 HELCO – for the most part, had the right person attending 
workshops.  Julie Payne sent the right people 

Energy Delivery Needed active dialog to determine the strategy and vision of the 
project. 

Although this delayed the 
progress somewhat, this was a 
necessary step. 

 

Supply Chain Scope and roles could be better defined since PMO is a new level of 
leadership.  Also be more clear on the communication with 
Accenture (consultant) and where should it originate, end, etc. with 
the various team members. 

There seemed to be a lot of 
second guessing on what we 
should comment on and if it 
needed to be answered by the 
PMO team. 
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As of 2/17/12  

Human 
Factors 
 

Communication    Interaction With Management 
Team Experience    Management Support 
Interaction With PMO   Quality Of Meetings 
Interaction With Accenture   Quality Of Workshops 
Interaction With Customers 

Executive  The quality of meetings were very well organized, presentations 
were completed within the specified time and presenters were 
prepared.   

 The only challenge is the scheduling of the meetings, 
presentations.  With competing priorities and multiple initiatives 
by the company, resources were strained in meeting their 
obligations to participate.   

 I felt that there was a disconnect between the feedback that Dan 
and I provided and the team’s subsequent actions. This is 
specifically in regard to the duration, cost, and level of effort in 
the proposed plans. 

 Overall very good.  
Resource leveling can be a 
future challenge in a 
project which requires 
resources from all parts of 
the organization.   

 We provided essentially the 
same guidance on multiple 
occasions. 

 Start the process ASAP, 
organize and provide an 
upfront schedule that the 
participants can work with, 
without changing events.   

 I am frankly not sure what to 
recommend. I know everyone 
involved is committed to 
success and worked very hard 
on the project. I think there is 
more to this than I understand 
and I would appreciate candid 
dialog with the team on this 
point. 

Supply Chain  Accenture team was well-spoken and had relative experience.  
There still needs to be change management to get the staff to 
buy in to the project.   

 Materials was fortunate with the Accenture consultants and they 
seemed well versed in our challenges and potential solutions.  
We were also fortunate that most of our stakeholders could 
participate with the materials workshops, however, they were not 
able to attend the other functional areas where Materials is also 
part of the user’s concerns. 

 Workshops seemed rushed especially when we needed to cover 
a lot of different topics within one session.  Many things did get 
skipped over at the direction of the consultants if it seemed 
redundant.   

Materials stakeholders may not 
understand the entire scope of 
our functional impact on the 
users and the view of the 
problems may be one-sided. 

While we can’t be everywhere at 
all times, there needs to be the 
ability for the Materials 
stakeholders to review and/or 
participate in the other major 
operating areas discussions.  
Maybe defining the user/materials 
sessions vs. purely materials 
functional requirements sessions. 
Need to schedule adequate time 
for demos, consultants, etc. 
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Category Problem / Success Impact Recommendation 
 

6 
As of 2/17/12  

ITS  Problems defining project deliverables for IT assessment.  IT 
provided application inventory information in Heco format.   
Accenture was maintaining in separate format.   

 I was impressed with knowledge of Accenture specialist and 
impressed with the breadth of topics covered in the workshops. 

 I liked the people from Accenture; they seemed to have 
experience with ERP and Utilities in general.  This made the 
meetings more productive since they could ask the right 
questions and bring up situations that are common for all ERP 
systems and Utilities. 

 I think some meetings included too much people.  It’s good to 
have people from PMO and BPI there, but I felt that our sessions 
were geared to understanding the application and it’s 
interdependencies.  PM philosophies and practices could’ve been 
covered in a Project Management breakout session. 

 Glad that the users were included.  I thought we were going to talk 
more about what version of software, SQL Server, OS kind of stuff, 
but  for every interface the question of why was this needed was 
always asked.  Many of the users provided valuable insight; I learned a 
thing or two myself. 

 Glad they visited HELCO and MECO.  All this talk about getting on the 
same page with HELCO and MECO; if you ask me, we are more out-
of-sync today than we were 10 years ago. 

 Led to confusion and time 
being wasted in 
synchronizing the lists.   
Eventually consolidated to 
single (not Accenture 
standard) format. 

 Good data gathering 

 Would be good if Accenture 
had a pre-defined 
recommended format for 
collecting application 
information.   

Energy Delivery Went very well. Difficulty in defining benefits but this was expected.   
Finance  No follow-up after workshops   

 Worked like crazy for 1 week, then 2 weeks nothing.  Only heard 
when needed something. 

