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The Procure to Pay (P2P) Current State phase of the Procure to Pay and Project Costing Process Standardization project was tasked with outlining the current P2P process with a representative set of City of Seattle (the City) departments.  The Consolidated Current State Analysis Report outlines and describes the City’s current vendor information, procurement, contract, encumbrance and accounts payable (AP) processes.  The fits and gaps between the departments are documented with some preliminary findings about opportunities that may exist to standardize City-wide, as well as analysis on how the SUMMIT system can support a standardized process. 
Through a series of workshops and interviews, P2P process maps for each procurement type were developed in collaboration with staff of each representative department. Validation packages were completed to confirm the process maps and to collect information on other aspects of P2P processes and systems including roles and users, integrations and interfaces with Financial and Operational systems and process guides (policies, regulations, etc.). Key foundational background documents and previous studies were reviewed. An industry standard P2P business process framework was used to help identify fits and gaps that directly influence the effectiveness of the current processes analyzed.
Observations and Findings
For the most part, individuals tasked with the responsibility for P2P activities have performed their functions admirably and with dedication to the City and their departments. In most departments this has been accomplished through informal job specific training passed on by individuals rotating through related roles. There is limited formal on the job training. Department use of policy, guidelines and procedures manuals is inconsistent.  
The current state of P2P processes appear to have evolved over time resulting in significant variation in procedures and departmental level policies. There are a number of factors that are contributing to the limited standardization in the City and inability to get accurate and timely financial information. These factors include:
· Limited  adoption of industry standard P2P processes and procedures at the department level
· City wide governance and compliance monitoring
· Current SUMMIT system (PeopleSoft version 8.8) modifications and configuration
· Informal on the job functional training
· Availability of up to date departmental procedures manuals 
	


