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Dear Dr. Gandhi, Ms. Peck, and Ms. Carolan: 
 
Enclosed is our final report summarizing the results of the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
audit of the Comprehensive Automated Personnel and Payroll System (CAPPS) Migration 
Process.  The report was issued in draft as Management Alert Report (MAR 02-A-01); agency 
comments to the MAR are incorporated in this final report. 
 
Our audit disclosed two significant weaknesses that could hinder the successful completion of the 
project:  (1) inadequate project accountability, and (2) insufficient agency participation.  These 
weaknesses have resulted in the District’s inability to assign accountability for the completion of 
specific tasks, incomplete data validation, and inaccurate personnel and payroll data in the CAPPS 
database. 
 
We directed one recommendation to the Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO), and the 
Office of Personnel (DCOP), and four recommendations to the Office of the Chief Technology 
Officer (OCTO) that we believe are necessary to correct the deficiencies noted in this report. 
 
DCOP, in general, concurred with our Recommendation 1 to appoint a single project manager 
over the CAPPS migration process.  The OCFO neither concurred nor non-concurred with the
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recommendation.  OCFO stated, “[to] the degree and extent reasonably feasible, the OCFO will 
explore methods to adopt this recommendation.”  OCTO did not provide any responses to 
Recommendation 1.  However, as a result of the ongoing efforts to accomplish the remigration 
from CAPPS back to the Unified Personnel and Payroll System (UPPS), implementation of this 
recommendation at this stage of the project may not be feasible or effective because (1) of the 
time required for OCFO, DCOP, and OCTO to coordinate and select a single project manager 
and (2) the length of time remaining to complete the migration project.  The OIG would like to 
emphasize, for future information technology projects, that agencies need to appoint project 
managers who have the authority to control the entire project from inception to completion. 
 
OCTO neither concurred nor non-concurred with Recommendations 2 and 3.  However, the 
corrective actions taken by OCTO were responsive to Recommendations 2 and 3.  OCTO 
disagreed with Recommendation 4.   
 
The OIG requests OCTO reconsider its position on Recommendation 4 and provide additional 
comments to Recommendation 4 within ten days of its receipt of this final report. 
 
We appreciate the cooperation and courtesies extended to our staff during the audit.  If you have any 
questions, please fell free to call me at (202) 727-2540, or William J. DiVello, Assistant Inspector 
General for Audits, at (202) 727-2540. 
 

 
 
CM/gs 
 
Enclosure
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EXECUTIVE DIGEST 
 
 
OVERVIEW 
 

This audit report summarizes the Office of the Inspector General’s (OIG) audit of the 
District’s migration from the Comprehensive Automated Personnel and Payroll System (CAPPS) 
to the Unified Personnel and Payroll System (UPPS).  This audit was conducted to determine 
whether the District implemented adequate internal controls over the conversion project and 
utilized a structured project management methodology.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 

Our audit revealed that: 
 
• the District did not have a single project manager over the CAPPS to UPPS conversion 

process with the authority and responsibility to coordinate and plan the entire project; and 
 

• the affected agencies (the owners of the data) were not adequately participating in validating 
the data in CAPPS that would be migrated to UPPS. 

 
The CAPPS to UPPS migration project, as a result of inadequate project management, 

experienced problems in:  (1) the allocation of task responsibilities, (2) management of budgeted 
time and resources, and (3) the review and approval of milestones and checkpoints.   
 

Additionally, inadequate participation by District agencies in the validation of data 
contributed to serious internal control weakness in the separation of responsibilities between the 
CAPPS Project Management Office and owners of the CAPPS/UPPS data.  As a result of 
inadequate agency participation, the CAPPS database could contain incomplete and inaccurate 
personnel and payroll data. 
 
 
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 
 

We directed one recommendation to the Office of the Chief Financial Officer and the Office 
of Personnel, and four recommendations to the Office of the Chief Technology Officer that we 
believe are necessary to correct the deficiencies noted in this report.  The recommendations, in 
part, center on: 
 
1. Appointing a single project manager over the CAPPS/UPPS migration process;  
2. Establishing a general project management framework (District-wide) over systems 

development, modification, and implementation projects;  
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3. Implementing adequate controls to ensure that for each information technology project, a 
project master plan is developed to maintain control over the project through completion; and 

4. Designating ownership for application data to a particular agency or control group for 
maintenance, modification, and implementation projects.  