Lose momentum with 
participants 

 

 

   



LESSONS LEARNED – HIGH LEVEL BUSINESS CASE – CONSOLIDATED 
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Overall Customer Satisfaction  Met Business Objectives 
Quality Product   On Time 
Met Project Objectives   Within Budget 

Executive Overall a very good process the contract did a very good job and the 
internal team was always available to make sure objectives were 
met.   

A good way to start a project 
and hopefully completing it on 
time and on budget.   

Keep the internal team together to 
move this project forward and to 
invest in the labor resources from 
all sectors of the company so they 
can focus on the project moving 
forward.   

Supply Chain  Not enough time to provide input or discussions at the 
workshops.  Many assumptions being made about current work 
processes.  Would like to have better understood what the 
objectives were of the workshops.  Don’t understand what level 
of effort is required for this project.  If goals are established, we 
want to be able to understand how the goals were developed 
and that we are able to achieve, especially if there are specific 
metric targets. 

 Pleased with Accenture but they could have been more timely 
with workshop handouts.  Timeline may have been too 
aggressive that they didn’t have adequate time to prepare.  The 
LFA could have used more up front time with Accenture prior to 
the workshops so expectations can be managed and 
relationships established.  With that being said, I was pleased 
with our Materials support. 

 Most of the stuff on the attachment (Lessons Learned 
Questionnaire) meant nothing to me and I’m not sure if it even 
pertained to me.  When these sessions began, nothing was 
really explained as to what was going on.  We never got any of 
the information up front to review.  When they started going 
through the items, they skipped around, we had to read it on the 
screen and make snap decisions based on what we read.  The 
only thing I took away from that experience was we needed to 
provide where we thought we were and where we wanted to be 

Difficult to get buy in and obtain 
meaningful responses from 
staff.  Staff does not know what 
effect their participation has on 
the project or selection. 

For the effort that was expended 
by the team and its workshop 
attendees, the Business Case 
Report should be shared and have 
an open discussion on the 
findings.  There should be a 
continued effort to work on 
improvements that were not 
technically dependent by the user 
departments.  Process 
improvement isn’t just based on an 
ERP/EAM replacement but can be 
embraced by executives by go-
forward decisions. 
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Category Problem / Success Impact Recommendation 
 

8 
As of 2/17/12  

in the future.  It was really hard to hear what everybody was 
saying and somebody kept typing in the background.  When 
there is background noise it obliterates everything else.  I have 
no idea what those meetings ever accomplished.   

 We gave a lot of input on our processes and how it’s a little 
different from HECO and a lot different at Power Supply 
warehouse and how hard it would be to customize and efforts to 
redo like pre 1999 without the resources committed by each 
department.   

 Materials for meeting were provided same day as meeting, at 
meetings we had to provide input and read and verify what was 
written, not well planned or enough time, relevant don’t know??? 

 The good:  they listened and provided industry standards, but 
then we lost momentum. 

 There were a lot of side conversations going on during the 
meeting and a lot of discussions that we could not hear from the 
live meeting. In general it was very disorganized as to the main 
purpose and what the final outcome was to be. Additionally I am 
not sure how MECO’s input was/is being incorporated into the 
final agreed upon version. 

ITS These measures are for management to decide   
Finance  Nobody knew what other streams, or within the stream, were 

doing.  Communication was sporadic 
 Didn’t feel consistent – different sets of metrics, different ways 

handled workshops, didn’t feel all streams pulled data the same 
way (i.e., FTEs, cost per EE) 

 Need to set realistic timeline / schedule so can plan and know 
what to expect 

 Good to know what the other streams are doing, if one stream is 
affecting another. 

 Concern is taking care of home base, need time / advance 
notice 

 Hard to feel engaged 
 Losing momentum, 

participation important 
 

Ask for data requests in the 
beginning so can discuss it and it 
doesn’t turn into a big rush.  If you 
know you needed it, ask earlier so 
can collaborate more, can be more 
confident with slides on 
presentation.  
 
Need clearer objectives, better 
communication / follow-up, more 
involvement, more direction 
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Judging Comments

Criteria Weight Components ERP/EAM
Mission 20% Project complexity 

(technical, stakeholders) 
and notability (unique, 
significant)

Complex technical platform implementation due to multiple party and 
changed from manual process to an automated one.Strictly project cost 
since the estimation was made in 2012.The scope of the mission being 
large and the benefits of 24.4 million accomplished has proven the 
uniqueness and complexities of such an endeavor.

Forecasts 20% Quality/scope of initiation 
and planning deliverables, 
performance against 
scope/schedule/cost 
baselines

The project was smooth, no major changes to the planned date and 
completed as planned, on time and on budget.The costs report is due in 
2019 , but looking at what has been achieved and mapping the various 
components of this project, performance seems to have exceeded 
expectations.

