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DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT & BUDGET

P.O. BOX 30026, LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909

Duane Berger, Director


November 30, 2001

MEMORANDUM

TO:
Mark Conrad, National Historical Publications and Records Commission

CC:
Sandra Clark, Michigan State Historical Records Advisory Board

FROM:
Jim Kinsella, Records and Forms Management Division 

SUBJECT:
Michigan’s Records Management Application Pilot Project

Grant Number 2000-059

Progress Report:  May 1, 2001 through November 30, 2001

The State of Michigan Records Management Application Pilot Project aims to assess the ability of a relatively new type of software program, called a Records Management Application, to classify and manage electronic records created using common desktop applications, and to implement retention requirements.  An interdisciplinary team selected and installed ForeMost Enterprise, by TrueArc, into a Michigan government agency client-server computer environment.  Currently, archivists, records managers, information technology staff and agency personnel are pilot-testing use of the software, and are evaluating its user-friendliness, its practicality, its simplicity, its effectiveness, and its impact upon various participants in the project.  The Pilot Project is also assessing the practicality of employing Records Management Applications for the classification and management of electronic public records (including archival records) throughout Michigan’s government enterprise; and has begun evaluating the potential for enterprise-wide implementation.  The project team includes:  Jim Kinsella, Project Director; Doug Case, Records Analyst; Caryn Wojcik, Electronic Records Archivist; Mimi Dionne, Project Archivist; and Deborah Gouin, Project Archivist.
Project Personnel

Mimi Dionne accepted a permanent position with the University of Texas at Houston, Health Science Center.  Her last day working on the RMA Project was October 19, 2001.  We will be evaluating the budget for the RMA Project, and at this point, we hope to extended Deborah Gouin’s employment with the project for approximately six additional months.  This would not require NHPRC to provide the State of Michigan with additional funding, and it would allow us to continue to evaluate the software, while also supporting our phase I and phase II project participants.  In addition, Debbie Gearhart, CRM, FAI, the manager of analyst services within the Records and Forms Management Division, will be assisting with the file plan development portion of the phase II implementation.  We believe that Debbie’s expertise will be a great asset to the project team.

Project Participants

The original project plan had proposed that the Director’s Office of the Department of Management and Budget (DMB) be used as the test site for phase II of the RMA Project.  At the time, this was a sound proposal.  However, since then, various personnel changes and government reorganizations have altered this point of view.  As a result, in September 2001, the project team proposed that the newly created Department of History, Arts and Libraries (HAL), the parent agency to the State Archives of Michigan, become the test site for phase II of the project.  HAL’s director accepted this proposal and agreed to sponsor the project, as well as serving as a project participant himself.  As a result, approximately 40 people, including the administrative, business and personnel staff, the leadership team, and the staff of the State Archives, will serve as the phase II project participants.  Implementation for phase II of the project began in October, and so far the response from the participants has been generally positive.  Some participants have asked to join the project, instead of being recruited; and many are already brainstorming ways that the software might improve their business processes.

Software Deployment
After a series of delays TrueArc finally delivered the disks for ForeMost Enterprise 2.1 on May 25.  The primary benefit of this new version is that it streamlines the filing of Microsoft Word, Excel and PowerPoint documents.  Using this version, the steps involved in filing the documents are all the same, and it is no longer necessary to save the document to a local drive before filing it into ForeMost.  Unfortunately, DMB’s Information Technology Services Division (ITSD) did not successfully install the upgrade until July 19.

In late June the project participants observed that ForeMost was not performing well in the afternoons (both searching and filing functions were slow).  It was determined that the index had been corrupted and needed to be re-built.  Rebuilding the index and changing the frequency of its operation did fix that problem.  However, a new problem was observed.  Since the index was rebuilt, the version control feature has stopped working for non-email documents, using the normal re-filing method.  With the assistance of TrueArc, the project team has attempted to identify the source of the problem and correct it, with no success.  On August 2 a member of TrueArc’s technical support staff visited Lansing to inspect the server and client installations and try to fix the problem.  Unfortunately, that visit was ineffective and cost us time and money, because the person TrueArc sent could not fix the problem, and he did not gather enough information to help the other TrueArc staff identify a cause and solution for the problem.  On August 22, the project director sent a letter to the President of TrueArc detailing the problem and our concern that it still was not corrected.  A conference call on September 12 with TrueArc’s Vice President for Professional Services elicited more promises to fix the problem promptly, but it was followed by two months of apparent inactivity and silence by TrueArc.  On November 9 TrueArc started to request additional information from the ITSD about our technology environment in an attempt to diagnose the cause of the problem, but it is very frustrating to the project team that it has taken them so long develop a plan for fixing a fundamental problem with their software that started on June 25.  To date, the problem still has not been fixed, and the project team is extremely dissatisfied with the technical and customer support we have received from TrueArc.

