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IN BRIEF

NASA IMPLEMENTED THE PROJECT MANAGEMENT
INFORMATION IMPROVEMENT (PMI2) INITIATIVE BUT
CROSSWALK AND TRAINING NEED TO BE COMPLETED

The Issue

In fiscal year (FY) 2005, NASA initiated the Project Management Information
Improvement (PMI?) initiative to expand the functionality of the Core Financial system to
better meet the needs of the Agency. PMI? was to accomplish that goal by aligning
NASA’s many technical work breakdown structures' with the financial work breakdown
structures in the Core Financial system. NASA expected the alignment of the work
breakdown structures to result in a more consistent historical data set on which to base
future cost estimates. Through PMI2, which cost $16.5 million, NASA implemented the
new financial structure, NASA Structure Management (NSM), and linked NASA’s
project data from the prior Agency-wide Coding Structure (AWCS) to NSM. Since
NASA submitted its FY 2006 budget in the NSM format, it was critical that NASA
implement PMI? by the start of FY 2006 so that the Agency could distribute funds and
record financial transactions in the new structure. The Office of Inspector General (OIG)
performed a review to assess Centers’ readiness to implement PMI? and to ensure that all

appropriate personnel received the requisite training. Details of the review’s scope and
methodology are in Appendix A.

Results

NASA implemented PMI? on schedule and our review disclosed no material
discrepancies related to the implementation. Specifically, we found that NASA
successfully implemented the new NSM work breakdown structures on October 11, 2005,
and established all mission-critical project financial structures in NSM for FY 2006; the
Centers communicated basic information regarding PMI? implementation to Center
personnel through various media; and the implementation of PMI2 provided NASA with a
standardized data structure for ongoing and new projects. As of October 2006, however,
NASA had not completed crosswalking projects from 2005 and prior years, for which the
Agency did not plan any obligations in FY 2006, to the new NSM structure. This
crosswalking project is over 10 months behind schedule, and its anticipated completion

' A work breakdown structure is a product-oriented hierarchical division of the hardware, software,

services, and data required to produce a program or project’s end product, structured according to the
work that is performed.
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date has slipped twice. Compounding this issue is the fact that NASA has not established
a new schedule for completing the crosswalk. Also, NASA has no assurance that its
project and resource managers have been adequately trained to correctly run and analyze
financial reports in the new PMI? format necessary to effectively manage their projects.

In addition, in performing our work, we identified an internal control weakness. We
found that NASA procedures allow some individuals to have active Core Financial
system accounts for up to 180 days after separating from NASA. That weakness was
previously reported by NASA’s financial statement auditors who reported the condition
in the last two financial statement audits and made recommendations for corrective
action. We referred this issue to the OIG Information Technology and Financial
Statement Directorates in the OIG’s Office of Audits (see Appendix A).

Management Action

We recommended that the NASA Chief Financial Officer provide us with a schedule for
completing the crosswalk of project data from AWCS to NSM and notify us when the
crosswalk is complete. In addition, we recommended that the Director of the Marshall
Space Flight Center (Marshall) ensure that all future contract deliverables required under
the Integrated Enterprise Management Program (IEMP) contain accurate and reliable
data. We also recommended that the Integrated Enterprise Management (IEM) Program
Director solicit each Center Director to determine the status of the training, take
appropriate action to ensure that all employees who require training are targeted, and that
all targeted employees complete the necessary PMI2 training courses.

In response to a draft of this report, the IEM Program Director, with input from the
Headquarters and Marshall Offices of the Chief Financial Officer and the Marshall Office
of the Chief Information Officer, concurred with the first and second recommendations
but nonconcurred with the third (see Appendix E). The Headquarters Office of the Chief
Financial Officer (OCFO) concurred with the first recommendation, stating that the
remaining 1.5 percent of the crosswalk will be completed by the end of the second quarter
of FY 2007. The Director of the Marshall Space Flight Center concurred with the second
recommendation; the response addressed clarification of roles and responsibilities with
regard to contract deliverables. The IEM Program Manager nonconcurred with the third
recommendation concerning targeted employees and necessary training. He stated that

the need and original goals for PMI? training have been overcome by the planned SAP
Version Update? training.

We consider management’s comments responsive to Recommendations 1 and 3, and both
recommendations are resolved. Recommendation 1 will remain open pending our receipt

? Systems Applications and Products (SAP) R/3 is the software foundation for NASA’s Core F inancial
system. The IEM Program Office initiated the SAP Version Update in September 2005 to update the
SAP R/3 software.
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of notification that the crosswalk has been completed. We will close Recommendation 3
upon issuance of this report.

We consider management’s comments to be nonresponsive to Recommendation 2
because the response does not address content or accuracy of contract deliverables. We
request that Marshall provide additional comments to the final report addressing how it
will ensure that all future deliverables under the IEMP implementation contract contain
(1) specific requirements for form and content and (2) accurate information. We request
the additional comments for Recommendation 2 by December 20, 2006.
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INTRODUCTION

Background

NASA has a long, well-documented history of financial management issues. The Agency
has been on the Government Accountability Office’s high-risk list for ineffective contract
management since 1990 due primarily to a nonintegrated financial management system
that has weakened NASA’s ability to oversee its procurement dollars, which make up
approximately 74.9 percent of NASA’s FY 2007 budget. In June 2003, NASA

implemented the Core Financial system as NASA’s Agency-wide, integrated financial
system.

NASA Reorganization. In June 2004, NASA’s Program Management Committee and
Strategic Planning Council approved the reorganization of NASA to streamline the
Agency and position it to implement the President’s Vision for Space Exploration. The
reorganization restructured NASA’s Strategic Enterprises into Mission Directorates,
restructured Headquarters’ support functions, clarified NASA’s organizational roles and
responsibilities, and revised the NASA financial structure. At the time of the June 2004
reorganization, NASA used its Agency-wide Coding Structure (AWCS) to identify and
classify all NASA financial activity for planning, budgeting, accounting, and reporting,
captured by cost codes called unique project numbers. However, unique project numbers
were not standardized throughout NASA. For instance, while several Centers may have
worked on different aspects of the same project, each Center developed its own coding
structure, using various Center-specific project numbers to record and report financial
information. Using a variety of Center-specific numbers to identify one multi-Center
project made it difficult to accumulate total project costs across Centers.

PMI Project. In December 2004, NASA approved the initiation of PMI? to implement a
standard work breakdown structure across all NASA Centers. The IEM Program
Executive Officer had overall responsibility for implementation of PMI?, which cost
$16.5 million, according to IEMP estimates. The PMI? Project Team, located in
Huntsville, Alabama, was responsible for planning, managing, and implementing PMIZ,
Through PMI?, NASA executed a new Agency-wide budget structure —NASA Structure
Management (NSM)—to align the technical and financial work breakdown structures in
the Core Financial system to provide better project management information and aid in
decision making. NASA had originally planned a second phase of PMI? to expand the
capability of cost data to meet project management requirements and support earned
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value management.® After we started our audit, NASA incorporated the second phase of
PMI? into the update of the Core Financial system scheduled for the start of FY 2007.

PMI” Contract Support. Accenture LLP of Reston, Virginia (Accenture), was NASA’s
primary Agency-wide support contractor for the implementation of PMI%. In February
2004, Marshall awarded Blanket Purchase Agreement (BPA) NNM04AA17Z to
Accenture, with a not-to-exceed value of $200 million, for the implementation of
administrative systems related to IEMP. On June 21, 2005, Marshall issued the task
order for Job 12, “PMI? Phase I,” a firm-fixed-price task order under BPA
NNMO04AA17Z that included travel costs and an incentive fee for an estimated total of
$3,438,998. This task order required Accenture to submit 22 deliverables and covered
eight general activities necessary to implement PMI?, including

e system integration testing,

e communicating key information to stakeholders,

¢ training Core Financial users on changes brought about by PMI? implementation,
e supporting PMI? technical architecture activities, and

* providing stabilization support following the commencement of “go-live”
activities.

We reviewed the work that Accenture performed related to training Core Financial
system users on changes brought about by PMI? implementation.

Objectives

The overall objective of our review was to evaluate NASA’s readiness to implement

PMI2. Specifically, we determined whether the NASA PMI? staff had
* adequately trained PMI? implementers and users,
* adequately planned and performed the Center Readiness Reviews (CRRs),
* included sufficient internal controls to prevent and detect data mapping errors,

* included sufficient internal controls to prevent and detect upload errors, and

w

Earned value management is an integrated management control system for assessing, understanding, and
quantifying what a project is achieving with program dollars. This system integrates technical, cost, and
schedule elements with risk management; allows an objective assessment and quantification of current
project performance; and helps predict future performance based on trends.
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* gained NASA-wide acceptance for the new coding structure.

This report addresses the first two objectives. Because of the timing of our audit
fieldwork in relation to a continuing resolution, we did not address the third and fourth
objectives regarding the controls over data mapping. We addressed the last objective in
September 14, 2005, memorandums to the NASA Administrator and the NASA Chief
Financial Officer (see Appendix B).

See Appendix A for details of the review’s scope and methodology, our review of internal
controls, and a list of prior audit coverage.
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NASA SUCCESSFULLY
IMPLEMENTED PMI2, BUT
CROSSWALK AND TRAINING
ARE STILL INCOMPLETE

NASA implemented PMI? on schedule and our review disclosed no material
discrepancies related to the implementation. This success was due to the following:

¢ The Headquarters OCFO took timely action in response to a September 14,
2005, OIG memorandum on PMI2, pointing out several issues that needed
immediate attention to ensure the successful implementation of PMI2.

* The PMF Project Team ensured that every Center was prepared to implement
PMF through well-planned CRRs and an Agency-wide Operational
Readiness Review (ORR).

While NASA successfully implemented PMIZ, the Agency still needs to complete
two major post-implementation activities—crosswalking data from AWCS to NSM,
which had not been completed as of October 16, 2006, and training all targeted
employees. Completing those tasks will improve the standardization of financial
data throughout the Agency and will allow NASA staff to efficiently produce reports
on both current and prior projects in a standard format.

Transition from AWCS to NSM Required Restructuring Financial
Data

The implementation of PMI2, and thereby NSM, necessitated that project codes be
transitioned from AWCS to NSM to align the technical and financial work breakdown
structures in the Core Financial system, which would result in a more consistent historical
data set on which to base future cost estimates across the Agency. NSM organized
NASA’s financial data in a hierarchy of appropriation, mission, theme, program, and
project.* The following figure shows an example of a project hierarchy, based on the
NSM hierarchy, for a project within NASA’s Aeronautics Research Mission Directorate.

* A project is a specific investment identified in a program plan having defined goals, objectives,
requirements, life-cycle costs, a beginning, and an end.
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Figure 1. A Project Hierarchy Based on the NSM Hierarchy
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As shown in Figure 1, the NSM hierarchy divides NASA’s work into work breakdown
structures. Beginning at the project level, NSM replaces the unique project numbers
under AWCS with project numbers. The NASA Office of the Chief Engineer establishes
work breakdown structure Levels I and II, which are used throughout NASA for projects
and general project activities. Project managers establish Levels III through VII for
project-specific activities that vary according to the needs of each project. In anticipation

REPORT No. IG-07-002



RESuULTS

of implementing PMI? by October 1, 2005, NASA submitted its FY 2006 budget in that
format.