Obstacles 20% Identifications, analyses, 
and responses to project 
risks and issues

They can overcome the cost issues by partnering with key system 
integrators. The risks and issues were properly managed by proper 
response plans, leadership and communication with key stakeholders and 
managed their engagement. Cost management was deployed to 
overcome the tight budget. Hurricane season mitigation was catered for. 
Cultural and diversity challenges had to be dealt with. Time zones and 
company environmental difference needed to be waded carefully too.

Integration 
Mgmt

20% Project charter, project 
mgmt plan, execution 
needs, change control, 
knowledge mgmt, project 
close

The utilization of project management scheduling, critical path, issue 
management system, project documentation and project closure were 
the key successful go-live of the project.Coordination 360 has certainly 
been a prime importance factor in this project as lesson learnt, close out 
presentations and formal acconting closures has been observed. The 120 
individuals would have benefitted fro the share point and information 
stores coordinations.

Notable 
Practices

20% Management practices 
regarding quality, 
resources, 
communications, 
procurements, and 
stakeholders

The project procurements were successfully managed by project team. 
The utilization of extensive communication was the key of project 
success. Stakeholders were involved activey, managed and monitored 
properly. Deliverables quality was achieved and controlled using project 
quality management system.Standardized on boarding/off boarding 
processes, the OCM actions, surveys and feedback sessions increases the 
success of the project. Supply chain streaming seems seamless as well.
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	PM-FirstName: Curt
	PM-LastName: Ruotola
	PM-Employer: Hawaiian Electric Company
	PM-JobTitle: Enterprise Proj/Prog Consultant
	PM-Phone: 1-808-543-2570
	PM-Email: curt.ruotola@hawaiianelectric.com
	PM-City&State: Honolulu, Hawaii
	Project Name: ERP/EAM Implementation Project
	Overview: The ERP/EAM Implementation Project’s main objectives are to:• Address vendor risk and technical obsolesce of existing legacy ERP system via replacement;• Use the opportunity to implement an integrated platform that enables the Hawaiian Electric Companies' strategic transformation; and• Ensure that the new system provides the opportunity for process optimization and benefits realization.The project utilizes standard PMI project management practices coupled with SAP's implementation methodology called ASAP.  The primary challenge faced by the project is the enormous change management aspect of the implementation, which recognizes that fact that the technology is but a small part of the whole.  Hawaii Electric expects that although the primary outcome is a new integrated technology platform, that the need for process optimization and benefits realization are really the long term strategic outcomes desired from this project.
	Scope: The scope of the project is one of the largest undertaken in a single go-live.  It includes:• Finance, Accounting, Budgeting and Tax Repairs• Supply Chain Management• Human Capital Management• Work and Asset Management• Environmental, Health, and Safety Management• Governance, Regulatory and Compliance• Business Intelligence• re-platforming the existing SAP CIS to combine with this scope into a single integrated platformFinal deliverables included:• Process and data integration with PowerPlan for property accounting and tax repairs, Utilities International Planner for budgeting, and electronic geospatial system ESRI for mapping/gps location positioning• Interfaces with 3rd Party systems in support of banking, benefits, and other core functions• Data migration and conversion of pertinent information from the legacy systems to the new platform• Organizational Change Management and Training of the new functions and business processes• Establishment of an internal SAP Customer Center of Expertise (“CCOE”) that will support, maintain and enhance the platform
	Schedule: The project contained five major phases:Preparation (January - February 2017) : Milestone completion February 24, 2017Blue Printing (March - August 2017) : Milestone completion August 14, 2017Realization (September 2017 - June 2018) : Milestone completion June 21, 2018Final Preparation & Go-Live (June - October 2018) - Milestone completion October 1, 2018Post Go-Live Support (October - December 2018) - Milestone completion December 31, 2018The project did have more aggressive internal milestone dates used to drive the project to complete tasks sooner.  This resulted in being able to comfortably meet the milestone dates as planned.  There were no major changes to the planned dates. 
	Cost: The project was challenged with a capped cost recovery budget from the very beginning.  This projects comes under the Hawaii Public Commission's ("HPUC") purview and was delayed between the time the application as submitted (December 2012), to when it was approved to proceed (August 2016).  Despite inflation and technology changes due to time, costs were held to the original submission of $82.4 million of which $77.6 million was approved to be recovered and $4.8 million was to be borne by shareholders.  The project has held to the initial budget and is on track to deliver as planned on time and on budget.  The final cost report is due to the HPUC in early February 2019.
	PM-Honorific: [-Select-]