 
 
MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 
 

DCOP generally concurred with Recommendation 1 to appoint a single project manager over 
the CAPPS/UPPS migration process.  OCFO neither concurred nor non-concurred with our 
recommendation to appoint a single project manager over the CAPPS/UPPS migration process.  
OCFO stated, “[to] the degree and extent reasonably feasible, the OCFO will explore methods to 
adopt this recommendation.”  OCTO did not provide any responses to Recommendation 1. 
 

OCTO neither concurred nor non-concurred with Recommendations 2 and 3.  However, in 
response to Recommendation 2, OCTO stated that it has established a Management Services 
Division initiative that enhances District-wide and individual agency oversight of IT projects by 
the assignment of an experienced program manager.  In response to Recommendation 3, OCTO 
stated that it has implemented: 1) a centralized Project Management Office (PMO) whose 
responsibility is to assist the District in managing its IT projects, and 2) an automated Project 
Office Executive Tracking System (POETS) that will be used to view the entire District’s IT 
projects portfolio. 
 

OCTO disagreed with Recommendation 4.  OCTO stated that it is the agencies’ 
responsibility to control the capture and use of their data. 
 
 
OIG RESPONSE 
 

The OIG does not believe the responses from DCOP and OCFO meet the intent of 
Recommendation 1 to correct the deficiencies noted in this finding.  OCTO did not respond to 
Recommendation 1.  However, as a result of the ongoing efforts to accomplish the remigration of 
CAPPS back to UPPS, implementation of this recommendation at this stage of the project may 
not be feasible or effective.  The OIG would like to emphasize, for future information technology 
projects, that agencies need to appoint project managers who have the authority to control the 
entire project from inception to completion. 

 
OCTO’s corrective action of implementing a centralized PMO to assist the District in 

managing its IT projects and the planned corrective action of implementing the Project Office 
Executive Tracking System to provide single management tracking is adequate and responsive to 
Recommendations 2 and 3.  The corrective action taken by OCTO to address Recommendations 
2 and 3 should provide the District with adequate oversight over future IT projects.   
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OCTO’s response does not meet the intent of Recommendation 4.  The OIG agrees with 
OCTO that data ownership belongs to the agencies and that the agencies should retain this 
responsibility.  However, the OIG believes that OCTO should establish policies and procedures 
that implement controls over all maintenance, modification, and implementation projects which 
occur on applications and data maintained at OCTO controlled data centers.  The OIG requests 
that OCTO reconsider its position on this recommendation and provide comments within ten 
days of its receipt of this report. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

After a long development process, CAPPS became operational in April 1998 at an estimated 
cost of at least $26 million.1  Between April 1998 and December 1999, 36 of the District’s 62 
agencies were converted from UPPS to CAPPS.  However, early in FY 2000, the Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) suspended the migration process.  The District has since 
operated with both personnel/payroll systems (CAPPS and UPPS).  At the time of the 
suspension, 41 agency payrolls were processed by CAPPS and 25 agency payrolls were 
processed by UPPS.   
 

In August 2000, the Chief Financial Officer halted further development of CAPPS and the 
migration of District agencies to CAPPS because of the enormous amount of money the District 
had expended in developing CAPPS and to prevent further damage to employee payroll 
information.  With the exception of the D.C. Public Schools (DCPS), the District planned to 
migrate all agencies back to UPPS, the original legacy system.  DCPS is implementing its own 
personnel and payroll system. 

 
The original completion date for the CAPPS to UPPS migration was scheduled for 

December 1, 2001; however, the completion date was revised several times.  Because of the 
decision to migrate agency personnel/payroll data back to UPPS, the District will have to 
maintain both CAPPS and UPPS.  Even with the eventual complete migration of agency data 
back to the UPPS, CAPPS will remain an open system until DCPS implements its new 
personnel/payroll system.  Additionally, the District of Columbia Office of Personnel (DCOP) is 
in the preliminary planning stages to acquire and implement a new District Human Resources 
Management System (HRMS) to replace UPPS.  The funds for the HRMS are part of the capital 
budget (Project No. BE05).  DCOP set aside $2 million in fiscal year 2001 for planning 
purposes.  The projected budget for HRMS is $4 million for fiscal years 2001 and 2002, and $5 
million for fiscal years 2003 and 2004.   
 