In preparation for the deployment of ForeMost to the phase II participants in HAL, the project team gathered information about the technical architecture on the project participants’ computers.  We identified that most of the new participants have a higher version of GroupWise that the phase I participants.  We asked TrueArc in October if this would pose a compatibility problem with the macro that supports the filing of GroupWise e-mail.  In November TrueArc responded that they did not know if the macro would work with the higher version of GroupWise, and that their company did not have enough resources to test the macro.  Currently, we are trying to get the HAL and DMB information technology staff to install ForeMost on one HAL computer so we can test the GroupWise macro ourselves.  If this testing determines that the macro does not work, it is apparent that TrueArc will not have the resources to fix the macro, and as a result, we will not be able to deploy ForeMost to the HAL participants, and therefore we will not be able to conduct phase II of the pilot project.  The project team is trying to remain optimistic, and we are continuing to develop file plans for the phase II participants with the hope that we will be able to successfully deploy the software in December or January.

Business Process and Cultural Change Analyses
The project team continued to hold monthly meetings with our SuperUsers to keep them informed about the project’s progress, and to gather suggestions for improved user support.  They suggested that we offer training about advanced searching techniques to all of the project participants.  As a result, the project analysts scheduled small training sessions with groups of 1-5 participants.

The project team began analyzing usage statistics for the RMA software, such as the number of documents each participant had filed.  These statistics were updated periodically to identify improvements, and to identify what motivated certain people to use the software.  We observed that in a few cases people were motivated by training, site visits by the project analysts, and an increased awareness about the features of the software.  However, in most cases people were motivated by peer pressure and business process improvements (BPIs).

In May the project team began focusing its efforts on identifying potential BPIs that could be facilitated using ForeMost.  The project analysts analyzed business processes that relied upon regular mail instead of e-mail to transmit information (versus physical objects), on business processes that started electronic, but produced paper as the official record of an activity, and on business processes that were solely electronic.  We worked with the participants to map the existing business process, brainstorm ways the process could be improved, and then implement and evaluate the new process.  The results of these efforts were impressive.  Not only did we increase usage of the RMA software, but we found happy users, as well as time and cost savings.  One employee even told her supervisor that she needed additional assignments because ForeMost had saved her so much time.  The project team decided that the best way to demonstrate these improvements would be to quantify them.  As a result, we analyzed the BPIs in terms of reduced retrieval time, reduced paper consumption, reduced storage space, and reduced cycle time.  Each of these factors was assigned a time measurement and a financial measurement, and the measures were input into a spreadsheet (attached).

Admittedly, there are still many project participants who are not using the ForeMost software as their official recordkeeping system, and who have not incorporated it into their daily routines.  In some cases, these people do not produce electronic records that are good candidates for the software.  In other cases, there are cultural issues that cause the resistance.  In July, our consultant Tora Bikson from RAND returned to interview a sampling of the participants.  In her report she stated that our focus on potential business process improvements is effective, that we need to stress the necessity of records management for electronic records, that despite repeated instruction, users still do not believe they understand what a record is and what they are responsible for filing, that we should promote peer pressure as a tool to get more people to file their records, and that the users think the training and personal attention has been great.

Testing RMA Features 
The RMA feature that received the greatest attention from the project team during this period is the disposition process.  In addition to developing procedures, we needed to learn how to conduct disposition using the software.  It took us a while to learn how to run reports about the documents that are eligible for destruction, and then we had to test the process to see if it would work.

The project team modeled the electronic records disposition process upon that which is used for paper records.  In Michigan, the State Records Center provides off-site storage for state government records.  Software called Versatile Enterprise controls the retention and disposition of boxes that are stored at the Records Center.  On a quarterly basis, disposal notices are generated from Versatile to notify creating agencies about which of their boxes are eligible for disposal (destruction or transfer to the State Archives).  The project team decided that we wanted to generate similar quarterly disposition reports from ForeMost to identify which electronic documents are eligible for disposal.  However, several issues had to be addressed before the project team could receive authorization to dispose of any electronic documents.

ForeMost employs two types of retention periods, chronological and conditional.  All retention is implemented at the file level, not the document level.  A chronological retention period will qualify a document for disposal based upon the date it is filed into the ForeMost repository, plus a specified number of days, months or years.  Chronological retention periods are relatively simple to implement.  On the other hand, a conditional retention period will retain all documents in a file until a specific event occurs (a contract expires, an employee leaves, a project ends, etc.), and then will qualify all documents in that file for disposal a specified number of days, months or years after that event occurs.  Unfortunately, the records administrator who runs the disposition report rarely knows when these events occur.  Someone must notify the records administrator about these events; so the project team established a procedure for requesting this notification.

