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Avoid	
  Failure	
  at	
  Rollout	
  Through	
  
“Inclusive”	
  Process	
  Modeling	
  	
  

Have	
  you	
  ever	
  seen	
  a	
  so5ware	
  project	
  fail	
  at	
  the	
  finish	
  line?	
  A5er	
  numerous	
  
sign-­‐offs	
  and	
  approvals?	
  A5er	
  successful	
  Agile	
  Sprints?	
  Many	
  of	
  these	
  failures	
  
happen	
  because	
  it	
  is	
  only	
  when	
  the	
  so5ware	
  is	
  done	
  and	
  in	
  use	
  that	
  users	
  can	
  
fully	
  understand	
  that	
  new	
  so5ware	
  doesn't	
  fit	
  their	
  way	
  of	
  doing	
  business.	
  	
  
	
  
Fortunately,	
  developing	
  system	
  requirements	
  using	
  “inclusive”	
  process	
  
modeling	
  can	
  prevent	
  these	
  failures.	
  Inclusive	
  modeling	
  looks	
  beyond	
  system-­‐
focused	
  use	
  cases/user	
  stories/	
  touch	
  points	
  to	
  understand	
  how	
  the	
  system	
  
will	
  fit	
  into	
  the	
  broader	
  business	
  process	
  that	
  the	
  supporPng	
  technology.	
  	
  
	
  
This	
  presentaPon	
  will	
  use	
  real-­‐world	
  examples	
  from	
  educaPon,	
  finance,	
  
pharma,	
  and	
  healthcare,	
  to	
  show	
  how	
  the	
  inclusive	
  modeling	
  approach	
  can	
  
improve	
  the	
  so5ware	
  development	
  process.	
  



The	
  Difficulty	
  of	
  Defining	
  
Requirements	
  

•  I	
  shall	
  not	
  today	
  aVempt	
  further	
  to	
  define	
  the	
  
kinds	
  of	
  material	
  I	
  understand	
  to	
  be	
  embraced	
  
within	
  that	
  shorthand	
  descrip;on	
  	
  

•  <System	
  Requirements>	
  
•  ;and	
  perhaps	
  I	
  could	
  never	
  succeed	
  in	
  
intelligibly	
  doing	
  so.	
  	
  

•  But	
  I	
  know	
  it	
  when	
  I	
  see	
  it…	
  
	
  —JusPce	
  PoVer	
  Stewart,	
  
concurring	
  opinion	
  in	
  Jacobellis	
  v.	
  Ohio	
  378	
  U.S.	
  184	
  
(1964),	
  regarding	
  possible	
  obscenity	
  in	
  The	
  Lovers.	
  
	
  
	
  

But	
  I	
  know	
  it	
  when	
  I	
  see	
  it!	
  



ObjecPves	
  
•  Explore	
  Requirements’	
  contribuPon	
  to	
  failure	
  at	
  
launch	
  

•  Get	
  you	
  thinking	
  about	
  so5ware	
  soluPons	
  in	
  an	
  
internal	
  and	
  external	
  business	
  context	
  

•  Get	
  you	
  thinking	
  about	
  so5ware	
  use	
  cases	
  in	
  a	
  
business	
  process	
  context	
  	
  

•  Explore	
  ways	
  to	
  extend	
  exis;ng	
  methods	
  to	
  consider	
  
the	
  organizaPonal	
  and	
  business	
  process	
  context	
  when	
  
defining	
  requirements	
  

•  Introduce	
  a	
  model-­‐based	
  design	
  approach	
  for	
  
capturing,	
  validaPng,	
  tesPng,	
  and	
  maintaining	
  
requirements	
  

	
  

CombaPng	
  the	
  “Elephant	
  Test”	
  	
  
It	
  is	
  difficult	
  to	
  describe,	
  but	
  you	
  know	
  it	
  when	
  
you	
  see	
  it	
  

	
  



Personal	
  IntroducPon	
  
•  I’m	
  a	
  prac;;oner	
  (i.e.	
  not	
  an	
  academic)	
  