Data Mapping and Crosswalking. NASA’s change from AWCS to NSM created the
challenge of having to maintain two different financial structures during the transition
period. To ensure a smooth transition between AWCS and NSM from FY 2005 to

FY 2006 so that the Agency could distribute funds and record financial transactions in the
new structure, the PMI? Project Team had to electronically link data related to ongoing
projects’ from AWCS to NSM. The PMI? Project Team referred to that process as data
mapping and needed to complete the activity before the start of FY 2006 because NASA
submitted its FY 2006 budget in the NSM format. For the sake of consistency and to
facilitate reporting, the PMI? Project Team also planned to link pre-FY 2006 data from
old projects® to the new NSM structure. The PMI? Project Team referred to that activity
as crosswalking to distinguish it from data mapping. The PMI? Project Team originally
planned to complete the crosswalking before the start of FY 2006, but due to their
unanticipated workload, the PMI2 Project Team decided that it was not necessary to finish
the crosswalk before FY 2006 and planned to complete the crosswalk after FY 2006
began. For financial information related to new projects,’ the data was simply entered
into the NSM format; no data mapping or crosswalking was required. Figure 2 further
delineates the difference between data mapping and crosswalking.

s Ongoing projects include projects for which NASA anticipated obligating funds before and after the onset
of FY 2006.

0l1d projects include projects for which NASA obligated funds prior to FY 2006 but did not anticipate
obligating additional funds in FY 2006 or later fiscal years.

7 New projects include projects for which NASA anticipated obligating funds beginning in FY 2006 or later
fiscal years.

REPORT NoO. IG-07-002



REsSuLTS

Figure 2. Timelines and Project Differentiation between Crosswalking

and Data Mapping

FY 2004 and ! FY 2007 and
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A

October 1, 2005 —
Implementation of NSM

Implementation of PMI2 Was Successful

NASA implemented PMI? on schedule and our review disclosed no material
discrepancies related to the implementation. We validated the status of PMI? by
conducting discussions with staff from the IEMP, PMI2 Project Team, Headquarters and
Center OCFOs, Mission Directorate resource management offices, and Center Project
resource management offices. In addition, we received several demonstrations of the
PMF functionality from Headquarters and Center personnel. We concluded the

following:

* NASA successfully implemented the new NSM work breakdown structures on
October 11, 2005, and established all mission-critical project financial structures
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in NSM for FY 2006. Staff we interviewed demonstrated the new structure and
stated that the new structure was sufficient for them to do their jobs. No material
discrepancies were brought to our attention.

¢ The Centers communicated the changes expected to result from implementation of
PMI? and their importance to Center personnel through town hall meetings,
posters, e-mails, and Web sites.

* By October 11, 2005, the PMI2 Project Team had completed data mapping for 584
of 648 projects. The 64 projects that were not mapped were reimbursable projects
omitted from the process because of policy disagreements and questions. In
January 2006, the Headquarters OCFO established a policy for mapping these
reimbursable projects. According to Center financial management personnel
interviewed who work with reimbursable projects, the lack of policy and
reimbursable work breakdown structures initially caused a lot of extra work; but
that was resolved in January 2006 when the Headquarters OCFO provided
clarification and the PMI? Project Team completed mapping the reimbursable
projects.

The Headquarters OCFO Acted Quickly to Resolve Implementation
Issues Reported by the OIG

Contributing to the successful implementation of PMI? was the Headquarters OCFO’s
timely action in response to a September 14, 2005, OIG memorandum on PMI2. This

memorandum pointed out several issues that needed immediate attention to ensure the
successful implementation of PMI2, Specifically, we noted the following:

*  With less than 6 weeks before the scheduled implementation of PMI2, the overall
workforce from Headquarters and Goddard Space Flight Center (Goddard) had

received little or no communication or training about the changes expected to take
place under PMI2.

* Some senior NASA managers had not received sufficient information about PMI2
or about what actions their staff needed to take to prepare for PMI?
implementation.

® The Science Mission Directorate was significantly behind in its data mapping.

* Under the new financial structure, NASA did not have a plan for addressing a
continuing resolution.

We made recommendations to the Headquarters OCFO to increase PMI2
communications, provide Mission Directorate managers with a thorough briefing on
PMP, ensure that the Science Mission Directorate applied the necessary resources to data

8 REPORT No. IG-07-002



RESuULTS

mapping to prevent any slippages in PMI? implementation, and determine how a
continuing resolution would be addressed under the new structure (see Appendix B).

On September 28, 2005, the Headquarters OCFO provided the OIG with a positive and
detailed response to the September 14, 2005, memorandum. Headquarters OCFO stated
that the Agency had increased its PMI? communications effort by holding several PMI?
town hall meetings and establishing an Agency-wide PMI? Web site that included a
“frequently asked questions” page. In addition, Headquarters OCFO advised us that data
mapping for the Science Mission Directorate had subsequently been completed and the
Agency had obtained guidance from the Office of Management and Budget on working
with its new budget structure under a continuing resolution (see Appendix B).

Subsequent to our September 14, 2005, memorandum, as we continued to conduct audit
work, the [EM Program Director, PMI? Project Manager, and the Headquarters PMI? lead
told us that our memorandum was widely accepted by the NASA PMI2 community and

- resulted in increased participation in the various PMI? training and communications
efforts.

CRRs and ORR Were Successfully Completed

The PMI? Project Team, by reviewing and resolving obstacles to implementation through
well-planned CRRs and an Agency-wide ORR, ensured that every Center was prepared to

implement PMI2. These reviews improved the likelihood of successfully implementing
PMI2.

Readiness Review Process. NASA’s primary tools for ensuring the Centers’ readiness
to implement PMI? were the CRRs and the Agency-wide ORR. Center preparation for
the CRRs began in June 2005 when the PMI? Project Team provided a comprehensive
schedule of steps to take to implement PMI? by October 2005 to the Centers and Mission
Directorates. To prepare for the CRRs, the PMI? Project Team provided each Center with

templates to be completed by the Centers to help assess their progress in the following
areas:

* ensuring overall Center readiness to implement PMIZ,

¢ data mapping,

* testing of legacy systems’ interfaces with the new structure, and

* communicating and providing training on PMI? issues (change management).

The ORR was to be performed at the conclusion of the CRRs. The purpose of the ORR
was to perform a final assessment of each Center’s and the Mission Directorates’

readiness for PMI2. In addition, the ORR included an assessment of each Center’s
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corrective actions taken as a result of the CRRs to determine whether they were ready for
PMI® go-live. The PMI? Project Team successfully conducted CRRs with Headquarters
and each Center from September 20 through October 7, 2005,% and conducted the
Agency-wide ORR on October 6, 2005.

CRRs. All Centers successfully completed the CRRs. During the CRRs, each Center
rated its readiness to implement PMI? in each of these five areas: overall Center
readiness, data mapping, legacy systems interface testing, transaction testing, and change
management. For each area, Centers rated their performance based on completion of
steps to achieve readiness. Through PMI? Project Team instruction, the Centers assessed
themselves using the following rating scale:

* Green: Ready for go-live. Activities were complete or were proceeding
according to schedule.

* Yellow: Work remained to be done prior to go-live. Activities were proceeding
but were behind schedule. Those areas were anticipated to be ready for go-live,
and did not represent a significant risk.

* Red: Work remained to be done and there was a risk of work not being complete
prior to go-live. Activities were proceeding but were behind schedule and
uncertain for being ready for go-live, and represented a significant risk.

The Centers, in conjunction with the PMI? Project Team, developed specific correction or
mitigation plans to correct deficiencies in each step or area rated as red or yellow prior to
go-live.

We attended each CRR and observed that each review was attended by representatives
from each Center’s Director’s office, the Center OCFO, major programs, and the PMI?
team. We observed that all of those representatives were actively involved in the
discussions and took actions to ensure that any yellow or red areas were timely resolved.
For example, at the Goddard CRR, we observed that the Deputy Center Director directed
the PMI? team to develop an action-items list as a result of the CRR.

ORR. NASA successfully completed the ORR. The PMI? Project Team and
representatives from the IEMP, Center PMI? teams, Mission Directorates, the
Headquarters OCFO, and the OIG attended the ORR. The staff described in great detail
the corrective actions taken by all Centers and concluded that all areas that had been rated
yellow or red during the CRRs were resolved. At the conclusion of the ORR, all parties
agreed that PMI? go-live would proceed on schedule.

® The CRR for Stennis Space Center was delayed until October 7, 2003, because of Hurricane Katrina.
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Crosswalk Was Not Completed

While NASA successfully implemented PMI?, NASA had not completed crosswalking
data from AWCS to NSM. Completing that task should improve the standardization of
financial data throughout the Agency and allow NASA to produce reports on both current
and prior projects in a standard format. The PMI? Project Team decided that completion
of the crosswalk was not necessary for go-live because, although the crosswalk
functionality would enable better reporting, the existing Business Warehouse reporting
functionality was sufficient to provide a workaround for project personnel to perform
their jobs until the crosswalk was complete. Mission Directorate and project personnel
we interviewed confirmed that completion of the crosswalk was not essential for them to
perform their jobs effectively. However, after completing the crosswalk, NASA should
be able to extract data from old, ongoing, and new projects in one place within the same
structure. Thus, completion of the crosswalk would enhance the standardization of
financial data throughout the Agency and allow NASA to produce reports on both current
and prior projects in the same format.

Headquarters OCFO had not completed the crosswalk as of October 16, 2006. The
Agency’s team leader for the crosswalk estimated, at that time, that less than 1 percent of
the crosswalking task still needed to be completed. The remaining effort consisted of
NASA Mission Directorate staff reviewing the crosswalked data to detect errors. There
was no schedule of when the remainder of the task would be completed. The OCFO
initially planned to complete the crosswalk by January 19, 2006. When that date slipped,
the team leader for the crosswalking effort informed us that this work would be
completed by March 31, 2006. Because the planned completion date has continually
slipped and the crosswalk is still not completed, the OCFO should establish a definitive

milestone for the completion of that work and ensure that it dedicates appropriate
resources to meet that deadline.

Training Was Not Completed

NASA does not have assurance that all targeted employees have received the requisite
PME training. Shortly after commencing this audit, we recognized the urgent need for
training throughout the NASA workforce to support the implementation of PMI2. Qur
September 14, 2005, memorandum to the NASA Administrator emphasized the criticality
of PMI? training and noted that NASA had not yet developed training milestones to
ensure that all employees who needed PMI? training received it. The OIG recommended
that staff from the Mission Directorates receive the proper PMI? training to prepare for
PMI? implementation. In their September 28, 2003, response to the OIG memorandum to
the Headquarters CFO, the OCFO agreed that training was critical to the success of PMI?
(Appendix B). The Administrator issued a memorandum on September 16, 20035,
directing officials in charge of Headquarters offices and Center Directors to ensure that
Core Financial users were properly trained (Appendix C).
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To help meet its training needs, the IEMP Competency Center’ issued to Accenture the
task order for Job 12, which included in the statement of work a requirement that, “The
Contractor shall develop a Training Metrics Report.” In November 2005, Accenture
submitted the Training Metrics Report. We contacted Headquarters’ and each Center’s
PMI? team, to verify the statistics from Accenture’s Training Metrics Report, and
requested the names of people who were targeted for and completed PMI? training. Our
review disclosed that the report was inaccurate and unsupported.