Limited standardization of processes and processes
Due to the decentralized approach to procurement in the City, the rigor of processes and technology used to accomplish P2P transactions varies greatly across departments and often within divisions within a department.  The City P2P function can best be described as decentralized, leaving departments to determine their own processes and level of spend authority. The City has an established Procurement and Contract Services Division (PCSD) that facilitates the higher value more complex purchasing processes in conjunction with department Subject Matter Experts (SMEs). In addition PCSD also provides procurement shared services for smaller departments as does FAS for the AP function. It is important to note the distinction between the Procurement function and the balance of the P2P process.  PCSD directs procurement strategy and policy and facilitates the sourcing process as defined by the policies.  These procurements make up the majority of City spend. The process leading up to product or service selection, receipt and payment are completed, for the majority of transactions, by operational department resources.  
There are at minimum 5 key roles associated with the standard P2P process framework described above. The roles should include: Requester; Approver; Buyer (who sources and creates the contract and or PO); Receiver; and AP resource (to initiate payment to the supplier). With the exception of the AP role at the department level, the segregation of these roles is not always clearly defined and adhered to at the department level. This can result in the Requester sourcing supply, placing the order, receiving the product and approving payment of an invoice. This places the buyer and the seller at risk by not providing an adequate separation of duties and level of auditability. 
Generally there is much more process rigor applied throughout all City departments when compensating suppliers for goods and services.  However, the process leading up to the reconciliation and payment of invoices are far less efficient than they could be if consistently applied procedures and delivered processes in the software were enabled. The AP resources in many departments spend a significant amount of time backtracking to identify the requester, to obtain approvals, to code purchases and to attempt to match receipts and invoices in order to pay a supplier. Compensating suppliers could be done far more efficiently if a minimal amount of time was spent by the individuals upstream in the P2P process. 
Current SUMMIT capability
The limited standardization of business processes, procedures and technologies across all City departments, has made it very difficult to maintain the integrity of the financial information over time. As a result the information captured for standard financial reports must go through detailed audit for accuracy and completeness making it difficult to make timely decisions with confidence.  This has an effect at the enterprise as well as the department levels where encumbrance accounting cannot be effectively enabled in the SUMMIT v8.8 environment and accurate spend information is not readily available due to the inconsistency of how, what, where and when data is entered.   
Limited standardization of business processes has also led to a high degree of customization of the SUMMIT v8.8 environment to the extent that in the thirteen (13) years since the initial implementation of PeopleSoft, the underlying landscape of the software has changed.  Further modifying, adding functionality or extending existing functionality to departments without current access is high risk and would require significant time and investment for analysis, testing and training prior to implementation.
Procurement policy and strategy
The City’s procurement policies are based on dollar value purchasing thresholds and public works contracts. Four (4) principles drive the procurement strategy: flexibility and independence to accommodate department-specific business purposes; fast and simplified procurement processes to maximize City productivity at the job site; minimization of procurement labor costs; and, ensuring strong social equity purchasing requirements are achieved.  
Opportunities
The City has several key areas that can be improved to ensure all departments are using the same P2P standard processes and procedures to capture information for departments and the enterprise and transact purchases in an effective and efficient manner. The City has the opportunity to connect accurate and timely financial reporting with efficient P2P processes and procedures by migrating to a new version of PeopleSoft as a catalyst for standardizing its processes. In the short term, consideration should be given for the creation of a P2P standardization team in preparation for the migration to the next version of software.  
System re-implementation or upgrading in a manner to leverage the delivered processes in the software may be costly in the short term however this will serve as a catalyst for the City to standardize business processes and collect and manage financial information.  This will also ensure that the City has greater ability to manage and track audit and compliance requirements to ensure that mandatory rules and regulations are met. 
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The P2P Current State phase of the project was tasked with outlining the City’s current P2P process with a representative set of City departments, including current vendor information, procurement, contract, encumbrance and AP processes.  The fits and gaps within each department were identified and documented regarding improvement opportunities that may exist to standardize processes at a City-wide level. This also included analysis on how the SUMMIT system can support a standardized process. This phase of the project had several objectives:
· Establish baseline on City P2P current state processes
· Identify strategic opportunities to implement best practices
· Confirm high level business requirements
· Confirm what systems and interfaces  provide functionality for high level processes
· Confirm diversity of P2P processes across the City
[bookmark: _Toc338334654]Approach
The approach to this phase of the Procure to Pay and Project Costing Standardization project involved working closely with business unit owners in representative departments to gather all information required to create a clear and accurate picture of the current state. This process was comprised of several components:
· Workshops and Interviews[footnoteRef:1]:  Sixteen current state workshops were conducted between April 20 and July 18, 2012. In these workshops, key department procurement and AP staff were interviewed and process maps created to capture current state processes in their respective departments[footnoteRef:2]. The representative departments were selected to provide a diverse and representative set of AP/PO, purchasing and contracting processes, while at the same time managing project scope and project milestones. The eight (8) participating departments were: [1:  A list of workshop participants can be found in Appendix A: Interview and Workshop Schedule and participants]  [2:  Processes were mapped using ARIS Express software. Draft versions were sent to participants in PDF format for review and validation. Maps can be found in Appendix B: City of Seattle Current State P2P Process Maps.] 

· Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR)
· Human Services Department (HSD)
· Seattle City Light (SCL)
· Seattle Department of Transportation (SDoT)
· Seattle Police Department (SPD)
· Department of Information Technology (DoIT)
· Finance and Administrative Services (FAS)
· Seattle Public Utilities (SPU)
An additional meeting was held September 25 with PCSD in order that further information and clarification on the role, mandate and strategic direction could be provided and clarified.
· Validation Packages: In addition to reviewing and validating the process maps developed during the workshops and interviews, the participating departments were asked to complete Validation Packages[footnoteRef:3]. The purpose of the Validation Packages was to  validate the processes that needed to be mapped for each of the participating departments and to collect information about their P2P processes, as well as other aspects of their ancillary systems and business environments, including: [3:  Validation packages were in MS Excel format, separated into worksheets.] 