•  I’m	
  a	
  project	
  manager,	
  business	
  analyst,	
  solu;on	
  
architect	
  

•  I	
  have	
  PMP	
  and	
  Scrum	
  Master	
  cerPficaPons	
  
•  My	
  projects	
  range	
  from	
  new	
  products,	
  integrated	
  
systems,	
  and	
  packaged	
  so5ware	
  rollout	
  

•  I	
  have	
  a	
  system	
  integraPon	
  orientaPon	
  
•  Career	
  long	
  interest	
  in	
  Requirements	
  

–  I’ve	
  used	
  lots	
  of	
  tools,	
  in	
  lots	
  of	
  situaPons	
  
•  I’m	
  aggressively	
  implementa;on	
  neutral	
  
•  I’m	
  methodology	
  neutral	
  



Now	
  Tell	
  Me	
  About	
  You	
  
•  Your	
  Roles	
  

–  Developers?	
  
–  System	
  Architects?	
  
–  Business	
  Analysts?	
  
–  Project	
  Managers?	
  
–  Other	
  Roles?	
  

•  Your	
  Projects	
  
–  Technologies?	
  
–  Market	
  Sectors?	
  

•  Your	
  Organiza;on	
  
–  Big/Small?	
  
–  Formal	
  Business	
  Requirements	
  Process?	
  
–  Use	
  Business	
  Analysts?	
  

•  Your	
  Methodologies	
  and	
  Tools	
  



Failures	
  

Epic	
  Fail:	
  Case	
  Management	
  System	
  for	
  NYC	
  
•  >	
  $1M	
  project	
  	
  
•  1st	
  iteraPon	
  got	
  stuck	
  in	
  UAT,	
  never	
  went	
  live	
  
•  2nd	
  iteraPon	
  (not	
  planned)	
  got	
  stuck	
  in	
  UAT,	
  never	
  
went	
  live	
  

•  Project	
  canceled	
  
Failure	
  Type:	
  Requirements	
  /	
  Technology	
  /	
  Schedule	
  
	
  
	
  

Projects	
   Requirement	
   Technology	
   Schedule	
   Market/	
  
Business	
  Case	
  

20	
  Largest	
  Projects	
   15%	
   5%	
   15%	
   25%	
  



Your	
  Failures	
  
Your	
  Failure	
  Scorecard	
  

	
  0,	
  <	
  10%,	
  <	
  15%,	
  <	
  37%,	
  <	
  61%	
  ?	
  
	
  
Fail	
  Types	
  	
  

	
  Requirements?	
  
	
  Technology?	
  
	
  Resources?	
  
	
  Schedule?	
  
	
  Budget?	
  
	
  Many	
  or	
  All?	
  

	
  
Project	
  Types	
  
	
  



I	
  Am	
  Not	
  Alone	
  
Project	
  Failure:	
  All	
  Projects	
   Project	
  Failure:	
  IT	
  Projects	
  

©	
  Project	
  Management	
  SoluPons,	
  2011	
  

61%	
  

37%	
  

>	
  20%	
  



Reasons	
  /	
  Fixes	
  
Failure	
  Reasons:	
  All	
  Projects	
   Failure	
  Reasons:	
  IT	
  Projects	
  

©	
  Project	
  Management	
  SoluPons,	
  2011	
  

>	
  79%	
  
Requirements	
  

Related	
  

Gartner	
  Recommends:	
  
Invest	
  in	
  truly	
  capturing	
  and	
  understanding	
  the	
  business	
  expecta;ons	
  and	
  
func;onality	
  sought	
  from	
  the	
  project,	
  and	
  ensure	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  iniPal,	
  
adequate	
  allocated	
  funding,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  good	
  processes	
  in	
  place	
  for	
  revisiPng	
  
the	
  expectaPons	
  and	
  required	
  funding	
  at	
  mulPple	
  points	
  during	
  the	
  project.	
  
	
  
Increase	
  the	
  frequency	
  of	
  project	
  status	
  and	
  review	
  meePngs,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
ongoing	
  confirma;on	
  of	
  the	
  project’s	
  alignment	
  with	
  business	
  strategy	
  —	
  
with	
  an	
  eye	
  toward	
  idenPfying	
  and	
  cancelling	
  projects	
  at	
  the	
  earliest	
  possible	
  
stage	
  that	
  no	
  longer	
  meet	
  company	
  needs.	
  	