* The November 30, 2005, Training Metrics Report overstated the number of
targeted Core Financial users who had completed training by 361 percent.
Although Accenture reported that 4,753 targeted users had completed the training,
Center records indicated that only 1,316 targeted users had been trained. An
additional 1,296 individuals did complete training; however, the Centers had not
targeted them as key PMI? users. We therefore did not include those individuals
in the total number of targeted end users trained, as shown in Table 1.

* According to the PMI? Project Manager, the PMI?/Agency Labor Distribution
System Information Delivery, Funds Distribution Processing, and Month End
Cost Allocation courses provided hands-on instruction and were the courses most
critical to the success of PMI2. However, compared with the Center’s training
records, Accenture overstated the number of targeted users who had completed
those courses by 233 percent. Accenture reported that 1,548 targeted users had

completed the training; however, supporting data provided by the Centers showed
that 663 targeted end users had been trained.

 The lists of targeted users and/or users who completed PMI? training contained
duplicates for Goddard, Glenn Research Center (Glenn), Headquarters, and
Johnson Space Center (Johnson), resulting in reporting inaccuracies. Duplication
was the result of users completing the same course twice, users printing multiple
certificates of completion after completing on-line training, and Centers

combining a variety of user lists that overlapped each other to determine users
who completed training.

* Ames Research Center (Ames), Goddard, Headquarters, Johnson, and Marshall
were unable to provide lists of users targeted for training for each PMI? course.
Without comparing the list of users targeted for training with those who actually
completed it, neither NASA nor Accenture could ensure the accuracy of the
training statistics.

The Headquarters and Center PMI? leads could not provide any evidence supporting how
and when the targeted employees were notified that they needed to take the necessary
PMI? training courses. However, those PMI? Center leads stated that they as well as the

" NASA manages all IEMP applications at a central location in Huntsville, Alabama, referred to as the
Competency Center.
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employees targeted for training were made aware of the need to take the necessary PMJ?
training courses through NASA senior management announcements, town hall meetings,
posters, e-mails, and Web sites. In addition, the Center PMI? leads stated that they
notified every targeted employee of the need to attend training through direct e-mail, both
e-mail and telephone calls, or telephone calls. One member of the Glenn PMI? team told

us that she personally contacted each targeted employee.

Table 1 shows, Agency-wide, the differences between the training metrics reported by
Accenture and the training metrics supported by Headquarters and Center documentation.
The “Other Individuals Trained” column refers to staff who completed PMI? training but
were not targeted for training. When Centers could not provide a list of targeted users,
we included all individuals trained because we could not determine whether they were
targeted end users. Appendix D contains detailed training metrics by Center.

Table 1. Agency-Wide PMI* Training Metrics Reported by Accenture
and Supported by Centers’ Documentation
Reported by Accenture as of Supported by Headquarters and
November 30, 2005 Center Training Records
Targeted Other
Targeted  Targeted End Targeted End Users  Individuals
PMI? Course End Users  Users Trained | End Users Trained Trained
PMI? Overview 5,052 2,911 2,868 509 981
PMI¥/ALDS
Information Delivery* 2,818 1,298 1,077 546 149
PMP? Overview for
Procurement 627 294 213 144 105
Personnel
ll;unds I?lstilbutlon 117 134 57 51 46
rocessing
Month End Cost
Allocation* 141 116 66 66 15
Totals 8,755 4,753 4,276 1,316 1,296
* According to the PMIZ Project Manager, these three courses provided hands-on instruction and were the
most critical to the success of PMIZ2,

The IEM Program Director needs to ensure that the remaining 2,960 end users who were
targeted for training complete the courses that they were targeted to take.

The Marshall contract administration team did not properly review the Training Metrics
Report prior to accepting the report and paying Accenture. Federal Acquisition
Regulation (FAR) 46.5, Acceptance, states that acceptance constitutes acknowledgment
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that the delivered supplies or services conform to applicable contract quality and quantity
requirements and that such acceptance is the responsibility of the contracting officer.
Marshall did not comply with the FAR for acceptance. The contracting officer’s
technical representative, the Job 12 monitor, and the PMI? Change Management Lead'”
stated that they did not question the accuracy of the Training Metrics Report. We
obtained an e-mail from the Job 12 monitor referencing the Training Metrics Report that

simply stated, “Approved as submitted,” and we found no documented evidence that the
report was actually reviewed.

In addition, the contracting officer’s technical representative did not develop a contractor
surveillance plan for BPA NNM04AA17Z, including Job 12. FAR 37.6, Performance-
Based Acquisitions, and FAR 46.4, Government Contract Quality Assurance, require
agencies to prepare surveillance plans for service contracts. FAR 46.401 requires that
these plans specify all work requiring surveillance and the method of surveillance. A
well-thought-out surveillance plan would have included specific procedures to test the
accuracy of the Training Metrics Report prior to Marshall’s acceptance.

Because the task order for Job 12 did not specify the form and content requirements for
the Training Metrics Report, and the Marshall contract administration team accepted the
report without question, the Agency has no recourse against Accenture and no basis to
recoup the $25,313 it paid for the deliverable. The contracting officer for BPA
NNMO4AA17Z should have taken the necessary action to ensure that all deliverables
required under the BPA contained accurate and reliable data prior to their acceptance.

Without accurate training metrics, NASA has no assurance that its project and resource
managers have the ability to correctly run and analyze financial reports necessary to
effectively manage their projects. For example, without the appropriate training, project
managers might not be able to set new bookmarks in Business Warehouse!! and might
not understand Business Warehouse data that they are receiving. Bookmarks save the
fields used to create the most frequently needed, customized reports, eliminate the need to
reselect several different fields each time users create the same report, and reduce the
potential for human error. As stated in the July 7, 2005, PMI? Project Plan, the IEM
Program Director is responsible for establishing the PMI? change management framework
including training. Thus, to promote sound financial management and the success of

PMI?, the Program Director should ensure that all targeted users complete the necessary
PMI? training.

' The PMI2 Change Management Lead participated in the Technical Interchange Meetings with the
monitor.

"' Business Warchouse is NASA’s Web-based reporting tool that enables data analysis from the Core
Financial system.
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Management Comments on the Finding and Audit Response

Management Comments. The IEM Program Director noted that the statement that the
crosswalk had not been completed as of June 2006 misrepresented the status of that
activity but also noted that some prior-year codes do not have a crosswalk solution
because of differences in accounting. As regards the Agency’s acceptance of the
contractor’s Training Metrics Report, the I[EM Program Director stated that the Marshall
contract administration team followed the established methodology for deliverables

review and that the scope of the task order did not require Accenture to validate the data
in the training metrics report.

Audit Response. We do not agree that the status of the crosswalk activity was

misrepresented because, in his response, the IEM Program Director confirmed that the
crosswalk is not yet complete.

Concerning acceptance of contract deliverables, as of October 23, 2006, the Marshall
contract administration team has been unable to provide any documentation showing that
they followed the established methodology for review of deliverables or that they actually
reviewed the training metrics report before accepting it. The IEM Program Director is
correct in his assertion that the scope of the task order did not require the contractor to
ensure that the training metrics report was accurate before submitting it for approval.
However, we question the rationale in procuring a training metrics report, or any type of
report, if its usefulness is suspect because the task order did not require that the
information provided must be accurate.

Recommendations, Management’s Response, and Evaluation of
Management’s Response

Recommendation 1. The NASA Chief Financial Officer should establish milestones for
completing the crosswalk of project data from AWCS to NSM.

Management’s Response. Headquarters OCFO concurred, stating that the Agency
has completed the crosswalk to the greatest extent possible. There are approximately
200 (1.5 percent) out of approximately 13,000 prior-year project codes that do not
currently have a crosswalk solution due to various difficulties. The Headquarters
OCFO will work with the IEMP Competency Center and the affected mission offices
to complete the crosswalk by the end of the second quarter of FY 2007.

Evaluation of Management’s Response. Headquarters OCFO’s comments are
responsive to the recommendation. We consider the recommendation to be resolved,
but it will remain open until management completes crosswalking the remaining 200
project codes and notifies us of that completion.
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Recommendation 2. The Director, Marshall Space Flight Center, should direct the
contracting officer for Accenture BPA NNMO04AA17Z to ensure that (1) all contract
deliverables contain specific and accurate requirements for form and content, and (2) all
report deliverables required under the BPA contain accurate and reliable data before
accepting them and approving payment.

Management’s Response. Marshall Space Flight Center concurred. The response
noted that the roles and responsibilities of the contracting officer’s technical
representative concerning contract deliverables and invoice review have been
clarified. The clarification is to ensure that, when invoices are submitted for approval
and payment, the contracting officer’s technical representative verifies and approves
the items on the invoice and the contracting officer verifies that the amount on the
invoice is in agreement with the contract Milestone Payment Schedule.

Evaluation of Management’s Response. Management’s comments are not
responsive. Marshall does not address the issue of ensuring that, before acceptance,
all contract deliverables under BPA NNM04AA17Z contain (1) specific and accurate
requirements for form and content and (2) accurate and reliable data. We request that

Marshall provide comments to the final report addressing content and accuracy of
BPA NNMO04AA17Z deliverables.

Recommendation 3. The IEM Program Director should solicit each Center Director to
reassess the targeted end users who truly require PMI? training to take appropriate action
to ensure that those employees complete the necessary PMI? training courses.

Management’s Response. The [EM Program Director nonconcurred, stating that the
need and original goals for PMI? training have been overcome by implementation of
the SAP Version Update training courses and events, and the Agency’s time and
resources are being focused on delivering the SAP Version Update.

Evaluation of Management’s Response. We accept the [EM Program Director’s
response that the need and original goals for PMI? training have been overcome by the
SAP Version Update Project training courses and events. This recommendation will
be closed for reporting purposes.

The fact that PMI? training has been overcome by the events of the SAP Version
Update does not resolve the fact that the IEM Program Office, PMI2 Project Office,
and the support contractor did an inadequate job of tracking and reporting PMI2
training. NASA specifically tasked and paid Accenture to

provide guidance and oversight for Center training logistics including planning for rooms;
scheduling training; registering end-users for training courses; conducting courses;
tracking and reporting end-user course completions; and conducting end-user course
evaluations. The Contractor shall develop a Training Metrics Report.