	Mission: This project is unique in that clear benefits of $244 million were outlined as part of the HPUC application and were subsequently committed to be delivered to customers over a 12 year period.  Hence, the Companies did not only benefit from replacing an unsupported legacy system but has also identified key operational benefits in the form of process automation and improvements.  During the High Level Business Case, the Companies had identified several existing operational deficiencies that the new integrated system would address.  This included:• Sub-Optimal Equipment Register • Limitations of Current Code Block Structure• Inaccuracy of Compatible Units / Work Estimating Factors • Limited Process, Role, and Technology Standardization• High Degree of Manual Work • Limited Performance Management / Management ReportingThe implemented platform in itself is complex as it contained an SAP hybrid cloud and on-premise solution that was integrated to multiple key 3rd party systems for budgeting, property accounting and tax repairs, geospatial location mapping, and mobility to just name a few.  Additionally, it also had to contend with the merging and re-platforming of an existing SAP Customer Information System that was already in production; as the intent was to have a single fully integrated SAP platform.Ultimately, the project has delivered an integrated platform that provides immediate improvements and enables future optimization.  As an example, the integrated SAP platform allows for a fully integrated work and asset management system that utilizes a central asset database, common notification and work assignments to mobility devices.  It also integrates automated mapping for the assigned jobs and equipment.  The Companies went from a wholly manual process to an automated one.However, it was also critical that the project deliver a smooth transition into a support and maintenance structure that would retain the project’s knowledge and provide continued support to the business to persist the new business practices beyond the life of the project.  To achieve a smooth transition, the SAP Customer Center Of Expertise ("CCOE") was established as a key deliverable of the project.  It was particularly developed such that project participants would have the opportunity to become members of the CCOE.  Therefore, throughout the project, core team members were partnered with a corresponding consulting expert from whom they could shadow and receive on the job training.  Additionally, project team members were deployed out into the user community in the first three weeks of go-live (critical phase) in order to provide hands-on direct end-user support.The project's immediate post go-live support "Hypercare" methodology combined training, 24/7 helpdesk support, power users, and project floor-walkers as a means to ensure end-user and stakeholder issues were identified and managed as quickly as possible. At this stage, the Companies is still pushing through a lot of change as staff need to re-learn many new functions and features to develop new habits.  Communications and organizational change support is key during the post go-live stage.  Although the project is ending the journey has just begun for the Companies.
	Integration: The project utilized the standard project management practices of the PMI, coupled with the standard SAP implementation framework called ASAP.  Within the project structure, there is a project management office (“PMO”) that manages the overall project management processes of the project.  Activities of the PMO included:• Project Governance:  Formal decision-making structure of the project codified in the project’s charter documents.  Includes executive steering committee, directors steering group, and joint Companies / System Integrator change control board.• Project Administration & Support:  Daily operations of the project that handles the procurement, logistics and on-boarding of project staff.• Risk Management:  Risk identification and mitigation for the project.• Reporting, Monitoring and Controls:  Development and publishing of project and HPUC status reports.  Management of the monitoring processes that provide guidance and control utilizing various project indicators inclusive of earned value management.• Project Scheduling:  Managing, tracking and coordination of all project tasks.• Issue Management and Prioritization:  Formal tracking of issues, determination of resolution, business impact and prioritization for resolution.• Project Documentation and Organization Process Assets:  Management of all project documentation on the project's SharePoint and the coordination of project data into post project information stores. • Project Closing:  Final accounting of all project deliverables, conducting of the project’s lessons learned, close-out presentations and formal accounting closures.There were key phases of the project where project management capability was key to determining the success of the phase.  More specifically, during the Final Preparation and Go-Live Phase, there were a series of “full dress rehearsals” whereby the team identified and practiced the actual go-live cut-over tasks in a very tightly managed cut-over schedule.  The go-live cut-over schedule had thousands of interdependent tasks covering a duration of three to four days; conducted by approximately 120 individuals in 12-hour shifts.  It was a testament to the use of project management scheduling, critical path analysis, and core timing of all tasks in order to deliver a highly predictable and successful go-live.
	ChallengesOvercome: From a cost management perspective, as previously mentioned, there are funding restrictions on the total project costs due to the HPUC cap on cost recovery.  This made cost management very strict and required a high degree of cost controls to be in place.  Additionally, the project costs were based on estimates that were made in 2012 and had to be adjusted for inflation and for changes in the technology set.  Fortunately, there was a lot of partnership amongst the key system integrators that allowed us to manage through these limitations.This project is primarily a people project more so than a technology project.  The focus on benefits can only be realized when the Companies adopt the business changes in a lasting way.  Therefore, the project needed to invest in organizational change management that pro-actively conducted stakeholder management, both internally and externally.  This was also coupled with multichannel communications and a training strategy that utilized the combination of online, in class, and on the job sessions.Although the project had very tight timelines, it was also required to address the potential risks of the Hawaii hurricane season.  