 
OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 

Our original audit objectives were to determine whether: (1) employee data is accurately and 
completely converted from CAPPS to UPPS; (2) controls are maintained over the migration 
process to prevent inaccurate or unauthorized changes to data; and (3) accurate and complete 
results are achieved.  However, after completion of our survey, we added objective (4) to 
determine if procedures and/or processes were in place to provide management with an accurate 
breakdown of costs associated with the migration process.  However, we did not address 
objectives 3 and 4 in this audit because of time and resource constraints. 

                                                 
1 Estimated cost only includes contractual services and does not include costs associated with computer operations, 
labor cost of District employees, supplies and material, and computer upgrades and/or modifications. 
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Our audit focused on the migration of personnel/payroll data from CAPPS to UPPS and the 
migration project management planning.  To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed 
documentation, interviewed individuals at OCFO, Office of the Chief Technology Officer 
(OCTO), Office of Pay and Retirement Services (OPRS), and DCOP.   
 

Our audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards and 
included such test as considered necessary under the circumstances. 
 
 
PRIOR AUDIT COVERAGE   
 
 Prior to 1999, there had been limited audit coverage of the CAPPS development process.  
However, GAO issued an audit report (GAO/AIMD-00-19) in December 1999 that covered the 
planning and management of CAPPS, and the OIG issued an audit report (OIG-21-99AT) in 
April 2000 that covered the migration process of personnel/payrolls from UPPS to CAPPS.   
Both of these reports commented on the inadequacy of the District’s planning process before and 
during the development and migration phases of CAPPS.  Detailed discussion of the 
recommendations and actions planned or taken by management are discussed in Finding 1. 
 
 
PERSPECTIVE 
 
 Although this audit report is the result of a review of the CAPPS/UPPS personnel/payroll 
systems migration process, we believe that most of the problems observed during our audit could 
have been minimized or avoided if the District had District-wide policies and procedures that 
required the development of project plans that cover acquisition, development, and modification 
of the District’s major applications before any developmental or modification work begins.   
 
 Although this weakness has been reported before, the District continually attempts to acquire, 
develop, and modify critical Information Technology (IT) systems without requiring the 
development and approval of a project management plan prior to the acquisition, development, 
modification, or maintenance of major applications.  This practice has cost the District millions 
of dollars in direct and indirect costs and has resulted in expensive, partially developed systems 
that do not meet the District’s needs.  Eventually these systems will have to be replaced at 
additional cost, as evidenced by the District’s migration from CAPPS to the legacy system 
UPPS.    
 

The migration of CAPPS/UPPS personnel/payroll data is one phase of a complete 
information system development, acquisition, or modification life cycle that is based on 
generally accepted IT policies.  The project management of the CAPPS migration project 
depends on the system’s type, size, complexity, number of user departments, risks, and 
exposures.  The District has not developed requirements for project planning prior to undertaking 
major developmental or modification projects of its IT systems.  The lack of requirements for 
project planning has resulted in some of the District’s critical applications (CAPPS, FMS, and 
PRISM) being discontinued, replaced or rendered ineffective and unable to adequately meet the 
District’s needs.  For example, the Office of Contract and Procurement (OCP) spent at least 
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$14.4 million on the development of procurement systems that were never completed or 
deployed.  One of the major causes for these procurement systems not being completed or 
deployed was the lack of developed standardization for systems development projects.  (See OIG 
Report OIG-20-99PO). 
 

Although the District has responded positively to prior audit recommendations by stating that 
action would be taken to develop requirements for project planning prior to undertaking major 
developmental or modification projects, the District continues with its system development and 
modification projects without adequate project management planning and system 
development/installation guidelines and requirements.   

 
The absence of adequate project planning and system development/installation guidelines 

and requirements will result in the continued spending of millions of dollars for systems that will 
ultimately be discontinued, replaced or operational yet ineffective in meeting the District’s 
needs. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 

FINDING 1: PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY 
 
SYNOPSIS 
 

The District did not have a single project manager over the CAPPS to UPPS migration 
process with the authority and responsibility to coordinate and plan the project through 
completion.  The lack of a designated project manager occurred because of the District’s 
organizational structure and failure to establish a general project management framework that 
requires the assignment of a single project manager and defines the scope and boundaries of 
managing IT and IT-related projects, as well as the project management methodology to be 
adopted and applied to each IT or IT-related project undertaken.   

 
The absence of an adequate project management framework and system development/ 

installation guidelines and requirements will result in the same system implementation and 
development failures that have cost the District millions of dollars.  As a result, these systems 
have been discontinued, replaced, or are operational yet ineffective in meeting the District’s IT 
needs. 
 