16 REPORT No. I1G-07-002



RESULTS

NASA was responsible for determining which Core Financial users needed PMI2
training. Accenture was required to register individuals for training and track and
report the number of users who had completed training. However, we found that
Accenture did not provide the required oversight to support PMI2 training throughout
NASA and submitted a Training Metrics Report that overstated the number of
targeted Core Financial users who had completed training by 361 percent.
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Scope and Methodology

We performed fieldwork at NASA Headquarters, the IEMP Competency Center, and all
Centers. Our fieldwork consisted of the following phases: obtaining an understanding of
the PMI? process, evaluating Center readiness to implement PMI2, evaluating and
monitoring the data mapping process, evaluating and testing PMI? training statistics,

evaluating Accenture’s performance in support of PMI2, and monitoring the PMI2
crosswalk.

Understanding the PMI? Process. To understand PMI? and the PMI2 implementation
process, we reviewed PMI*-related documents including

¢ “Core Financial Implementation Assessment Executive Presentation,”
June 5, 2005;

e “PMI’ Framework Agreement,” February 10, 2004;
e “PMI Critical Design Review,” June 28, 2005;
e “PMI? Project Plan,” July 7, 2005; and

* NASA Procedural Requirement 7120.5C, “NASA Program and Project
Management Processes and Requirements,” March 22, 2005.

In addition, we interviewed NASA officials associated with PMI? including the IEM
Project Manger; the IEMP Business Manager; the PMI? Project Manager; Center PMI?
points of contact, PMI? implementers, trainers, and budget maintainers; Mission
Directorate resource managers; and Headquarters and Center OCFO officials.

Center Readiness. To evaluate Center readiness to implement PMI2, we attended all
CRRs and the ORR either in person or via teleconference. Also, to clarify information
(e.g., training metrics, data mapping, crosswalking, system security) and to respond to
issues raised during the CRRs, the audit team conducted follow-up meetings as necessary
with the IEM Program Director; the IEMP Business Manager; the PMI2 Project Manager;
Center PMI? points of contact; PMI? implementers, trainers, and budget maintainers;
Mission Directorate resource managers; and Headquarters and Center OCFO officials. .

Data Mapping. To evaluate and monitor the data mapping process, we participated in
the weekly data mapping teleconferences and reviewed associated data mapping
documents and presentations.
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Training Documentation. To evaluate the extent of PMI? training and to test the
accuracy of Accenture’s Training Metrics Report, we interviewed PMI? training leads at
Headquarters and all Centers, obtained lists maintained by the Centers of users who were
targeted for and had completed PMI? training, and compared those lists with Accenture’s
Training Metrics Report.

Crosswalk. To monitor the status of the crosswalk, we conducted several discussions
with the Headquarters OCFO officials who were the leads for the crosswalk, the

Competency Center crosswalk lead, Mission Directorate resource management staff, and
Center Project resources management staff.

Scope Limitations. Because of the timing of our audit fieldwork in relation to a
continuing resolution, we did not address the controls over data mapping. Also, we did
not address NASA-wide acceptance of the new coding structure because we addressed
that issue in September 14, 2005, memorandums to the NASA Administrator and the
NASA Chief Financial Officer (see Appendix B).

We performed this project from August 2005 through September 2006 in accordance with
generally accepted government auditing standards.

Use of Computer-Processed Data. We analyzed training metrics, or statistics, we
obtained from Accenture, the contractor that gathered and summarized the training results
from NASA Headquarters and the Centers. That information was contained in Microsoft
Excel spreadsheets and Power Point charts. To test the validity of that data, we contacted
Headquarters and each Center and obtained lists of Core Financial users who had been
targeted for and had completed the five PMI? training courses that Accenture developed
for NASA. That information consisted of hard-copy documentation such as course
registration sheets, course sign-in sheets, and Center-prepared Excel spreadsheets based
on course sign-in sheets. After comparing that information with Accenture’s Training

Metrics Report, we determined that the Training Metrics Report was unreliable and
largely inaccurate. See Appendix D.

Review of Internal Controls

We reviewed internal controls related to contract oversight, PMI? training, and user
access to the Core Financial system.

Contract Oversight. We reviewed Marshall’s procedures for contract oversight related to
BPA NNMO04AA17Z in accordance with FAR. We found that the Marshall contract
administration team, which consisted of the contracting officer’s technical representative,
the Contracting Officer, and the task monitor did not thoroughly review the Training Metrics
Report prior to accepting the report and paying Accenture. FAR 46.5 states that acceptance
constitutes acknowledgment that the delivered supplies or services conform to applicable
contract quality and quantity requirements and that such acceptance is the responsibility of
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the contracting officer. Marshall’s standard procedure for reviewing Accenture’s contract
deliverables was to review and comment on the deliverable draft, provide coordinated
feedback on the deliverable during Technical Interchange Meetings, and approve the
deliverable by way of a sign-off memorandum. However, the contracting officer’s technical
representative, the monitor, and the PMI? Change Management Lead'? did not question the
accuracy of the Training Metrics Report. We obtained an e-mail from the monitor
referencing the Training Metrics Report that simply stated, “Approved as submitted.”

The OIG recently issued report, “Integrated Enterprise Management Program Contract
Oversight Needs Improvement” (IG-06-003, February 6, 2006). Implementation of the
recommendations made in that report, to which the Marshall Director concurred, will
improve IEMP contract oversight and correct the weakness noted above.

PMI’ Training. We reviewed NASA’s controls over targeting NASA employees for
PMI? training courses, verifying that they completed appropriate training and ensuring
that training statistics were accurately reported. Although we did not identify any explicit
guidance requiring training on PMI2, through our review of the PMI? Project Plan and
interviews with PMI? implementation officials, we determined that Agency-wide training
was necessary to support PMI? implementation and maintain the integrity of the Core
Financial system. We found a weakness in reporting training statistics, as detailed in

Appendix D. Management’s implementation of Recommendations 2 and 3 will correct
that weakness.

User Access to the Core Financial System. As part of our evaluation of internal
controls over training, we identified a management control weakness regarding user
access to the Core Financial system. We found that Headquarters did not have an
effective process for terminating former employees’ and contractors’ access to the Core

Financial system and Business Warehouse upon separation from NASA, which skewed
the Headquarters PMI? training data.

According to NASA Procedural Requirements 2810.1, “Security of Information
Technology,” August 26, 1999, Appendix A, section A.6.2.6, management is responsible
for the disposition of user accounts assigned to employees who no longer need system
access due to resignation, change of job, or retirement. According to section A.6.2.4, if
users do not change their passwords, their accounts should be suspended after 90 days
and removed from the system after 180 days. However, the NASA Headquarters
Business Process Lead informed us that some users who no longer worked for NASA
continued to have Core Financial system and Business Warehouse accounts because

180 days had not passed since their separation from NASA. Those employees continued
to be targeted for training. This problem not only skewed the PMIZ training data but also
creates a risk of unauthorized access to the Core Financial system for up to 180 days.

" The PMI? Change Management Lead participated in the Technical Interchange Meetings with the
monitor.
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This risk persists even though NASA’s financial statement auditors reported the condition
in the last two financial statement audits. In FY 2005, the auditors found that NASA did
not timely terminate Core Financial system user accounts in 3 of 30 total employee
separations at Kennedy. Those accounts were eventually removed from the system 1, 3,
and 4 months after the employees left. Kennedy management took corrective action in
response to that finding. In FY 2004, the auditors noted that Goddard did not have a
process in place to track employee separations and could not determine if any open
accounts belonged to employees who no longer worked for NASA.

We referred this issue to the OIG Information Technology and Financial Statement
directorates in the OIG’s Office of Audits.

Prior Coverage

22

The Government Accountability Office (GAO) and the NASA OIG have issued reports of
particular relevance to the subject of this report. Reports may be accessed over the
Internet at http://www.gao.gov (GAO) and

http://www.hq.nasa.gov/office/oig/hg/audits/reports/F Y07/index. html (NASA).

Government Accountability Office

“The National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s Fiscal Year 2004
Management Representation Letter on Its Financial Statements” (GAO-05-591R,
June 23, 2005)

“National Aeronautics and Space Administration: Significant Actions Needed to

Address Long-standing Financial Management Problems” (GAO-04-754T,
May 19, 2004)

“Information Technology Management: Government-wide Strategic Planning,
Performance Measurement, and Investment Management Can Be Further
Improved” (GAO-04-49, January 12, 2004)

“Business Modernization: NASA’s Challenges in Managing Its Integrated
Financial Management Program” (GAO-04-255, November 21,2003)

“Business Modernization: NASA’s Integrated Financial Management Program
Does Not Fully Address Agency’s External Reporting Issues” (GAO-04-151,
November 21, 2003)

“Business Modernization: Disciplined Processes Needed to Better Manage
NASA'’s Integrated Financial Management Program” (GAO-04-118,
November 21, 2003)
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“Business Modernization: Improvements Needed in Management of NASA’s
Integrated Financial Management Program” (GAO-03-507, April 30, 2003)

National Aeronautics and Space Administration

“Integrated Enterprise management Program Contract Oversight Needs
Improvement” (IG-06-003, February 6, 2006)

“Synopsis of Management Issues Associated with NASA’s Integrated Financial
Management Program” (IG-05-020, June 3, 2005)

“Summary Report on Audit of Integrated Financial Management Program Core
Financial Module” (IG-03-028, September 29, 2003)

“Integrated Financial Management Program Core Financial Module Conversion to
Full Cost Accounting” (IG-03-015, May 30, 2003)
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MEMORANDUMS ON PRELIMINARY
PMI2 OBSERVATIONS

National Aerenautics and
Space Administration

Office of Ingpector Generat
Washington, DC 20546-0001

SEP 14 205

TO: Administrator
FROM: Inspector General

SUBJECT:  Preliminary Observations on the Review of NASA's Readiness to
Implement Project Management Information Improvement, Phase |
{Asstgnment Number A-05-026-00)

Enclosed is a memorandum summarizing our preliminary observations on NASA's
reatiness to implement Project Management Information Improvement (PMI?) Phase 1.
We began our review of progress made toward implementation of Phase | in August and
believe, based on our review, that this project is suffering from the lack of a marketing
strategy and warrants your attention,

Among other issues, we found that the overall workferce, and some directorate officials,
had Jittle information about what changes to expect with implementation of Phase .
They also were not fully aware of the importance of those changes to NASAs improved
financial management. With regard to training, although courses had been developed for
employees who will be working with the new process, no milestone dates or other details
have been set 1o ensure that all courses would be taken before implementation of Phase |.
Further, while some outreach activities were planned to inform staff about the upcoming
changes, as of September 8, 2003, no activities had taken place and most had not been
scheduled.