  

11-­‐16%	
  
Canceled	
  a5er	
  

launch	
  	
  



Agenda	
  
•  Session	
  Overview	
  
•  ObjecPves	
  
•  IntroducPons	
  
•  Fails	
  
•  Requirements	
  Link	
  to	
  Failure	
  	
  
•  Agenda	
  
•  Common	
  Requirements	
  Methods-­‐Requirements	
  PiTalls	
  
•  Inclusive	
  Extension	
  to	
  Common	
  Methods-­‐Call	
  Center	
  
•  Inclusive	
  Extension	
  to	
  Common	
  Methods-­‐STAR	
  
•  Alterna;ve	
  Approach-­‐Model-­‐Based	
  Design	
  
•  Summarize	
  Criteria	
  by	
  Methods	
  	
  
•  Current	
  projects	
  in	
  the	
  Room	
  
•  Ques;ons	
  (5	
  minutes)	
  
	
  



Process	
  Design	
  

Source:	
  OCEG	
  PresentaPon	
  

Output:	
  
•  Current	
  State	
  
•  Future	
  State	
  
•  Business	
  

Requirements	
  
•  SoluPon	
  Approach	
  



TradiPonal	
  Process	
  Design:	
  	
  
Current	
  State	
  

	
  
Process	
  
•  Purpose	
  
•  Trigger	
  
•  Frequency	
  
•  Volume	
  

Per	
  Step-­‐Happy	
  Day	
  
•  DescripPon	
  
•  Actor	
  
•  Inputs	
  
•  Outputs	
  
•  ExcepPons	
  
•  Spreadsheet/

database/System	
  
ExcepPon	
  Paths	
  



TradiPonal	
  Process	
  Design:	
  	
  
Future	
  State	
  



Stakeholder	
  Needs	
  
•  OrganizaPonal	
  Unit	
  
•  Problem	
  
•  What	
  are	
  the	
  reasons	
  for	
  this	
  problem?	
  	
  
•  How	
  is	
  it	
  solved	
  now?	
  	
  
•  What	
  soluPons	
  does	
  the	
  user	
  want?	
  
•  PrioriPze	
  Need	
  for	
  SoluPon	
  	
  

Map	
  Solu;on	
  to	
  Address	
  Need	
  	
  
•  Use	
  Case/Feature	
  map	
  



TradiPonal	
  Process	
  Design:	
  Piwalls	
  
•  Requires	
  establishing	
  

analy;cal	
  boundaries	
  
•  Stakeholder	
  engagement	
  /	
  

stakeholder	
  management	
  
issues	
  

•  PoliPcally	
  risky	
  group	
  
acPvity	
  

•  Doesn’t	
  document	
  all	
  the	
  
opPons	
  considered	
  

•  Can’t	
  easily	
  consider	
  
complex	
  interacPon	
  

•  Based	
  on	
  a	
  snapshot	
  view	
  of	
  
the	
  context	
  

Source: OCEG Presentation 

Typical Process Design 



Six	
  Sigma	
  SIPOC	
  



Six	
  Sigma	
  SIPOC:	
  Piwalls	
  

Supplier	
  is	
  Customer	
  
of	
  Other	
  Process	
  



Six	
  Sigma	
  SIPOC:	
  Piwalls	
  

Supplier	
  is	
  One	
  of	
  Many	
  
Diverse	
  Suppliers	
  for	
  Single	
  

Type	
  of	
  Process	
  Input	
  



Use	
  Case:	
  Piwalls	
  
System	
  Domain	
  

Submit	
  
Request	
  

Another	
  System	
  

Get	
  Details	
  for	
  
Request	
  

Get	
  Details	
  for	
  
Request	
  

Actors	
  Outside	
  
AnalyPcal	
  
Domain	
  



Analysis	
  Scope	
  

Context:	
  Piwalls	
  

InteracPng	
  User	
  

System	
  

InteracPng	
  System	
  

InteracPng	
  System	
  
Interface	
  

InteracPng	
  System	
  
Interface	
  

InteracPng	
  User	
  

Another	
  System	
  

Actors	
  Outside	
  
AnalyPcal	
  Domain	
  

Another	
  Person	
  

Another	
  Person	
  



Agile	
  



Agile:	
  Piwalls	
  
UlPmate	
  success	
  hinges	
  
on	
  Product	
  response	
  to	
  
business	
  requirements	
  

Business	
  Case	
  Issues:	
  	
  
When	
  will	
  it	
  be	
  done?	
  