 
AUDIT RESULTS 
 

Project Management - OCFO has a project manager and a project plan for the CAPPS 
Migration project and DCOP has a project manager and project plan for the data validation.2  
OCFO is responsible for migrating data from CAPPS to UPPS and DCOP is responsible for data 
validation of limited fields within the CAPPS database.  However, neither the OCFO project 
manager nor the DCOP project manager has the complete authority to manage the entire project.  
This divided project management structure has resulted in a breakdown in the allocation of task 
responsibilities, management of budgeted time and resources, and the review and approval of 
milestones and checkpoints.   

 
The District’s Chief Financial Officer (CFO) stated in an August 22, 2000, memorandum to 
District government employees that “the CAPPS project is now led by a certified project 
management officer, supported by technology specialists, who will ensure the District 
government continues to meet its payroll while all employee account data is reviewed for 
accuracy.”  The certified project manager that was originally appointed by the CFO did not have 
authority over DCOP and their data validation project; did not have authority to ensure agency 
participation or coordination in the validation of “all” CAPPS/UPPS data prior to the migration; 
and left during the project and has not been replaced. 

                                                 
2 Data validation is a mechanism used to identify and correct inaccurate and incomplete data prior to its migration to 
a new system.   
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The technical support of CAPPS and the migration project resides with OCFO.  Data 
validation is one component of a complete migration project.  As such, the CAPPS Project 
Management Office (PMO) should be responsible for coordinating agency involvement to ensure 
the accuracy of data prior to its actual migration to UPPS.  The CFO’s appointed certified project 
manager’s scope of authority or control extended only to the CAPPS PMO and OCFO’s focus on 
data necessary to “pay District employees.” 

 
The CAPPS PMO was expected to complete the project by September 30, 2001, but the 

project was delayed because due to the lack of reliable data and problems encountered while 
developing the conversion programs.  The CAPPS PMO informed us that under the new plan, 
the migration would be completed in four phases.3  All four phases were to be completed prior to 
the December 11, 2001, payroll.  CAPPS PMO personnel informed us that they did not believe 
the milestone date would be met because of the same problems encountered earlier.  As of 
January 29, 2002, the CAPPS PMO had not completed the CAPPS to UPPS conversion.   

 
The Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK) recognizes that there are different 

project organization structures, however, they all report to a single manager.4  Ideally, the entire 
migration project, including the data validation, should have been under the purview of one 
project manager or leader.  This structure would allow functional managers to manage their 
respective projects or tasks but require accountability to one leader or project manager.  This 
project manager must also have the authority to complete the entire project. 

 
Generally, the District has not developed requirements for project planning prior to 

undertaking major developmental or modification projects of its IT systems.  The lack of 
planning by District officials has resulted in some of the District’s critical applications (CAPPS, 
FMS, and PRISM) being discontinued or replaced because they were unable to adequately meet 
the District’s needs.  For example, the Office of Contract and Procurement (OCP) spent at least 
$14.4 million on the development of procurement systems that were never fully completed or 
deployed.  One of the major causes for the procurement systems not being fully completed or 
deployed was the lack of standards for systems development projects.  See OIG Report, 
OIG-20-99PO, dated July 27, 2000, entitled “Audit of Procurement Activities Office of 
Contracting and Procurement,” at www.dcig.org. 

 
Prior Reviews - GAO issued an audit report (GAO/AIMD-00-19, dated December 1999, 

entitled “The District Has Not Adequately Planned For and Managed Its New Personnel and 
Payroll System”) that covered the planning and management of CAPPS.  The OIG issued an 
audit report (OIG-21-99AT, dated April 17, 2000, entitled “Audit of the Comprehensive 
Automated Personnel Payroll System”) that covered the migration process of personnel/payroll 
data from UPPS to CAPPS.  Both of these reports commented on the inadequacy of the District’s 
planning process before and during the development and migration phases of CAPPS.  
 
                                                 
3 Phases consist of groups of agencies that were to be migrated at different time intervals before December 11, 2001. 
4 PMBOK is the reference material for generally accepted practices for project management.  
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Specifically, GAO stated in its December 1999 report that the District did not effectively 
plan for CAPPS, develop a project and risk management plan, or obtain agreement on detailed 
system requirements for CAPPS.  As a result of the lack of these management processes, the 
District lacked the means to establish realistic time frames for CAPPS.  Our April 2000 audit 
report stated, “inadequate project planning for the development of CAPPS, and the migration of 
payroll data from UPPS to CAPPS resulted in development and migration processes having to 
continue [past the completion date] . . . with no projected completion date and no estimate of 
additional costs involved.” 