PMI® is designed 10 improve project information management by aligning technical and
financial work breakdown stractures, allowing migration (o a singic data management
stracture. PMI? will change the entire NASA budget siructure, so it is eritical that the
intplementation: of Phase [ should avoid the mistakes that oceurred afler implementation
of the Core Financial Module. Implementation of PMI Phase | is scheduled to coincide
with the beginning of FY 2006 in less than 6 weeks. The Agency needs 1o make certain
that the changes expected from PMP Phase | and the benefits resulting from those
changes are adequately communicated to NASA senior management and to all personne!
who will be affected by those changes.

etk W Cottr

Robert W, Cobb

Enclosure
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Natonal Asronawics and
Space Administration

Office of Inspector General
Waskington, DO 2054680001

SEP 14 2005
TO: Chief Financial Officer

FROM: Assistant Iaspector General for Audit

Preliminary Observations on the Review of NASA’s Readiness to
implement Project Management Information Improvement, Phase |
{Assignient Number A-05-026-00)

The Office of Inspecior General is performing 2 review of NASA's readiness to
implement Project Management Information Tmprovement {PMI?) Phase [ in
mid-October 2003, PMI? is a data management process——the result of a study to develop
an approach and strategy to expand the functivnality of NASA™s Core Financial Module.
The purpose of PMIZ is to improve project information management by aligning both
techmical and financial work breakdown structures,’ thus migrating  a single daty
management structure. Such an alignment js needed for managers to exercise sound
linancial management of their programs and projects. PMI is planned 1 be
implemented in three phases. Because impiementation of PMI? Phase | will change the
entire NASA budget structure, NASA plans to implement Phase I in conjunction with the
start of FY 2006. Thus it is critical that NASA implement Phase 1 so that it can execute
the FY 2006 budget. We began our review of PMI® Phase | implementation preparations
in August 2003, In conducting our review, we identificd concerns that, 1o ensure
successtul implementation of PMI® Phase 1, warrant your immediate attention.

The NASA manager, Integrated Enterprise Management Program’s Administrative
Systems hnplementation Projects Office, which administers PMIZ, expressed concern
about the implementation of PMI? Phase 1. Specifically, she stated that to ensure
successfil implementation of PMI? Phase I and avoid the mistakes that occurred sfter the
tplementation of the Core Financial Module, the Ageney needs to make certain that the
changes expected from PMI? Phase 1 and the benefits resulting from those changes have
been adegately communicated to NASA senior mapagement and 10 the personnel who
will be affected by those changes. In addition, the NASA manager stated that te achieve
the successtul implementation of PMI? Phase T in October 2005 it is critical that the PMF
Prosect Office provide Headguarters and the Centers with elear and definitive
implementation steps and milesiones that must be met. The NASA manager reguested
our assislance in determining whether those steps are being taken.

"Work breakdown strctare s g wanagement el 10 help NASA track project costs more sccurately.
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We determined that the concerns raised by the NASA manager were valid and that action
needs to be taken immediately to address those concerns, Specifically, we found the
following:

+  With less than 6 weeks hefore Phase { is scheduled to be implemented, the overall
waorkforee {rom Headquarters and Geddard had received little or no
communication or training about the changes expected to take place under Phase |
implementation or the criticality of those changes to NASA's objective of
improved financial management. The PMI? Project Office has provided an
end-user training curriculum that must be taken by NASA croployees who will be
working with the sew process in preparation for PMI? Phase | implementation.
However, the PMI? Project Office did not provide milestone dates or other dotails
to ensure that all of those courses are taken by the proper employees before
Phase I implementation. In addition, while Headquarters and Goddard officials
are planning outreach activities through e-mails, town hall meetings, and other
activities, rone of those activitics had taken place, and most kad not been
scheduled, as of September &, 2003,

*+  Neither the Director of Institutional Management (recently placed under the
OCFO) nor the Director of Resources Management of the Acronmutics Research
Mission Directorate had received sufficient information abuut PMIE or what
actions their staff needed 10 take t prepare for Phase | implementation. In
addition, the Director of Resources for the Exploration Systems Mission
Directorate was unsure of the status of preparation for Phase [ in his directorate
because he had only been in his position for 2 weeks.

* OnAugust 19, 2003, the PMI® Project Manager provided the Mission Directoraies
ard the Center PMI* implementition teams with templates containing the
minimum information that each Mission Directorate and Center needed for the
Center Readiness Reviews (CRR). CRRs are meetings held between the PMI
Project Office and the Center PME implementation staff shorily before
implementation to ensure that the Mission Directorates and the Centers bave done
everything needed to implement PME. Fo prepare for the CRRs, the Mission
Directorates and Centers need to gather data to su pport their readiness for PMT?
go-live. That data inchudes data mapping progress, Center-specific SAP
interfuces, Center legacy system interfaces, training metrics, communication
plars, user support (help desk) readiness, and workarounds and recovery plans.
However, as of September 7, 2005, the PMI? Project Manager had not provided
clear and definitive implementation steps or milestone dates 1o direct the
Headquarters and Center staff to gather that information and prepare for the CRRs
in late September 2005 and, thereby, implementation in October 2005,

PAGE 2 (F 4
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o From discussions held during a Seprember 7, 2003, datis mapping” approval
meeting, we learned that the Science Mission Directorate, which is responsible for
most NASA profects. was so far behind in its dota mapping activities that
managerent is considering having a separste data load specifically for the
Science Mission Directorate.

*  Under the new financial management strusture, the procedures for handling a
continuing resotution will change from the process that NASA used in the past,
However, as of September 8, 2005, NASA did not have a plan for addressing a
continuing reselution’ under the new financial stracture.

We reeommend thul the Chief Financial Officer

L. Hold town hall meetings, send out weekly e-madl notices to all NASA employees,
and provide information on their web-site explaining what PMI is, why it is
important, aisd summarizing the progress that has been made; and. further,
establish a frequently asked questions page that is sceessible 1o all NASA
employess.

2. Provide w Headquariers Mission Directorate personnel a thorough brieting on the
background and criticality of PMI® and direct the directorate officials to ensare
that their respective staff receive the proper information and training needed to
prepare for Phase 1.

3 Directthe PMI2 Project Manager to provide each Mission Directorate and Center
with speeific steps 10 take, milestones to meet, and information needed to prepare
for the upcoming Center Readiness Reviews,

4 Ensure that the Science Mission Directorate has the necessary resources applied
1 its PMI* dats mapping and other prepacation activities to prevent any slippages
in PMI® implementation.

3. Determine how a continuing resolution will be addressed under the new structure,
andd prowide that information 1o the Mizsion Directorutes and Centers.

Completing these actions will help ensure the suceessful implementation of PM1? Phase 1.
We will continue to monitor the NASA Centers’ progress in preparing for Phase [
implemenstion and will notify you of any additional concerns as they are identified.

Data mapping is the crosswalk from the exi sting Agency Wide Coding Structine 10 the new NASA badyet
strucress

“When the new fiscal year is about 1o hegin or has begun and regular appropriatons have not bean enacted,
Congress enucts a jeint resolution-—a contisuing resolution-—io provide budget authority for Federa)

and programs to continue operating unti] the regular appropriations acs ave enacted.

PAGE 3 OF 4
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¥ you would fike t discuss tis matter further please contact Catherine Sehneiter,
Director of Financial and Institutional Management audits, at (202) 3583789, ar
catherme sehneiter@nasa.gov, or Karl Allen, Project Manager, at (202) 358-2595, or
rarbm.alle 2oV,

e , .
Evelyn R, Kiemstine

e
NASA Exesutive Officer, hntegrated Enterprise Monagement Program
Director. Management Systems Division

PAGEAQF 4
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ey & At of

National Agronautics and
Space Adminstration
Headquariars

Washington, DC 208460001

September 28, 2005

Office of the Chief Financial Officer

TO: Inspector General

FROM: Chief Financial Officer

SUBJECT:  Response to Your Memorandum, “Preliminary Observations on the
Review of NASA’s Readiness to Implement Project Management
Information Improverment, Phase | (Assignment Number A-05-026-00),”
dated September 14, 2005

Thank you for your continued interest in NASA’s Project Management information
Improvement (PMIT) Project, as evidencad in your recent memorandurn titled,
“Preliminary Observations on the Review of NASA’s Readiness to Implement Project
Management Information Improvement, Phase [ (Assignment Number A-05-026-00),”
dated September 14, 2005, [ agree with each of the fve recommendations you havz
documented and offer the following TESPONSES.

Recommendation #1 {Hold town hall meetings )

You have correctly noted the importance of a broad communication strategy for the PMII
implementation. Center “town hall” meetings have already occurred in multiple
locations, and others are scheduled throughout September and October. Many of these
gatherings have successfully updated bundreds of users on the basic overview of the
PMII Project, inclwling background and criticality of PMII. Personnel are told what they
¢an expect during the PMII implementation process, and the training in which they must
participate to make the event a success.

Center Implementation Leads are reporting healthy attendance at all their gatherings.
They have worked tirelessly, along with their leams, fo touch alf communities affcted by
PMIl to keep them informed. In many cases, te PMII Center Implementations teams
have provided NASA employees comprehiensive Project literature. The Center PMII
Project teams have also taken care to punctuate their communication efforts with regular
e-mails that frequently detail training dates, and provide consistent dialogue with the
affected NASA communitics at their Centers.
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Additionally, as suggested, PMII Project information can be found by all NASA
employees at: hitp:/fpmii.ifimp. nasa. gov/in 1. The web site was established
several months ago and includes alf the points recommended by the Office of the
Inspector General (OIG), including why the Project is important and what the upgrade
will do. A “Frequently Asked Questions” page has been posted is currently being
updated.

Finally, with the support of the NASA Chief of Staff, the PMII Agency Project Manager
is working with Public Affairs to plan and execute PMII communications to all levels of
the NASA community. The fifst of these communications include letters from the
Administrator to Officials-in-Charge (issued on September 22, 2005) and to all NASA
employees and onsite contractors, urging awareness and readiness for PMIL,

mendation #2 (Provide rters irectorate personnel a
thorough briefiag ...}
As part of the Office of the Chief Financial Officer’s (OCFO) overall financial
management improvement efforts, [ personally met with each Mission Directorate over
the summer to communicate their roles in financial integrity. These discussions
emphasized the importance of the PMIT effort and provided the Mission Directorates with
the status of their data mapping efforts. [ have also discussed PMIT at the weekly
Adrministrator staff meetings o maintain awareness of the effort.

The Headquarter Business and Administrative Systems Office (BASO) leads the PMII
implementation activities at NASA Headquarters. The BASO, along with PMII Project
members, have been communicating to Mission Directorate personnel through 2 variety
of mechanisms. In addition to being included in all general communications regarding
training, documents, and events, thie Directorates have been given general briefings by
the PMII Agency Project Manager and the BASO Center Implementation Lead.
Recently, at the NASA Strategic Management Council, the Mission Directorate Associate
Administrators and afl Center Directors were briefed on PMII (background, changes,
impacts, users affected, etc.). Additional training sessions are scheduled at NASA
Headquarters for the month of October for which all of the Directorates have been
notified. '

scommendation #3 (.. .provi ission Directorate and Center with specific
steps to take ...)
Beginning with the June data mapping kickoff, extensive calendars have been provided to
the Mission Directorates containing a comprehensive schedule through the end of
October. The PMIT data mapping leads are providing intense regular and reliable Hnks
between the Directorates and the PMII team. The Mission Directorate staffs have been
inchuded in weekly telecons, many of which have included representatives from the
Office of the Chief Engineer and the OCFO.
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The data mapping teams have ensured that all members of the Mission Directorate
community are kept abreast of updates through regular e-mails, the NASA web page, and
the Integrated Enterprise Management Program Office’s ({EMPQ) i-View Portal.
Moreover, it is noteworthy to recognize that ali Mission Directorates have been addressed
by the PMII Data Mapping Leads directly.