How	
  good	
  is	
  good	
  enough?	
  

What	
  is	
  the	
  customer’s	
  
change	
  absorpPon	
  rate?	
  



Inclusive	
  Requirements	
  Model	
  

•  An	
  orienta;on	
  rather	
  than	
  a	
  formal	
  
methodology	
  

•  Can	
  be	
  implemented	
  using	
  exis;ng	
  
requirements/development	
  methods	
  

•  Can	
  improve	
  understanding	
  of	
  business,	
  
organizaPonal	
  and	
  external	
  context	
  for	
  
soluPon	
  

•  Not	
  a	
  guarantee	
  of	
  success	
  at	
  roll	
  out	
  



Call	
  Center	
  Example	
  
•  New	
  business	
  offering	
  at	
  naPonwide	
  healthcare	
  organizaPon	
  

providing	
  centralized	
  appointment-­‐making	
  services	
  for	
  affiliates	
  
•  Each	
  affiliate	
  is	
  an	
  independent	
  operaPon	
  and	
  was	
  free	
  to	
  choose	
  

whether	
  to	
  parPcipate	
  
•  Affiliates	
  have	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  pracPce	
  management/electronic	
  health	
  

record	
  systems	
  
•  ReproducPve	
  health	
  is	
  highly	
  regulated	
  and	
  requirements	
  vary	
  

significantly	
  from	
  state	
  to	
  state	
  	
  
•  Primary	
  actor	
  is	
  the	
  agent	
  

–  Removed	
  from	
  the	
  immediate	
  context	
  of	
  their	
  affiliate	
  
–  Handling,	
  one	
  a5er	
  another,	
  calls	
  for	
  different	
  states,	
  for	
  different	
  

affiliates	
  for	
  different	
  services	
  	
  
–  Does	
  not	
  directly	
  interact	
  with	
  the	
  affiliate	
  systems	
  



Call	
  Center	
  Approach	
  Using	
  Agile	
  

•  Strong	
  Product	
  definiPon	
  
–  Developed	
  customer	
  profiles	
  and	
  usage	
  scenarios	
  
–  Rapid	
  prototype	
  in	
  Ruby	
  on	
  Rails	
  based	
  upon	
  early	
  
adopPng	
  affiliates	
  as	
  validaPon	
  

•  Developed	
  API	
  for	
  integraPng	
  with	
  variety	
  of	
  pracPce	
  
management	
  soluPons	
  

•  Managed	
  applicaPon	
  iteraPons	
  using	
  Agile	
  methods	
  
•  Designed	
  for	
  customer	
  variaPons	
  

–  Generated	
  call	
  flow	
  templates	
  with	
  parameterized	
  
configuraPon	
  

–  Content	
  block	
  management	
  for	
  localizaPon	
  and	
  languages	
  



Call	
  Center	
  Architecture	
  



Call	
  Center:	
  Product	
  Plan	
  



Call	
  Center:	
  Piwalls	
  

•  Assumed	
  day-­‐to-­‐day	
  variaPon	
  in	
  
appointments	
  would	
  be	
  handled	
  
by	
  update	
  to	
  affiliate	
  pracPce	
  
management	
  system—could	
  not	
  
replace	
  Tap	
  on	
  the	
  Shoulder	
  
interacPon	
  

•  Creeping	
  complexity	
  challenged	
  
both	
  the	
  people	
  and	
  systems	
  



Call	
  Center:	
  Complexity	
  Overload	
  



STAR	
  Example	
  	
  
•  EducaPon	
  benefit	
  provider	
  client	
  	
  
•  OrganizaPon	
  grew	
  through	
  acquisiPon,	
  each	
  acquired	
  enPty	
  

merged	
  as	
  a	
  new	
  department	
  
•  Had	
  not	
  yet	
  integrated	
  processes,	
  nor	
  was	
  it	
  clear	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  

the	
  organizaPonal	
  will	
  to	
  do	
  so	
  
•  Processes	
  managed	
  on	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  legacy	
  systems	
  