 
In conjunction with project planning, GAO recommended in its December 1999 report that 

“OCFO develop and implement a life cycle support plan, assign responsibility for life cycle 
maintenance, and develop an estimate of maintenance and operation cost for CAPPS.” 

 
The CFO agreed with GAO in principle about the needed improvements in project 

management.  The CFO stated in her response that the OCFO had begun implementing project 
management changes in response to many of these problems.  The CFO stated that the 
improvements in project management planning included the hiring of a project manager 
experienced in systems implementation.  The CFO stated that the project manager would have 
the responsibility for developing a project plan for implementing CAPPS throughout the District 
and maintaining CAPPS post implementation.  Our review revealed that the District had 
established a CAPPS PMO.  However, the CAPPS PMO did not have the authority to define the 
responsibilities and authorities of the project team members and user agencies. 

 
In conjunction with project planning we, recommended in our April 2000 audit report that:  

• OCFO continue the conversion process after an adequate conversion plan was developed;  

• OCFO utilize generally accepted information technology guidelines in developing a payroll 
conversion plan; and 

• OCTO develop District-wide guidelines for the system development process. 

OCFO indicated in its response that an adequate project plan would be developed utilizing a 
generally accepted IT methodology; however, OCTO was not specific in its response to the 
recommendation.  OCTO responded that “a strong Unified CAPPS program management office 
needs to be established with the authority, and responsibility mandate from the mayor and 
Financial Authority. . .”  Additionally, OCTO indicated that the Unified CAPPS PMO should 
address the recommendations identified in our report and in previous GAO reports. 

 
Our review revealed that the project plan for the CAPPS migration project was not adequate 

to manage the entire CAPPS migration project.  Furthermore, OCTO has not established District-
wide guidelines for systems development projects.  As a result, we have identified the same 
problems with the CAPPS migration and project management as reported in previous reports. 
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RECOMMENDATION 1.  We recommend that the Office of the Chief Financial Officer, in 
conjunction with the Office of Personnel and the Office of the Chief Technology Officer, appoint 
a single project manger over the CAPPS/UPPS migration process with the authority to define the 
responsibilities and authorities of the project team members and user agencies. 

 
Agency Comments 

 
DCOP, in general, concurred with our recommendation to in conjunction with OCFO and 

OCTO, to appoint a single project manager over the CAPPS/UPPS migration process.  However, 
DCOP did not indicate what corrective actions would be taken to address the recommendation.  
DCOP comments focused on its efforts in involving District agencies.  Further discussions of the 
adequacy of DCOP’s outreach efforts, CAPPS data validation, and project coordination are 
detailed in the OIG’s comments. 

 
OCFO neither concurred nor non-concurred with our recommendation to appoint a single 

project manager over the CAPPS/UPPS migration process.  OCFO stated, “[to] the degree and 
extent reasonably feasible, the OCFO will explore methods to adopt this recommendation.”  
Additionally, OCFO commented on the District’s organizational structure, and the CAPPS 
migration project management.  Further discussion of OCFO comments is provided in the OIG 
comments. 

 
OCTO did not provide any responses to Recommendation 1. 

 
OIG Comments 
 

The OIG does not believe the responses from DCOP and OCFO meet the intent of 
Recommendation 1 to correct the deficiencies noted in this finding.  OCTO did not respond to 
Recommendation 1.  The OIG believes the findings identified in this and prior GAO and OIG 
reports could have been avoided if the District had adopted the recommendations contained in 
these reports.  At the time of this recommendation, a single project manager would have been 
instrumental in coordinating tasks and resources between the agencies and project teams.  As of 
January 29, 2002, the CAPPS PMO had not completed the CAPPS remigration of personnel/ 
payroll data back to UPPS, as scheduled.  However, the feasibility and effectiveness of 
implementing this recommendation has passed.  For future IT projects, the OIG would like to 
emphasize the necessity of appointing project managers who have the authority to control the 
entire project from inception to completion. 
 