With respect lo preparation for the upcoming Center Readiness Reviews (CRR’s), the
PMI Project provided each Center Implementation Lead with a template for use in the
CRR's. The work for a successful CRR did not begin with the distribution of the
temuplate, The PMIT Project has been building strong communication tics between the
Project Team and the NASA Center Implementation Leads for several months,
Consistent and targeted e-mais are disseminated directly from the Project. The Project
has provided steps for the Centers to take, milestones to meet, and provided other
information that has laid the ground work for successful CRR’s. Last week four Centers
(LsRC, JPL, KSC, and GRC) successfully completed their reviews, The remaining
CRR’s are scheduled for the week of September 26, 2005,

Recommendation #4 (Ensure that the Science Mission Directorate has the necessary

resou ts P ing ...
The Science Mission Directorate data mapping has now been completed.

ation #5 {Determine how a continuing resolution will be addressed ...
The OCPO has worked closely with Office of Management and Budget and Congress as
we prepare to execute the FY 2606 budget in our new structure. Recently, we received a
positive indication that NASA will receive authority to operate under the new structure
even during a continuing resolution. The PMII Project team has been instructed that the
FY 2006 budget structure should be included within the extracts for loading into SAP in
anticipation of go-live status. NASA Headquarters OCFO and Mission Directorate
personnel will be responsible for distributing the funding to the appropriate programs and
projects as governed by the continving resolution funding. This information will be
incorporated into futare commumication materials by the PMII Project team.

In closing, I appreciate the interest you have shown in the successful implementation of
the PM Project. We are actively applying your recommendations (o our existing
efforts. The OCFO, [EMPO, and all of NASA rust acknowledge that the success of the
PMIT Project hinges on the training of all NASA employees. As the Message from the
Administrator, distributed on September 22, 2005, expresses, ... the successful
implementation of PMII will require cach [NASA employee] to understand {their]
responsibilities and do [their] part to help make PMI successful.”
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cc:
Administrator/Mr. Griffin
Deputy Administrator/Mr. Gregory
Chief of Staff'Mr. Morrell

Mission Directorates:

Associate Administrator for Exploration Systems Mission Directorate/Dr. Horowitz {Acting)
Associate Administrator for Space Operations Mission Directorate/Mr. Gerstenmaier
Associate Administrator for Science Mission Directorate/Dr. Cleave

Associate Administrator for Aeronautics Rescarch Mission Directorate/Dr. Shin (Acting)

Chief Financial Officers, NASA Centers:

Ames Research Center/Mr. Moyles

Dryden Flight Research Center/Mr, Gardner
Gienn Research Center/Mr. Ward

Goddard Space Flight Center/ Ms. Abell
Johnson Space Center/Mr. Beall

Kennedy Space Center/Mr. Carroll

Langley Research Center/Mr. Winter
Marshail Space Flight Center/Ms. Foster
Stennis Space Center/Mr. Bevis

Jet Propulsion Laboratory/Mr. Johnson

Directors, NASA Centers:

Ames Research Center/Mr. Hubbard
Dryden Flight Research Center/Mr. Petersen
Glenn Research Center/Dr. Barls

Goddard Space Flight Center/Dr. Weiler

Jet Propulsion Luboratory/Dr. Elachi
Johnson Space Center/Gen. Howell
Kennedy Space Center/Mr. Kennedy
Langley Rescarch Center/Mr. Roc

Marshall Space Flight Center/Mr. King
Stennis Space Center/Mr. Parsons
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ADMINISTRATOR’S
MEMORANDUM

National Aeronautics and
Space Administration

Office of the Administrator
Washington, DC 20546-0001

September 16, 2005

TO: Officials-in-Charge of Headquarters Offices
Center Directors
FROM: Administrator

SUBJECT:  Preparing for Project Management Information Impraovement (PMI?)

NASA’s implementation of PMF in October is designed to improve project management
information by establishing an Agency-standard structure 10 uniquely and consistently
identify our programs and projects and by alignin g technical and financial work
breakdown structures. NASA's program year 2006 budget was submitted to Congress in
the new NASA Structure Management (NSM) format and, therefore, PME is replacing
the current financial coding structure in the Core Financial system. New codes will also
be reflected in other Agency systems such as WebTads and Travel Manager.

PMP? will affect every NASA employee, from budget distribution personnel responsible
for distributing funds under the new coding structure, to project engineers who will be
setting up project work breakdowa structures to align with the new coding structure, to
all employees who will be charging their work hours to new codes on fime and
attendance reports. Thercfore, successiul implementation will require you to emphasize
participation, at all levels of NASA, in programs and activitics designed to familiarize

employees with PMI” and to ensure proper training of Core Financial users who will be
most affected by these changes.

NASA Headquarters and Ceaters each have a Center Implementation Manager who is
prepasing for the upcoming PMI? implementation, I encourage you 1o contact the
Implementation Manager at your workplace and to involve yourself persenally in cfforts
to prepare the NASA workforce for PMIE. The Center implementation Muanagers arc:

ARC - Luis Mederos
DFRC - John Wonacott
GRC -~ Julie Scheneman
GSFC ~ Tamara Laster
HQ/NMO/NSSC ~ Nadine Tremper
JPL — Charlene Hazelton
ISC ~ Carol Harvey
KSC - Debbie Clarke
LaRC - Amy Radford
MSBFC - Gary Gray

85C - Gigi Hackford
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Your immediate attention and support of this initiative is expected in order to ensure
successful implementation. I appreciate your help and participation.

OM L %\ )
Michael D. Griffin
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m
CENTER TRAINING DATA

We contacted Headquarters and each Center to request lists of Core Financial users who
had been targeted for and had completed the five core PMI? training courses. After
comparing this information with Accenture’s Training Metrics Report, we determined
that the Training Metrics Report was unreliable and largely inaccurate. Table 1 (p. 13)
shows, Agency-wide, the differences between the training metrics reported by Accenture
and the training metrics supported by Center documentation. The “Other Individuals
Trained” refers to staff who completed PMI2 but were not targeted for training. When
Centers could not provide a list of targeted users, we included all individuals trained
because we could not determine whether they were part of the targeted end users.

Ames. Because of Ames’ incomplete training records, we could not determine whether
targeted end users completed training or whether Accenture’s training statistics were
accurate. Although the PMI?> Change Management Lead at Ames provided an overall list
of users targeted for PMI? training, the Center did not delineate which users it targeted for
each of the PMI? training courses listed below.

Table 2. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals Trained at Ames
Reported by Accenture Supported by Ames Training Records
Targeted Targeted Other
Targeted End Users Targeted End Users Individuals
PMI? Course End Users Trained End Users Trained Trained
. Not Not
P 2
MI? Overview 230 193 supported*  supported* 42
PMI?*/ALDS Information 192 120 Not Not 0
Delivery supported*  supported*
PMI? Overview for 45 45 Not Not 0
Procurement Personnel supported*  supported*
Funds Distribution 6 6 Not Not 27
Processing supported®*  supported*
Month End Cost 10 10 Not Not 10
Allocation supported*  supported*
*The “Not supported” notations in this table are a result of Ames not delineating targeted end users by the course
they needed to complete.

REPORT No. IG-07-002

35




APPENDIX D

Dryden Flight Research Center (Dryden). Dryden’s records generally supported
Accenture’s training statistics for four of the five PMI? training courses; however, due to
Dryden’s incomplete training records, we could not determine whether targeted end users
completed training or whether Accenture’s training statistics were accurate for the PMI?
Overview course. According to the PMI? Training Coordinator at Dryden, the Center
restricted user access for targeted users who did not complete the applicable PMI? training
courses, likely resulting in Dryden’s high course completion rate. In spite of this policy,
Dryden could not provide us with a list of targeted users who completed the PMI2
Overview course.

Table 3. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals Trained at Dryden

Reported by Accenture Supported by Dryden Training Records
Targeted End Targeted Other
Targeted End Users Targeted End Users Individuals
PMF? Course Users Trained End Users Trained Trained
PMI? Overview 1,167 1,167 1,164 Not 0
supported*
PMI?/ALDS
Information Delivery 67 62 67 67 6
, .
PMI? Overview for 21 21 21 1 0
Procurement Personnel
ﬁunds Dlstrlbutlon 6 6 6 6 0
rocessing
Month End Cost
Allocation 6 6 6 6 0

*The “Not supported” notations in this table are a result of Dryden not being able to provide a list of targeted end
users who completed the course.

36 REPORT No. IG-07-002




APPENDIX D

Glenn. Glenn’s training records did not support Accenture’s PMI training statistics for
two of the five courses and revealed that a number of end users had not completed
training. According to Glenn’s records, only 72 of 222 targeted users, or 32.4 percent,
completed the PMI* Agency Labor Distribution System Information Delivery course, a
mandatory, hands-on PMI? training course. Our review of Glenn’s training records was
complicated by the fact that Glenn customized its own PMI? courses that did not exactly
align with the five courses developed by the Competency Center. While we did not
compare the curriculum of the Glenn and Competency Center courses, the Glenn Mission
Support and Integration Chief provided a crosswalk from the Center’s courses to the
corresponding PMI* courses listed below. We constructed the Glenn training statistics
based on his assertion that Glenn’s courses included the entire original PMI? curriculum.

Table 4. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals Trained at Glenn
Reported by Accenture Supported by Glenn Training Records
Targeted Targeted Other
Targeted End  End Users | Targeted End  End Users Individuals
PME Course Users Trained Users Trained Trained
PMI? Overview
320 209 222 125 76
PMI?/ALDS
Information Delivery 165 108 222 72 10
PMI? Overview for
Procurement Personnel 0 2 2 2 1
Funds Distribution
Processing 7 7 3 3 4
Month End Cost
Allocation 4 4 4 4 0
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Goddard. We found that Accenture overstated the number of targeted end users at
Goddard who completed the PMI? Overview course, that a large number of targeted users
still have not completed that course, and that Center training records were incomplete for
four of the five PMI? courses. Goddard PMI? staff could not provide names of users who
completed the PMI*Agency Labor Distribution System Information Delivery course or
who had been targeted for the PMI? Overview for Procurement Personnel, Funds
Distribution Processing, or Month End Cost Allocation courses. During Goddard’s PMI?
Operational Readiness Review, the Goddard Deputy Director emphasized the importance
of ensuring that all targeted end users received the proper training. Our review also
revealed that some Goddard users requested multiple certificates of completion for the
PME Overview course offered on NASA’s Site for On-Line Learning and Resources and,
as a result, were counted multiple times in Goddard’s records. We made appropriate

adjustments to the training statistics noted below.

Table 5. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals Trained at Goddard

Reported by Accenture

Supported by Goddard Training Records

Targeted Targeted Other
Targeted End  End Users | Targeted End  End Users Individuals
PMI? Course Users Trained Users Trained Trained
PMI? Overview 1,000 230 997 39 205
N .

