Vicki,

Here are my thoughts about the upcoming strategy discussions.  I incorporated your initial draft.  Plz comment.

Ed

_____________________

Sara Lee Corp.

HR Technology Application

Strategic Directions

August 4-5, 1999

Objectives

Using a top-down approach, the first question that ought to be asked is: what are SLC/HR's objectives for technology applications?  In December, we stated stated the following, implied objectives:

1. Improve service to in-house customers (corporate HR and the division HR departments)

2. Improve the speed of response to change requests, system operations, etc. 

3. Improve the application quality, especially for handling year-to-year improvements and changes.

4. Improve the maintainability of the application, especially for the MRP reports.

5. Lower the total cost of ownership (TCO) of this system.

6. Position the application for possible centralization under the Focus 2000 program.

Are these the relevant objectives?  Is the Focus 2000 program still a strategic direction for HR?  Here are some additional objectives to consider:

7. Increase data sharing and integration among the HR departments; avoid data redundancy and uncoordinated application development.

8. Increase the automation of HR functions in a shared, decentralized manner.

9. Continue to push down common HR functions to the divisions (e.g. Division approved PAF's)

1. Continue to leverage Lotus Notes as the application development and messaging platform of choice.

- - - - - - - - 

Key Questions

Here are some strategic questions:

2. What are the strategic objectives for HR's use of technology applications over the next 6-13 months?

3. Do we believe that service to our in-house HR customers has improved over the past 6-12 months?  How do we know (i.e. what’s the evidence, anecdotal or otherwise)?

4. Has responsiveness to change requests and the time-to-implement improved over the past 6-12 months?

Sara Lee Corp.

HR Profiles Application

Strategic Direction Challenges

December 15, 1998

Here are our thoughts on the strategic direction for this set of Notes applications.  Based on our long-term experience with this application and the SLC user community, we are assuming SLC has the following objectives:

1. Improve service to in-house customers (corporate HR and the division HR departments)

2. Improve the speed of response to change requests, system operations, etc. 

3. Improve the application quality, especially for handling year-to-year improvements and changes.

4. Improve the maintainability of the application, especially for the MRP reports.

5. Lower the total cost of ownership (TCO) of this system.

6. Position the application for possible centralization under the Focus 2000 program.

Based on this, here is what we believe are the top ten challenges for the new application team:

1) Develop a strategic plan for the HR Profiles system.  There is no long-term plan for this system, nor is the short-term plan clearly stated.  Without an overall direction, based on clearly stated objectives, there is increased risk of raising rather than reducing the TCO.  This is especially true for the costs and rework that are associated with development in crisis mode rather than a more purposeful, albeit parallel, development cycle (see #9, below).

2) Provide more robust report generation.  Too many of the Bug/Wish requests are report format related and arise often due to the limitations of Notes reporting.  Alternative report means should be investigated, provided the established (familiar and seamless) Notes user interface can be maintained.

(a) As an interim measure, automated exporting of each Notes view to selected formats, such as Excel, should be added.

(b) Add variable report features to handle the report changes to support the change in fiscal years.

(c) Separate MRP Corporate and Divisional MRP reporting.   A large investment has been made in developing the MRP division reports and training the end-users, who are now familiar and adept at producing the required reports.  To maximize the value of this investment, this interface should be maintained for the divisions.  MRP Corporate presents the best opportunity for new modes of reporting (see #4, below).

3) Build in more self-support features to the application.   The more self-supporting the application, the lower the TCO.  A complete user's guide should be built into the application.  In addition, the following support functions should be added to the application suite:

(a) Integrated, context-sensitive user help, (may be synonymous with the user's guide)

(b) Frequently asked questions page,

(c) System administration of common tasks

(d) Internal system documentation.   

(e) More administration agents and views for handling common developer tasks such as verifying statistical reports, confirming selection criteria against Profile field values, and making document group changes such a division name and potential label changes.  This will become more critical in the multi-server environment with heterogeneous copies of the databases (see below).

(e) A knowledgebase of "tips & tricks" for getting the desired reports and info.  (The comments in the Bug/Wish database are a potential starting place for this.)

4) Add MRP report book reporting.  Since the MRP book of reports that each division reports is somewhat standard (though changing year-to-year), the battery of reports should be more automated.  A "meta" reporting agent should be explored for one-stop reporting.

5) Create more workflow-oriented processes.  The current means of updating employee profiles (PAF's) does not reflect how the end-users work.  As a result, users have complained about the multiple steps required to get their work done.  Focus group discussions with the users should be done to discern the periodic tasks they need to accomplish, such as the annual MRP review,  compensation review, new hires, etc.  The PAF process should mirror these, providing a one-stop updating process.

6)  Increase the application speed.  With the growth of the system, and the new PAF process, the time to complete tasks increased dramatically from FY98 to FY99.  This was one of the most common user complaints.  While the multi-server changes will address some of the speed issues, there should be additional improvements such as reducing the steps users need to take (see #5, above), further tightening internal agents, and looking at some features of Domino (see #10, below).

7) Add more automatic data importing.  Each of the divisions (and corporate) has unique data entry needs.  A common interim-file interface such as the Excel batch-upload spreadsheet could be further streamlined and automated for division use.  This would eliminate the redundant, manual entry of data.

8)  Complete the open change requests.  The open items in the Bug/Wish database that are listed for "next version" or "pending review" represent a large part of the end-user's "wishlist" for improvement.  The application development plan should include implementing each of these and reporting back to the user community.  Again, we recommend a focus group with selected users where operational issues can be heard anew, the bug/wishlist items reviewed and prioritized, and users observed running reports in a working session.  In addition, the project management tracking, reporting, and forecasting of issues represented by the Bug/Wish database ought to be continued as a "support scorecard", testing the progress and improvements in development and support of this application.

9) Separate the day-to-day support function from new version development.  This is both a procedural and management issue.  The current risk is that the daily changes lose sight of the overall application development and direction, and the application development is often derailed by the daily demands.  On the other hand, longer-term application development should serve to eliminate many of the day-to-day issues and reduce the application's TCO.  Some "insulation" and parallel operation are therefore needed to get this job done.  With a reduced support staff, this may prove more difficult to accomplish.

10) Explore migrating parts of the application to a Domino/browser platform.  The following points should be considered:

(a) The browser interface easier to use and support, and should therefore lower the application's TCO.

(b) Ironically, the Domino platform often provides more reporting flexibility than Notes.  This should be explored as part of #2, above.  

(c) The Domino architecture would provide a potentially faster user interface, especially with respect to server-based execution of agents under Domino. 

(d) Domino would position the application as a centralized database, with a common Internet interface, ready for any HR organization centralizing as part of Focus 2000.  

Note that refocusing the application for a centralized HR department, with a potential centralized application platform, may provide an occasion for reviewing the multi-server Notes application environment.  Specifically, the gains in execution speed and increased security possible with a distributed Notes application will need to be weighed against the Total Cost of Ownership (TCO).  For example, we expect that the support and maintenance costs will rise for a distributed Profiles database where only selected documents are resident on each servers.  Troubleshooting a multi-server environment with heterogeneous databases is inherently more time consuming and should be a key consideration in evaluating the TCO of this application.  We are not recommending eliminating replicating the application to multiple servers, but rather (a) revisiting the security concerns, (b) revisiting the use of hard-coded constants, and (c) reviewing the benefits of making each database copy identical.  With a reduced support staff for the application these may prove to be critical factors.