We designated disposition coordinators from each of the participating offices who agreed to be responsible for the review and approval of the disposition reports.  We informed the coordinators that they would receive their conditional disposition reports on an annual basis.  The conditional disposition reports will only identify those files (not documents) within their office’s file plan that are still open (event has not occurred yet).  The coordinators will receive 30 days to review the report and identify any files that should be closed.  The coordinators will receive their chronological disposition reports on a quarterly basis.  These reports will list each document that is eligible for disposal, the file in which the document is stored, and the name of the person who filed the document.  Again, coordinators will have 30 days to review the report and approve the disposal of the documents.  Coordinators will also have the option to identify specific chronological files in their file plan for which they do not want to review disposition reports, and therefore authorize the disposal of the documents within those files without reviewing them on quarterly reports.  The first chronological and conditional disposition reports were distributed to the coordinators in September 2001.  In October, the project team successfully disposed of almost 11,000 electronic documents that were authorized for destruction on the first disposal notices.  We filed reports containing metadata for the disposed documents in ForeMost to document their destruction.

The project team also asked the coordinators to review their file plan to identify any files that are currently identified as having a conditional retention period which could be converted to a chronological retention period (this may require a modification to the agency’s Retention and Disposal Schedule).  The Records and Forms Management Division evaluated its file plan in September 2001, and determined that most of its files with conditional retention periods could be converted.  

Creating a Digital Archive

Caryn Wojcik worked with computer scientists at the San Diego Supercomputer Center (SDSC) to develop a two-year grant proposal to develop and test a model for preserving electronic records that are stored in a RMA repository.  The proposal was submitted to NHPRC on June 1.  On June 20, Reagan Moore, of the San Diego Supercomputer Center, and Tim Shinkle, CTO of TrueArc, visited Lansing and met with the project team to discuss the new project.  The meeting was generally an orientation about existing projects, and an overview of the goals of the new project.  After the meeting Reagan spoke to a group of information technology professionals employed by the State of Michigan about SDSC’s initiatives to use XML as a preservation tool.  In November we were notified that the new grant proposal received full-funding and unanimous support from NHPRC.  The project will start in July 2002, and we are very excited.
Enterprise-Wide Implementation
In January, the Governor announced during his State of the State address that he would be creating a new department of History, Arts and Culture (later renamed History, Arts and Libraries), which would include the State Archives.  The Department of History, Arts and Libraries (HAL) went into effect on August 6.  In addition, the Governor issued an Executive Order creating a new Department of Information Technology (DOIT) to centralize all IT administrative and technical support functions in August.  As a result of this order, the DMB no longer has responsibility for shaping and issuing IT policy and standards.  DOIT should provide our electronic records initiatives with new opportunities to address record retention and preservation issues, but it also means that we need to formulate a new strategy for approaching the IT community.  The order took effect in October 2001.

These reorganizations prompted the project team to approach the Director of HAL, to ask if he would support using HAL’s executive staff as the test site for phase II of the pilot project.  We believe that it is important for the phase II installation to take place in an office environment that is administratively and functionally different from the phase I installation, and that it should demonstrate the capabilities of RMA software in an executive office setting. We explained to the Director that we wanted to conduct phase II in an office environment where RMA use would receive strong support from the top/down.  As we previously mentioned, he agreed to support phase II of the project, and the implementation of ForeMost within HAL began in October 2001.  This will provide the project team with several months to compare and analyze the two phases of the project before the NHPRC grant concludes.  In addition, the information gathered during phase II will influence the business case for enterprise-wide use of RMA software that the project team is developing.

Presentations
The project team continues to actively share information about the project with our colleagues.  We continue to post monthly reports on the project web page, which receives an average of 72 unique visitors each month.

Presentations and demonstrations about the project were given to the following audiences:  Midwest Archives Conference spring meeting, Michigan Association of County Administrative Officers annual meeting, Michigan Archival Association annual meeting, National Association of Government Archives and Records Administrators annual meeting, Association of Records Managers and Administrators, International annual meeting, Michigan Association of Government Computer Users annual meeting, Wayne State University’s SAA Student Chapter, and the e-Records Solutions Conference.

Conclusion
During this period of time the project team focused on adapting to various reorganizations within Michigan government, and identifying and measuring potential business process improvements.  The full impact of the various reorganizations is still not known at this point, and we anticipate that significant changes will take place in the near future that will affect both the project participants and the project team.

The project team spent a considerable amount of time demonstrating how easy the RMA software was to use, and reducing participant filing activities to a few keystrokes; but the reality of the workplace is that no matter how important and beneficial good records management may be, participants are intolerant of anything that consumes their time and thought.  This is why the project team’s emphasis on BPIs has been so crucial for encouraging use of the software.  It is our hope that the new cultural/administrative environment of the phase II participants will teach us more about techniques for addressing cultural change, while encouraging good records management.
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