PMF /ALDS Information 578 330 151 Not 0
Delivery supported*

PMI? Overview for 230 3 Not Not 3
Procurement Personnel supported* supported*

Funds Distribution 13 20 Not Not 0
Processing supported* supported*

Month End Cost 18 2 Not Not 0
Allocation supported* supported*

*The “Not supported” notations in this table are the result of Goddard’s incomplete training records.
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Headquarters. We found that Accenture overstated the number of targeted end users at
Headquarters who completed the PMI? Overview and PMI?/Agency Labor Distribution
System Information Delivery courses, that a large number of targeted users still have not
completed those courses, and that Headquarters training records were incomplete for
three of the five PMI? courses. The Headquarters PMI2 Point of Contact for the Business
and Administrative Systems Branch provided us with a list of end users for all PMI?
courses who had completed training. However, although a number of individuals
completed the PMI? Overview for Procurement Personnel, Funds Distribution Processing,
and Month End Cost Allocation courses, Headquarters could not provide us with a list of
users targeted for those courses. Therefore, we could not determine whether the users
who most needed the three courses actually completed the training.

Table 6. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals Trained at Headquarters

Reported by Supported by Headquarters
Accenture Training Records
Targeted  Targeted Targeted
End End Users Targeted End Users Other Individuals
PME Course Users Trained End Users Trained Trained

PMI? Overview 500 233 226 86 84
PM? /ALDS Information 500 146 296 106 65
Delivery

PMI? Overview for 3 5 Not Not 7
Procurement Personnel supported*  supported*

Funds Dlstrlbut1011 34 50 Not Not 36
Processing supported*  supported*

Month End Cost 12 13 Not Not 9
Allocation supported*  supported*

*The “Not supported” notations in this table are the result of Headquarters’ incomplete training records.
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Jet Propulsion Laboratory. Although the Jet Propulsion Laboratory’s records did not
support Accenture’s training statistics, we found that all end users targeted by the Jet
Propulsion Laboratory completed the PMI2 Overview course. According to the Manager
for the Jet Propulsion Laboratory’s Business Management Integration Office, Ames has
responsibility for many of the Jet Propulsion Laboratory’s financial management
functions. Therefore, no Jet Propulsion Laboratory employees have direct, hands-on
access to financial management systems affected by PMI2. Nevertheless, the Jet
Propulsion Laboratory targeted a small group of employees for the PMI? Overview course
who have responsibilities for reporting costs and for the receipt, monitoring, and control
of funds. The Jet Propulsion Laboratory also encouraged business operations
management and program business managers and analysts to attend the PMI? Overview
course, although these employees were not formally targeted for training.

Table 7. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals
Trained at the Jet Propulsion Laboratory

Supported by the Jet Propulsion
Reported by Accenture Laboratory’s Training Records
Targeted Targeted Other
Targeted End  End Users Targeted End Users Individuals
PMI® Course Users Trained End Users Trained Trained
PMI? Overview 161 111 32 32 129
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Johnson. We found that Accenture overstated the number of targeted end users at
Johnson who completed the PMI2 Overview and PMI?/Agency Labor Distribution System
Information Delivery courses, that all targeted users still have not completed those
courses, and that Center training records were incomplete for two of the five PMI?

courses.

Table 8. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals Trained at Johnson

Reported by Accenture Supported by Johnson Training Records
Targeted Targeted Other
Targeted End  End Users Targeted End Users Individuals
PMF Course Users Trained End Users Trained Trained
. Not Not
2
PMI? Overview 484 44 supported*  supported* 236
2 .
PM¥ /ALDS Information 290 75 48 38 44
Delivery
PMI? Overview for 90 95 Not Not 94
Procurement Personnel supported*  supported*
Funds D.1str1but10n 9 9 9 9 0
Processing
Month End Cost
Allocation 7 7 L 7 0

*The “Not supported” notations in this table are the result of Johnson’s records being incomplete for two of the

five courses.
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Kennedy. According to the Kennedy PMI? Manager, on the basis of guidance from the
PMI? Project Office, the Kennedy PMI? team made an initial determination that 245
employees needed PMI? Overview training. As the project progressed and the
requirements were refined, it was determined that the initial estimate was incorrect and
that the target population was actually 128.

Table 9. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals Trained at Kennedy

Reported by Accenture Supported by Kennedy Training Records
Targeted Targeted Other
Targeted End  End Users Targeted End Users Individuals
PMI? Course Users Trained End Users Trained Trained
PMI? Overview 245 128 128 128 0
PMIZ/AL.DS . 176 93 93 93 0
Information Delivery
2 H .

PMI? Overview for 70 1 70 : 0
Procurement Personnel
Funds Dlstrlbutlon 1 1 1 1 0
Processing
Month End Cost
Allocation 31 31 31 31 0
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Langley. The Langley PMI*> Team made a strong effort to train Center personnel. The
Langley PMI* Manager stated that Langley had listings of targeted end users based on
their roles in the Core Financial system, a listing of people who accessed Business
Warehouse within a 6-month period, and sign-in sheets that captured who attended the
courses. However, since the PMI? Project Office never asked for any of this data,
Langley only reported numbers and percentages. The Langley PMI? manager stated that
the PMI* Overview course was offered to the entire Center. One hundred and fifty-four
users completed the PMI?Agency Labor Distribution System Information Delivery
course at Langley. Additionally, Langley offered multiple workshops to end users as well
as individual assistance sessions. Organization-specific presentations were provided

upon request.

Table 10. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals Trained at Langley
Reported by Accenture Supported by Langley Training Record
Targeted Targeted Other
Targeted  End Users Targeted End Users  Individuals
PME Course End Users Trained End Users Trained Trained
PMI? Overview 230 213 * *
,_ .
PMF /ALDS Information 230 167 230 130 24
Delivery
PMI? Overview for
Procurement Personnel** %6 %6 %6 %6
Funds Dlstrlbutlon 9 3 9 3
Processing
Month End Cost Allocation 6 6 6 6
*The PMI? Overview course was offered to the entire Center.
**Langley provided a revised version of the PMI? Overview for Procurement Personnel in addition to the on line
training provided by the Agency.
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Marshall. Due to incomplete training records at Marshall, we could not determine
whether targeted end users completed training or whether Accenture’s training statistics
were accurate. While we did review a list of individuals who completed the PMI?
Overview, Funds Distribution Processing, and Month End Cost Allocation courses, we
could not determine whether those who most needed training completed it because
Marshall did not have a list of users targeted for those courses.

Table 11. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals Trained at Marshall

Reported by Accenture

Supported by Marshall Training Records

Targeted Targeted Other
Targeted End Users Targeted End Users Individuals
PMP? Course End Users Trained End Users Trained Trained
. Not Not
2

PMI? Overview 623 312 supported*  supported* 251
PMI*/ALDS Information Not Not
Delivery 623 176 supported*  supported* 0
PMI? Overview for 49 6 Not Not 0
Procurement Personnel supported*  supported*
Funds Distribution 2 6 Not Not 6
Processing supported*  supported*
Month End Cost 29 6 Not Not 6
Allocation supported*  supported*

*The “Not supported” notations in this table are the result of Marshall’s incomplete training records.
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Stennis. Stennis was the only NASA Center to ensure that all of the end users targeted
for PMI? training actually completed their training courses. Stennis was also the only
Center to report training statistics that approximated the Accenture’s training metrics.

Table 12. Number of Targeted End Users and
Number of Targeted End Users and Other Individuals Trained at Stennis

Reported by Accenture Supported by Stennis Training Records
Targeted End Targeted Other
End Users Users End Users End Users Individuals
PMI* Course Targeted Trained Targeted Trained Trained
PMI? Overview 92 71 99 99 0
2 )
PMF /ALDS Information 47 21 40 40 0
Delivery
N )
PMI? Overview for 23 23 24 24 0
Procurement Personnel ~
Funds Dlstrlbutlon 14 1 14 14 0
Processing
Month F,nd Cost 18 1 12 12 0
Allocation
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MANAGEMENT COMMENTS

Mational Aeronates gl
Space AcHsstation
Headquarters

Washingion, DO 20646-0001

October 16, 2006

Integrated Enterprise Management Program

T Assistant Inspector General for Auditing
FROM: Director, Integrated Enterprise Management Program

SUBJECT:  Management Response to Office of Inspector General Drafi Audit Report
Entitied “NASA Implemented the Project Management Information
Improvement (PMIP) Initiative but Crosswalk and Training Need to be
Completed.” (Assignment No. A-05-026-00;

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft Audit Report, Assignment A-05-
026-00, provided on Seplember 15, 2006. Below is NASA managerent’s response to
cach of the recommendations set fortls in the drafi report. This is a consolidated response
which includes inputs compiled from various members of the Integrated Enterprise
Management Program (IEMP) staff, including the Project Management Information
Improvement (PMI%) Initiative Project Manager and the JEMP Program Director. In
addition, inputs were provided and consolidated from the Office of the HQ) Chief
Financial Officer (OCT0), and the Offices of the MSFC Chicf Information Officer (C10}
and Chief Financial Officer (OCFO).

Hecommendations:

. The NASA Chief Financial Officer should establish milestones for completing
the crosswalk project data from AWCS to NSM.

OCFO Response: Concur. The Agency has completed the AWCS project 1o NSM
prejeet crosswalk to the greatest extent possible. There are approximately 200, out of
approximately 13,000, prior year project codes that do not currently have a erosswalk
solution due to difficulty in aligning prior year AWCS structures to & single NSM
struclure. A one-to-one relationship does not exist for this subset of projects. The OCFO
will work with the IEMP Competency Center and the affected MissionMission
Equivalent Offices to appropriately disposition these remaining structures by the end of
the second quarter FY 2007,
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2. The Director of the Marshall Space Flight Center should direct the contracting
officer of Accenture BPA NNMOJAALTZ to ensure that (1) all contract deliverables
contain specific and accurate requirements for form and content, and (2) all report
deliverables required under the BPA contain accurate and reliable data before
accepting them and approving payment,

MSFC Response; Concur. The roles/responsibilitics of the IEM COTR concerning
contract deliverable/involce review have been clarified to ensure that, when invoices are
submitted for approval/pavment, the COTR wverifies and approves the items on the
invoice. In addition, the CO verifies the amount on the invoice is In agreement with the
contruct Milestone Payment Schedule. Additionally, since the deficiencies identified in
C1G Report 1G-06-003 are similar to this recommendation and actions have al ready been
taken to close recommendations from 1G-06-003, NASA believes the actions already
taken are sufficient 1o close this recommendation, Therefore, hased on corrective actions
taken, it's requested that this recommendation be closed upon issuance of the final report.

3. The IEM Program Director should soiicit each Center Dircetor to re-assess the
targeted end users who truly vequire PMP* training to take appropriate action to
ensure that those employees complete the necessary PMI* {raining courses.