Further discussion on the details of the agency’s responses follows: 
 
DCOP – The OIG recognizes DCOP’s outreach to twenty-seven (27) agencies under the 
authority of the Mayor and the unique organizational structure of the District.  However, the OIG 
believes ALL agencies that utilize CAPPS, should have their data validated prior to migration to 
another system to ensure its accuracy.  The tasks and responsibilities for the complete validation 
of agency data should have been included in the master migration plan, irrespective of the 
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District’s agency organizational structure.  The 27 agencies DCOP solicited corrections from do 
not represent all agencies utilizing CAPPS for personnel and payroll.  CAPPS also is used for 
personnel and payroll by 14 other agencies which are not under the authority of the Mayor.  
Therefore, DCOP’s validating only 27 agencies under the authority of the Mayor does not 
represent a complete validation of agency data.   

 
During our review, the DCOP Business Process Reengineering manager informed us that as 

of September 30, 2001, only 6 of 41 agencies had submitted agency-corrected spreadsheets.  The 
DCOP Business Process Reengineer manager also informed us that in lieu of the agency-
corrected spreadsheets, DCOP would be moving forward with transferring the agency data to an 
X2 transaction file.5  We observed that several of the agency-corrected spreadsheets contained 
numerous errors.  Transferring data to the X2 transaction file prior to receiving input from the 
agency creates a likelihood that inaccurate data will be introduced into the X2 transaction file 
subsequently designed to be loaded into CAPPS.   
 

Furthermore, DCOP and OCFO only validated selected data fields within CAPPS.  This 
partial validation does not represent a complete validation of all the data elements within 
CAPPS.  Fourteen agencies have not been formally validated and of the agencies that were 
validated, all the data elements were not reviewed for accuracy.  According to a structured 
system development life cycle (SDLC), in order to ensure the accuracy of data, a complete 
validation of data elements within CAPPS should have been accomplished prior to migrating to 
UPPS.  A structured approach reduces the risk of inaccurate data being migrated to the new 
system and reduces the cost associated with correcting problems resulting from an initial failure 
to follow a structured approach.   

 
CAPPS PMO representatives informed us that the X2 transaction file might not be 

transferred into CAPPS.  The CAPPS PMO had begun its migration of data into UPPS before 
DCOP had completed its validation.  However, the CAPPS PMO Director informed us that 
attempts would be made to salvage and incorporate the DCOP data validation efforts, after the 
fact.   

 
These are examples of incomplete data validation and a breakdown in:  (1) the allocation of 

task responsibilities; (2) management of budgeted time and resources; and (3) the review and 
approval of milestones and checkpoints which result from the division of responsibility between 
the CAPPS PMO and DCOP.   
 
OCFO – The OIG believes one of the problems surrounding validating data is the differing 
perspectives of OCFO and DCOP, and the organizational structure of the agencies and project 
teams.  The Deputy CFO for Financial Operations and System informed us that OCFO is 
concerned with paying District employees, not personnel data, and the DCOP Business Process 
Reengineering Director informed us that DCOP is concerned with personnel data.  The Director 
of the CAPPS PMO requested the assistance of the OIG in resolving the problems of project 
                                                 
5 File structure necessary to transfer data from CAPPS to UPPS. 
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coordination and task assignment between the CAPPS PMO and DCOP.  Clearly, designating 
and assigning ownership for application data to a particular agency or control group to allow 
them to effectively control maintenance, modification, and implementation projects would 
prevent the disconnect between the agencies and project teams when assigning responsibility for 
application data.   
 

The approach utilized by DCOP and OCFO allowed OCFO to expedite the migration.  
However, the underlying problem of migrating known inaccurate data remains.  This fact is 
evidenced by OCFO’s response which states, “[c]learly, all data to be converted is not reliable; 
that is the reason that DCOP is working to validate employee data.” 

 
While payroll and personnel data can be validated separately.  The more efficient and least 

costly approach would have been to validate both personnel and payroll data prior to its 
migration to UPPS.  Personnel and payroll data are both contained within CAPPS and both data 
are being migrated to UPPS.   

 
The limited and incomplete validation will require the District to perform a more detailed 

validation after migration if all the data is to be reviewed for accuracy.  The post migration 
validation is a duplication of effort and will require additional expenses and resources. 

 
The division of responsibility between the CAPPS PMO and DCOP has resulted in 

incomplete data validation, and inadequate management of time and resources.  This is 
evidenced by:  1) the lack of coordination between DCOP and OCFO for the completion of the 
validation and beginning of the migration; 2) confusion between the OCFO and DCOP as to 
whether the X2 transaction file would be used in the initial migration or post migration; 3) the 
lack of a master plan for the entire migration project, to include the tasks and responsibilities 
assigned to DCOP and the OCFO; and 4) confusion on identifying and assuming responsibility 
for the data contained within CAPPS. 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 2.  We recommend that the Office of the Chief Technology Officer 
establish a general project management framework over systems development, modification, and 
implementation projects that requires the assignment of a single project manager and defines the 
scope and boundaries of managing projects, as well as the project management methodology to 
be adopted and applied to each systems project undertaken. 