Further, the 2018 season was forecasted to be one of the busiest.  In utilizing standard principles in risk management, the Companies had created emergency procedures that we could leverage while mitigating delays with available schedule slack.  Regardless, there was the near miss of Hurricane Lane that did cause the project to be delayed by a week.  Fortunately, there was enough slack in the project to make up for the delay.The Companies are logistically disbursed across five islands.  Additionally, the system integrators are also disbursed between on-site, near-shore, and off-shore locations across the USA and in India.  This resulted in three major challenges:• Each island has strong local cultures and this project is centralizing processes and standards.• Each consultant was from many different countries and cultures.  This provided a rare diversity that was beneficial yet also challenging at times.• The differences in time zones also proved to be challenging as the Companies’ staff are not used to having to deal with the differences in time zones.This challenge required leadership that could see through such differences, encourage teaming and collaboration regardless of locale, time zone, and/or culture.Finally, as with all projects that span years, it is always a concern about whether the stakeholders participating in the early on blue printing sessions would truly remember what they decided on once functional testing began.  There were also issues around how functions were prioritized and whether commitments to improve or automate a process was fully understood.  In order to mitigate this, the project took liberties to include key stakeholders and subject matter experts early in the system integrated test cycles, that occurred before functional acceptance testing.  There was risk to the project in doing so, since early participation would also mean early view of an incomplete system.  Expectations had to be closely managed and it was testament to the "grit" of the project's process leads that worked through the issues and bore the brunt of various change management challenges to arrive at a better product because of this early participation.
	PracticesEmployed: The project's procurement, resourcing, general communications and stakeholder management was managed by the project's administrative and support team.  All procurements were aligned to the contract commitments and estimated costs as initialized by the project's PUC application.  This team worked closely with the Companies' purchasing and supply chain departments, and had a dedicated purchasing representative assigned to the project.  This helped to quickly put in place the project's daily operating procedures for acquiring contract support, setting up invoice processing, and communicating with vendors.Project resourcing was a key activity as there were many vendors and individual contractors, that needed to be processed through a standardized on-boarding/off-boarding process.  This included background checks, compliance sign-offs, work visa processing, security access/authorizations and logistics.  Many of the standard operating procedures had to be expedited and streamlined so that the project could ramp up and down quickly so as to support the increases/decreases in contractor staffing in tune with the life-cycle of the project.There were two forms of project communications.  The first being the general PMO communications internal to the project team and externally to key stakeholders; about the project status, regulatory and management performance.  These communications followed a standardized plan and had a fix cadence that followed the monthly regulatory and management reporting cycles.  Other internal project communications depended on which phase the project was in and the context for which it was being held.  For instance, during the testing cycles, daily triage meetings were held in order to surface major issues quickly, review status by exception and to make immediate course corrections.  The second type of communications is targeted change management communications as controlled and aligned by the organizational change management (OCM) team.  This latter set of communications was heavily utilized leading up to the go-live and into the post go-live phase.  The OCM team worked closely with the Companies' corporate communications team to design graphics, coordinated the content, and managed the flow and tone of the communications internally as well as externally.   The OCM team also leveraged the Companies' Change Champions network to facilitate both the organizational and process changes coming through the project.  The quality of change management actions and communications were measured throughout the project via direct feedback sessions as well as through periodic change surveys.Additional stakeholder management at the executive and director levels were constituted via the formation of the Executive Steering Committee and the Director Steering Group.  Both were constructed as part of the project's governing structure.  Each allowed for multi-level / cross functional governance and provided access to executives and management on a monthly and bi-weekly basis respectively to vet pertinent organizational wide issues. Project quality was of keen concern to the project's leadership as the scope of the project as broad and far reaching.  In order to monitor the quality of the deliverables, technical standards and templates were shared between the system integrators and the Companies.  This formed the basis for expected quality of document deliverables.  Additionally, system quality was judged by the defects found and the ability to resolve defects with little to no rework.  In general, these quality measures allowed the project's leadership to monitor and control the project's deliverables.  It surfaced quality issues quickly and at least made them visible for acceptance and/or prioritization.
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