IEMP Program Respouse: Non-Concur. NASA Centers identified many end users for
PMI training who meost likely did not need the training. For example, some Centers
targeted everyone with a BW reporting role although many of those people historically
accessed BW reports very infrequently, or never. Due to the inconsistent approach used
by the Centers for end user identification, it would not be practical or useful to require the
full population of targeted end uscrs o attend training. Had this dradt OIG report been
delivered soon after the implementation of PME, NASA would have requested that the
recommendation be revised to solicit each Center to resexamine the targeted end users
stili remaining untrained, confirm whether those cnd users should truly be targeted, and
take action to train those who truty need training. However, the November 2006
implementation of the SAP Version Update (SVU) Project is one month away and is
resulling in updated reporting training courses being conducted ut each of the Centers a3
well as NASA Hewdguarters. The need and original goals for PMY training have been
overcome by these SVU training courses and events, and the Agency’s time and
resourees are being focused on delivering the required SVU training.

The enclusure to this response includes additions] comment and recommendations
regarding the draft audit report,
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Please contuct me if you have any questions or require additional information regarding
this pesponse.

4

€
Enclosure

e

Chief Engineer

Director, Management Systems Division

Director, Marshall Space Flight Conter

Deputy Director, Integrated Enterprise Management
Program/Competency Center Manager

Deputy, Chief Financial Officer

PMIT Project Manager

Deputy Director for Budget

Chiel Financial Officer Liaison

ALR Representative, Marshall Space Flight Center
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Enclosure

Additional NASA comments and recommendations on the OIC Drafl Audit Report .
entitled “NASA Implemented the Project Management Information Improvement (PMI%)
Initiative but Crosswalk and Training Need 1o be Completed”. {Assignment No. A-05-
Q26-00):

(1) Page i, “The Results” section, 7th sentence:

The statement that the crosswalk had not been completed us of June 2006 misrepresents
the status of that activity.

The Agency has completed as of May 31, 2006, the AWCS project 1o NSM project
crosswarlk to the greatest extent possible. There are prior year project codes that do not
have a crosswalk solution due to differences in accounting for items such as labor and
travel prior to the Agency going to full cost and the way the A geney aceounts for fabor
and travel under full cost. An example would be the labor project code for NASA labor
prior w full cost, this labor code does not have a single equivalent in the current NSM
structure since all project codes allow for labor in the new NASA full cost structure,
Other project codes that have not boen crosswalked are prior year reimbursable projects
that do not have an equivalent current year NSM project to crosswalk to, There some 200
reimbarsable project codes from 2004 and prior, which the data crosswalk exercise was
not able o effectively crosswalk to'a current year NSM project code, Most of these
reimbursable projects were for distinet reimbursable activities, und the reimbursable
project was limited to the time period of the reimbursable aprecment. The crosswalk
team is still assessing the need for a viable solution for creating a crosswalk of the
reimbursable and other project codes that were used prior to full cost,

Centers may now run seleeted reports that effectively combine and report on projects
crosswalked between the NSM and AWCS structure Tor multiple program vear financial
activity. Ifa Center requires a lower level distinet crosswalk of the WBS structure
between the AWCS and NSM structure 1o be used for Center lower fevel task or
srganizational reporting, the Center hus the option to add additional lower level WS
crosswalk tables specific to their Center fo the Agency Business Warchouse Teporting
ot to enable additional specific crosswalk WRS detail for their Centers® lower level
reporting capability.

(2) Puge 1, “The Results” section, 2** full sentence:

The drafi cndit veport states that the schedule Jar completion of the crosswalking project
has ner heen established,

Sce comment (1) above,
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(3) Page 2, “Objectives” section, first bullet:

The draft audit report srates that their staff reviewed whether the PMY staff had
“adeguately trained PME implementers and users”,

Depending on the type of training offered, delivering fraining to end users was a
responsibility shared with the Centers. Several training approaches were utilized based
on degree of process/system changes and level of expertise required to provide the
taining. For budget-related courses, a key member of the Core/Extended team from
Headquarters was selected and trained by the PMI® 1eam to deliver training to
Headquarters personnel. The PMI process lead delivered budget training to the Centers
via Webex. [n the case of the cost-related course, the “Train the Trainer” approach was
utilized, with Center trainers delivering the course at their Centers. The remaining
“courses” were actually communication events, in that they presented overview
information and did not include any actual fraining exercises.

We recommend this bullet be modified o read “adequately prepared Centers w train end
users™

{(4) Page 6, “Data Mapping and Crosswalking” sectiom:
Clarification of Data Mapping Activities:

The purpose of the Data Mapping phase 1 activity that occurred as part of the PMT “go
live™ October 2006, was to effectively build out NSM lower fovel WES 2-7 structurcs to
be used for PY 2006 financial activity. The Data Mapping process provided the control
tool to assure all ongoing active projects were effectively created in the new NSM
structure and could be mupped to the project and task activity from active PY 05 projects
and lower level WBS's in the AWCS structure, and also allowed project managers of
new projects to sreate WBS 2-7 structures tor all new PY 2006 proposed projects.

Clarification of Data Crosswalk Activities:

The Data Crosswalk activity that occurred afier the Dati Mapping phase was 1o provide a
data crosswalk for PY 2005 and prior year AWCS project codes, cross walking these
AWCS projects to the greatest extent possible to the current NSM project code structure,
The outcome of the crosswalk exercise was the creation of & cross walk table which
cnables financial reporting for multiple program vears for all AWCS and NSM projects
crosswalked.

(5) Page 7, Figure 2:

{n this chart, the use of “recording of obligations” does not clearly depict the differences
berween AWCS and NSM structures in cxeeuling transactions. Perhaps a beder
explanation could be built around the use of Program Year funding. All funding prior 1o
PY06 would continue to be executed {committed, obligated, costed, disbursed) against
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AWCS struetures until completely consumed, but new budget (PY06 and forward) woukl
be distributed to the NSM structures.

On the second row, the cosment mentions a “shift from AWCS 1o NSM,” but in
actuality the AWCS structures remained and the new NSM structures were added, so that
transactions vould continue to be posted against the AWCS structures untit all the old
hudget was consumed.

Recommend that the references 1o "FY " in the Comments column be corrected 1o *PY’ to
signify Program Year,

6) Page 11, “Crosswalk...” section, second paragraph, first senience:
i

The drafi audit report sttes that the OCFO bad not completed the crosswalking as of
June 22, 2006,

Please see comment (1) above,
(71 Page 12, second paragraph, {ast sentence:

The draft andit report sates thai the training metries report was “ingccurate and
unsupporied.”

Clearly, the information provided to the project team was incorrect. However, in
comsolidating the Center inputs into a consolidated report, Accenture was performing the

task as directed by the Project Manaper, who relied on the Center Implementation leads
1o submit accurate data.

It's recommended that a statement be included in the final OIG report noting that the
Project Manuger did not require Accenture to validate the data submitted by the Centers,
which would have required a detailed analysis and would also have been out of the seope
of the contract,

{8) Page 14, last paragraph:

The drafi audit report states that the Marshali Contract Adwministration team did not
properly review the Fraining Metrics Report prior 1o accepting the report, and further
states on the following page that no documented evidence exists that the repors was
uctually reviewed.

‘The PMI project was managed according 1o policies and procedures levied by the
Administrative Systems Implementation Project Office (ASIPO), und followed the
ASIPO methodology for deliverable reviews. An excerpt from the deliverable Process
guidelines follows below. This process was followed for all PMI deliverables, including
the training metries report,
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ASIPO DELIVERABLE PROCFESS
Quick Reference Guide

See the ASIPO Quality Assurance Plan for detailed information.

i
2

W

B,

9.

Task Order developed and awarded.

- NASA Project Management and Contractor Management identify deliverable

weam representatives,
NASA wam wd Contrictor team review objectives, approach, outline the
detiverable,

NASA wam provides feedback on the ohjectives, approach. and outline of

deliverable,

Ten business days before deliverable due dates Contractor representative provides
vompleted draft of deliverable 1o NASA reprosentative.  NASA representative
forwards completed draft 1o appropriaie team members for comivents.

Five business days before deliverable due dater  Contractor representative
conduets a Technical Interchange Mecting { TIM) with NASA team members.
TIM request sent to identified representatives on Deliverable Mutrix. Those ot
atending provide coraments to Team Lend,

Contractor representative incorporates additional comments identified at TIM.
Three business days before deliverable due dater  fimal deliverable formally
submitted by Contractor to NASA.

Formal submission email should include: Job #, Deliverable #, Deliverable Title,
TIM Date, TIM avendees, Path in MDM.

Remaining three days before deliverable due date: NASA, Management Team
conducts final deliverable review using Deliverable Review Form. Business
Review Coordinator distributes final deliverable for review to the Technical
Review Team and the Technical Review Coordinator,

Technical Review Team consists of TIM uttendees and those providing comments
for the TIM. Technical Review Team returns Deliverable Review Form 1o
Technical Review Coordinator. Technicu) Review Coordinator summarizes
tewmn’s comments and submiis (o Business Review Coordinator.

Remaining day of final deliverable review Business Review Coordingtor and
Project Manager review for approval or disapproval.

, NASA notifies Contractor in writing of the approvalidisapproval. If disapproval,

NASA provides Contractor comments for incorporation. Deliverable resubmitted
for another fingl review.

(9) Page 19, Appendix A, Review of Internal Controls, “Contract Oversight™

It should be noted thut the OIG mukes reference 10 comective actions MSFC made fron
previous audit report (1G-06-003). Since the deficlencies idetified in this report are
similar 1o those in JG-06-003, NASA believes the actions already taken are sufficient 1o
close MSFC's recominendation in this repont,
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() Page 20, Comments related to termination processes,

There is no evidence in the report that the O1G performed analysis on the terminations .
and linked them 1o the rodes that required training for PME. 1t's not clear that the Revised
termination issue noted by the OIG was a contributing factor in the training statistics.
This issue sdds Hittle value to the report and 1t 1s reconwnended that it be removed from
the report since tfermination and access processes are reviewed and included in the sonual
financial (FISCAM) andit report.
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REPORT DISTRIBUTION

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)

Administrator

Deputy Administrator

Chief of Staff

Director, Management Systems Division, Office of Infrastructure and Administration,
Office of Institutions and Management

Non-NASA Organizations and Individuals

Office of Management and Budget
Deputy Associate Director, Energy and Science Division
Branch Chief, Science and Space Programs Branch
Government Accountability Office
Director, Defense, State, and NASA Financial Management, Office of Financial
Management and Assurance
Director, NASA Issues, Office of Acquisition and Sourcing Management

Congressional Committees and Subcommittees, Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member

Senate Committee on Appropriations

Senate Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, and Science
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation

Senate Subcommittee on Science and Space
Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
House Committee on Appropriations

House Subcommittee on Science, State, Justice, and Commerce
House Committee on Government Reform

House Subcommittee on Government Management, Finance, and Accountability
House Committee on Science

House Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics
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Washington, DC 20546-0001

NASA HOTLINE

To report fraud, waste, abuse, or mismanagement, contact the NASA OIG Hotline at 800-424-9183 or
800-535-8134 (TDD). You may also write to the NASA Inspector General, P.O. Box 23089, L’Enfant
Plaza Station, Washington, DC 20026, or use http://www.hqg.nasa.gov/office/oig/hg/hotline.html#form.
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