•  Open	
  discussion	
  on	
  whether	
  to	
  centralize	
  back	
  office	
  funcPons	
  
•  OrganizaPon	
  needed	
  a	
  common	
  system	
  plaworm	
  for	
  benefit	
  

management	
  

•  Primary	
  issue	
  
–  27	
  key	
  processes	
  performed	
  at	
  least	
  75	
  different	
  ways!	
  



STAR	
  Approach	
  
•  Established	
  context	
  diagram	
  for	
  each	
  department	
  
•  Documented	
  current	
  processes	
  for	
  each	
  department	
  
•  Developed	
  Model	
  Process	
  framework	
  based	
  upon	
  product	
  

line—instead	
  of	
  department	
  legacy	
  pracPces	
  
•  Sought	
  to	
  align	
  like	
  tasks	
  in	
  each	
  process	
  to	
  facilitate	
  

Department	
  comparison	
  discussions	
  
•  Created	
  model	
  processes	
  adding	
  required	
  quality	
  and	
  

compliance	
  acPviPes	
  for	
  all	
  departments	
  and	
  
accommodaPng	
  department-­‐specific	
  acPviPes	
  

•  Developed	
  use	
  cases	
  based	
  on	
  model	
  process	
  
•  Developed	
  standard	
  operaPng	
  procedures	
  incorporaPng	
  

department-­‐specific	
  acPviPes	
  



STAR	
  Current	
  Process	
  
Detailed	
  steps	
  including	
  interacPons	
  
with	
  other	
  actors,	
  spreadsheets,	
  
databases,	
  systems.	
  
Focused	
  on	
  Happy	
  Day	
  but	
  allowed	
  
ExcepPon	
  paths	
  



STAR:	
  Aligned	
  Processes	
  
Department	
  Nego;a;on	
  
Are	
  acPviPes	
  required	
  based	
  on	
  
Department	
  product	
  lines?	
  
Can	
  ExcepPon	
  paths	
  be	
  miPgated?	
  



Promoted	
  Model	
  Process	
  AdopPon	
  



STAR:	
  Model	
  Processes	
  

Added	
  new	
  Quality	
  and	
  
Compliance	
  steps	
  

Harmonized	
  terminology.	
  	
  
IdenPfied	
  which	
  steps	
  were	
  to	
  be	
  
accomplished	
  using	
  new	
  system	
  



STAR:	
  Use	
  Case	
  

Use	
  Cases	
  to	
  required	
  to	
  
support	
  Model	
  Process	
  

Step	
  

Use	
  case	
  reference	
  to	
  
Model	
  Process	
  step	
  



STAR:	
  Use	
  Case	
  

1:	
  Use	
  Cases	
  Assigned	
  
Business	
  Reason	
  

Assigned	
  to	
  Modules	
  
and	
  Release	
  
2:	
  Assigned	
  to	
  

Modules	
  and	
  Release	
  



STAR:	
  Standard	
  OperaPng	
  
Procedures	
  



STAR:	
  Standard	
  OperaPng	
  
Procedures	
  



Model-­‐Based	
  Development	
  OpPon	
  

Effort	
  and	
  uncertainty	
  
scale	
  in	
  the	
  later	
  stages	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Simula;on	
  models	
  
reduce	
  overall	
  ;me,	
  
risk	
  and	
  cost,	
  and	
  
minimize	
  uncertainty	
  
	
  

Model	
  Based	
  Development	
  	
  



OrganizaPonal	
  Competency	
  
Modeling	
  

•  Purpose	
  –	
  HolisPc	
  modeling	
  of	
  process,	
  people	
  
and	
  technology	
  for	
  requirements	
  engineering	
  
and	
  soluPon	
  design	
  	
  	
  