 
Agency Comments 
 

OCTO neither concurred nor non-concurred with our recommendation.  However, OCTO 
stated that it has established a Management Services Division (MSD) initiative that enhances 
District-wide and individual agency oversight of IT projects by the assignment of an experienced 
program manager.  The oversight process provides a series of planning, execution, and review 
checkpoints and milestones to ensure that the IT projects are conducted in a disciplined and well-
managed fashion. 
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OIG Comments 
 

The corrective action taken by OCTO is responsive to the recommendation and should assist 
in providing adequate oversight over future District IT projects.  During future reviews of 
District IT projects, we will include audit steps to determine the effectiveness of OCTO 
oversight of these projects.  However, during the course of our review, OCTO had not assigned a 
project manager to assist the CAPPS PMO in planning or managing the migration project.   
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 3.  We recommend that the Office of the Chief Technology Officer 
ensure that, for each information technology project, a project master plan is created which is 
adequate for maintaining control over the entire project throughout its life and includes a method 
for monitoring the time and costs incurred throughout the life of the project. 
 
Agency Comments 
 

OCTO neither concurred nor non-concurred with our recommendation.  OCTO stated that it 
has implemented: 1) a centralized Project Management Office (PMO) whose responsibility is to 
assist the District in managing its IT projects, and 2) an automated Project Office Executive 
Tracking System (POETS) that will be used to view the entire District’s IT projects portfolio in a 
single management tracking and reporting system.  POETS should be fully implemented by 
January 2002. 
 
OIG Comments 
 

OCTO’s corrective action of implementing a centralized PMO to assist the District in 
managing its IT projects is adequate, and the planned corrective action of implementing POETS 
to provide single management tracking and reporting system for District-wide IT projects should 
further assist in satisfying out recommendation.  We will conduct a follow-up review to 
determine the progress of the OCTO initiatives. 
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FINDING 2: AGENCY PARTICIPATION 
 
SYNOPSIS 
 

We determined that the affected agencies (the owners of the data) were not adequately 
participating in validating the data in CAPPS that was to be remigrated back to UPPS.  User 
participation is critical to the success of a migration project.  Without adequate user participation, 
data that is migrated from CAPPS to UPPS could contain incomplete and inaccurate personnel 
and payroll data.  Inadequate user participation has occurred because of the District’s unique 
organizational structure and because the District has not formally assigned or created a structure 
appointing owners of the data and their corresponding responsibilities.   
 
AUDIT RESULTS 
 

Currently, OCFO is responsible for migrating data from CAPPS back to UPPS and DCOP is 
responsible for the validation of a limited number of data fields within the CAPPS database.  
Independent agencies have their own personnel offices and are responsible for their own 
personnel data.  Neither OCFO nor DCOP has the authority to assure that all data elements are 
validated because they cannot require independent agencies to participate in the migration 
project and they are not validating all data elements of an employee’s record for the agencies for 
which they have oversight authority.  These circumstances have contributed to serious internal 
control weakness in the separation of responsibilities between the CAPPS PMO and owners of 
the CAPPS/UPPS data.   
 

In the OIG’s audit report (OIG-21-99AT, dated April 17, 2000, entitled “Audit of the 
Comprehensive Automated Personnel Payroll System”).  The OIG reported that: 
 

the responsibility for oversight of IT-related activities [is] split between 
the OCTO, OCFO, and some independent agencies.  This type of 
organizational structure makes it difficult, if not impossible, to establish 
accountability and standardization.  Serious consideration should be given 
to the centralization of the oversight for all District IT-related activities. 