•  Approach	
  –	
  Leveraging	
  proven	
  roboPcs	
  design	
  
methods	
  and	
  paVerns	
  

•  Value	
  –	
  Enables	
  and	
  support	
  agile	
  adaptability	
  
to	
  organizaPonal	
  and	
  environmental	
  change	
  



Lengthy, costly and politically risky group 
activities 

Decisions documented, but not all options 
and views considered 

Insights that do not support the conclusion 
are lost 

Efforts must be repeated if similar issues arise 
 

Complex interactions and interrelationships 
can’t be understood 

Final process related to static context 

Issues from synthesized documentation channeled to 
appropriate experts 

Governance team reviews options and tradeoffs preserved 
in context 

Individual expertise is reusable as organizational expertise 
 

Time-to-value accelerates as additional knowledge 
sources are integrated 

Complexity modeled and considered 
 

Adapts to changing business and regulatory context 

 

TradiPonal	
  Process	
  Design	
  vs.	
  OrganizaPonal	
  Competency	
  

Source: OCEG Presentation 

Typical Process Design Organizational Competency (OCU) 

Operations 



OCU-Enabled Operations 

Sustainable 
Resources 

Empowered 
Activities 

Integrated 
Linkages 

Business Landscape 

OrganizaPonal	
  Competency	
  (OCU)	
  

44 

•  An OCU encapsulates the people, 
process and technology required 
to fulfill its Mission 

•  Unlike traditional process design 
that maps activities across 
organizational domains and 
layers… 

•  An OCU is constructed by 
defining: 
-  Mission—the OCU’s purpose 
-  Linkages 
-  Activities required by the 

combination of Mission and 
Linkages 

-  Knowledge and Expertise 
required to accomplish the 
Activities 

-  Resources (human, 
technology, economic, other) 
required to enable the OCU 
and make it self-sufficient 

Business Context Regulatory 
Context 

Organizational Expertise 

Other OCU 

Other OCU 

Other OCU 

Linkages 

Expertise 
Application 



Model	
  Development	
  
Initial	
  
Prototype	
  

Phase	
  	
  Activities	
   Purpose	
  

  Business	
  Landscape	
   Define	
  the	
  internal	
  and	
  external	
  landscape	
  required	
  to	
  frame	
  
expertise	
  

 	
   Capture	
  Expertise	
  

Collect	
  

Analyze	
  

Model	
  
	
  

Gather	
  existing	
  expertise	
  in	
  the	
  form	
  of	
  reports,	
  documentation,	
  
spreadsheets,	
  and	
  system	
  extracts	
  	
  
Analyze	
  and	
  model	
  interrelationships	
  
May	
  also	
  include	
  expertise	
  collection	
  using	
  analytical	
  use	
  cases	
  
models,	
  interviews	
  or	
  other	
  methods	
  
Initial	
  Prototype	
  engagement	
  limited	
  to	
  collecting	
  and	
  analyzing	
  
existing	
  documents	
  by	
  the	
  engagement	
  team	
  

 	
   Synthesize	
  Expertise	
  

Integrate	
  

Learn	
  
	
  

Integrate	
  and	
  rationalize	
  captured	
  expertise	
  to	
  identify:	
  	
  
-­‐Extent	
  of	
  documented	
  expertise	
  relevant	
  to	
  the	
  problem	
  
-­‐Learnings	
  from	
  holistically	
  modeled	
  interrelationships	
  
-­‐Expertise	
  gaps	
  to	
  be	
  filled	
  through	
  interviews	
  or	
  by	
  using	
  
“collection/validation”	
  models	
  

	
   Apply	
  Expertise	
  

Publish	
  

Implement	
  

Update	
  
	
  

Design	
  and	
  deliver	
  operational	
  use	
  cases	
  automating	
  complex	
  
activities	
  
Update	
  expertise	
  base	
  

	
   Improve	
   Expand	
  expertise	
  base	
  and	
  use	
  cases	
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Business	
  Define	
  	
  
Project	
  Scope	
   Confer	
  with	
  IT	
  on	
  IT	
  Risk	
  

Enter	
  Risk	
  in	
  Legacy	
  
System	
  

Discuss	
  Technology	
  Risk	
  	
  
with	
  Business	
  

Analyze	
  System-­‐Generated	
  
Requirements	
  

NegoPate	
  requirements	
  not	
  
relevant	
  due	
  to	
  scope	
  

Provide	
  input	
  on	
  IT	
  Risk	
  

Provide	
  business	
  input	
  	
  
on	
  IT	
  risk	
  

Provide	
  business	
  input	
  	
  
on	
  IT	
  risk	
  

Business	
  Line/Project	
  Team	
   Business	
  Technology	
  Experts	
  InformaPon	
  Security	
  Officer	
  

Time-­‐Consuming	
  and	
  
Inconsistent	
  Results	
  



Approach:	
  Capture	
  and	
  Synthesize	
  
ExperPse	
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• 	
  	
  	
  	
  Regulatory	
  Authori;es	
  and	
  Links	
  
– 	
  	
  SOX	
  
– 	
  	
  HIPAA	
  
– 	
  	
  GxP	
  
– 	
  	
  PCI	
  
– 	
  	
  NIST	
  
– 	
  	
  ISO	
  17799	
  

• 	
  	
  	
  	
  Compliance	
  Products	
  and	
  Links	
  
– 	
  	
  UCF	
  
– 	
  	
  Archer	
  Policies	
  

• 	
  	
  	
  	
  Company-­‐Specific	
  and	
  Links	
  
– 	
  	
  Requirements	
  
– 	
  	
  Policies	
  
– 	
  	
  Procedures	
  

Capture	
  
Exper;se	
   Synthesize	
  

Expertise Bases 



External	
  

Global	
  Pharma	
  SoluPon	
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Internal	
  

Business	
  Problems	
  
External	
  Regulatory	
  Changes	
  

SoluPons	
  

ITHR Legal/	
  
Compliance

Line	
  of
Business
Lines

Finance HR Legal/	
  
ComplianceFinance HR Legal/	
  

ComplianceFinanceITHR Legal/	
  
Compliance

Line	
  of
Business
Lines

FinanceHR Legal/	
  
ComplianceFinance

Organization Procedures Systems

BBH/Expertool	
  ExperPse	
  Management	
  

IT	
  Policy/Common	
  Control	
  Set	
  
Process	
  Requirements	
   SoluPon	
  Requirements	
   Technology	
  Requirements	
  

Internal	
  Policy	
  Changes	
  

Archer IT	
  
SOP	
  

IT	
  	
  
WI	
  

ELC	
  

HR Legal/	
  
ComplianceFinance

Expertise 

•  SME	
  experPse	
  
Captured	
  

•  Prototype	
  new	
  
processes	
  

•  Validated	
  enterprise	
  
plaworm	
  requirements	
  

•  Extracts	
  fed	
  enterprise	
  
plaworm	
  

•  Environment	
  for	
  
evaluaPng	
  change	
  
impact	
  



Need	
  for	
  Inclusive	
  Modeling	
  

•  High	
  dependency	
  on	
  internal	
  and	
  external	
  
business	
  context	
  

•  Low	
  degree	
  of	
  control	
  over	
  actors	
  
•  Large	
  number	
  of	
  actors	
  with	
  large	
  process	
  
variaPons	
  

•  High	
  levels	
  of	
  SME	
  input	
  required	
  
•  High	
  rate	
  of	
  change	
  in	
  the	
  internal	
  and	
  
external	
  context	
  



Examples	
  from	
  the	
  Audience	
  

•  Would	
  these	
  methods	
  work	
  in	
  your	
  context?	
  
•  Other	
  methods	
  used?	
  
•  Would	
  these	
  methods	
  work	
  in	
  your	
  context?	
  



QuesPon	
  or	
  Comments?	
  

Neil	
  Jacobson	
  
President	
  
Project	
  Gestalt,	
  Inc.	
  
neilj@projectgestalt.com	
  
	
  