 
We did not make any recommendations in conjunction with this observation.  However, in 

OCFO’s response, the CFO stated “the OCFO’s experience in implementing SOAR and CAPPS 
has been the opposite-that the greater the distance between project office and ultimate system 
“owner”, the greater the risk of technical requirements slipping through the cracks and problems 
arising during implementation.”  Despite OCFO’s recognition of the importance of system 
“owners” during implementation, we did not find adequate coordination among OCFO, OCTO, 
or the DCOP in involving the agencies in data validation.  In our opinion, the District’s 
inattention to this observation has contributed to the repeated conditions reported in this finding. 
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A review of the CAPPS PMO’s migration plan and the DCOP project plan for validating the 
CAPPS data revealed that the user agencies were not included in any tasks involving the 
validation of CAPPS data.  However, DCOP informed us that as an optional process, DCOP 
would provide the 41 agencies being converted to UPPS with spreadsheets for their review and 
correction.6  As of September 30, 2001, DCOP had only received 6 of 41 agency-corrected 
spreadsheets.  Additionally, OCFO informed us that they are only responsible for ensuring that 
District employees are paid and are only concerned with the data elements that affect pay.  As a 
result of inadequate agency support, the CAPPS database could contain incomplete and 
inaccurate personnel and payroll data. 
 

We were also told by OCFO and DCOP that the CAPPS PMO is making programmatic 
changes as well as changes to the data instead of having the agencies correct the data.  These 
circumstances contributed to a serious internal control weakness in the separation of 
responsibilities between the CAPPS PMO and owners of the CAPPS/UPPS data.  The CAPPS 
PMO is the technical department of the OCFO, is responsible for the maintenance and operations 
of CAPPS, and should under no circumstances be given access to anything other than test data.  
The responsibility for data validation should rest primarily with the agencies.  The CAPPS PMO 
should only provide automated verification programs in support of the agencies.   

 
A structured systems development and modification framework requires users to participate 

in the development and modification of a system.  Proper segregation of duties would allow the 
CAPPS PMO to make changes to CAPPS in a test environment at the OCTO Data Center 2 
(ODC2), formerly the SHARE data center.7  However, the users and ODC2 would review and 
approve any changes made to the application prior to the application being moved to the 
production region.  Production job runs should also be controlled at ODC2.   

 
The CAPPS technical manager informed us that the CAPPS PMO does not have the 

personnel to segregate duties as appropriate in a properly controlled environment.  Further, the 
ODC2 Director also informed us that ODC2 does not have the personnel required for a properly 
controlled quality assurance function.  A properly controlled environment would provide for the 
necessary separation of responsibility to adequately control modifications to applications while 
maintaining the integrity of production programs and data.  The ODC2 Director informed us that 
software for change control is available for ODC2 users but the users are responsible for tracking 
changes to their applications.  The ODC2 personnel should have the responsibility of tracking 
changes in order to minimize the likelihood of disruption and unauthorized alterations and errors.  
Additionally, ODC2 should ensure that all users adhere to formal procedures for systems 
development, modification, and installation projects.   
 

                                                 
6 The contractor performing data validation prepared spreadsheets that contained the results of reconciliations 
between CAPPS data with the employee’s official personnel folder.  The spreadsheets were provided to some 
agencies for data verification.  Spreadsheets contained only data elements that were specified by DCOP. 
 
7 OCFO transferred its authority over the SHARE data center to OCTO. 
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Governance, Control and Audit for Information and Related Technology (COBIT) Planning and 
Organization § PO 10 states that the organization’s project management framework should 
provide for participation by the affected user department [agency] management in the definition 
and authorization of a development, implementation, or modification project.8   
 

The condition of fragmented responsibility resulted from OCFO, DCOP, and OCTO not 
establishing a single project manager over the project who can:  (1) require independent agencies 
to participate in the project; (2) establish and maintain accountability of the project teams; and 
(3) monitor the progress of the project teams. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 4.  We recommend that the Office of the Chief Technology Officer 
formally designate and assign ownership for application data to a particular agency or control 
group to allow them to effectively control maintenance, modification, and implementation 
projects. 
 
Agency Response 
 

OCTO disagreed with our recommendation.  OCTO stated that it is the agencies’ 
responsibility to control the capture and use of their data.  OCTO stated that it could assist the 
agencies in developing system maintenance and modification procedures and methods. 
 
OIG Comments 
 

OCTO’s response does not meet the intent of our recommendation.  The OIG agrees with 
OCTO that data ownership belongs to the agencies and that the agencies should retain this 
responsibility.  However, the OIG believes that OCTO should establish policies and procedures 
that establish controls over all maintenance, modification, and implementation projects that 
occur on applications and data that are maintained at OCTO controlled data centers.  These 
policies and procedures should be consistent with generally accepted IT guidelines for the 
maintenance, modification, and implementation projects.  We request that OCTO reconsider its 
response to this recommendation and provide comments within 10 days of its receipt of this final 
report. 
 
 

                                                 
8 COBIT is a group of generally applicable and accepted standards for good practice for Information Technology 
controls. 










