· Roles and Users
· The types of roles and Users that are applicable to their department
· The approximate number of users in their department who play each role
· Financial & Operational Systems
· The types of  ancillary systems the department uses for their financial process and  other operations
· The type of software package or programming language in which each system is written
· A description of how the system is linked with the SUMMIT system (if applicable)
· The approximate number of people who use the ancillary system
· Process Guides
· A listing of guides (e.g. policies, regulations, directives, procedures) that impact or identify the department’s P2P processes

Validation Package templates can be found on the FinMAP SharePoint site under the Validation Packages folder located under: FAS (dea-sharepoint) > FAS - Financial Management and Accountability Program > Shared Documents > 2012 FinMAP Project - P2P_Project Cost > Procure-to-Pay > Validation packages

Information collected in the Validation Packages can be found in Appendix C: Systems Interface Report, Appendix D: Number of System Users by Role, and Appendix E: Guides. 

· Key Foundational Documents: Several key foundational documents, compiled in recent years, were reviewed to gain insight into what has been accomplished, to date, on the FinMAP program. Additional documents were reviewed that described the City's current state processes, ancillary systems and the use of the SUMMIT system.:
· City of Seattle Accounting Process Review (APR) Project – Future State Recommendations
· Accounting Process Review (APR) Project - General Ledger ChartField Recommendations and Adoption by FinMAP Advisory Group
· SUMMIT Chart of Accounts Redesign ChartField Design Report
· SDOT Accounting Process Review Current State Assessment
· DPR Joint Accounting/Budgeting Process Project DRAFT Current/Future State Report (Tucker Report)
· The City of Seattle Insight report prepared by Oracle

· Analysis: The information gathered through all of the preceding steps was analyzed, culminating in preliminary current state findings. These findings were developed and form the basis for this report. Key  findings include: 
· The City’s current state maturity profile 
· Opportunities to standardize processes on a City-wide level
· Opportunities and Risks to modify or remove modifications in v8.8 environment
· Opportunities within the v9.1 environment 
For further details about current state findings and analysis, refer to Section 6 - Findings and Analysis.
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During P2P Current State phase, the following assumptions were made:
· The P2P Current State phase would include sixteen (16) current state workshops with the City
· The  participating departments in the current state workshops would be representative of the diverse P2P processes across the City and would include the largest and/or most complex current state P2P processes
· Sierra would be provided with all the relevant documentation requested
· The participating departments would be: Department of Parks and Recreation, Human Services Department, Seattle City Light, Seattle Department of Transportation, Seattle Police Department, Department of Information Technology, Finance and Administrative Services, and Seattle Public Utilities. Representation would include a cross-section of SME's from each department’s accounting, purchasing, contracts and management teams. 
· All process maps and validation packages sent to the City by June 28, 2012, were to be reviewed, validated, and returned to Sierra consultants by a deadline of July 13, 2012. It is assumed that process maps not returned by the deadline were valid and required no additional revisions, additions or deletions.
· The FinMAP P2P core team members will ensure that participating department representative(s) with the appropriate level of experience and knowledge will attend workshops.
· In P2P current state process mapping, focus would be on the process, beginning by identifying a need to purchase and ending with payment to a vendor. Components involving identification of funding sources, coding purchases to match relevant funding sources, types of budget allocations and carry forwards, were out of scope.
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During interviews and current state process mapping workshops the Project team undertook to:
· Understand the existing organizational structure(s) of the P2P function both centrally and at the departmental level
· Identify current state of the procurement infrastructure (i.e. alignment with the strategic plan) 
· Develop an understanding of sourcing methodology and strategies being deployed
· Assess the technological environment and supporting systems
· Assess the culture and understand departmental interdependencies and stakeholder issues related to P2P
· Assess  procurement skills and resources
· Understand internal and external performance criteria, service level agreements and key performance indicators
· Review the internal and external procurement processes and policies
· Conduct a high-level diagnostic of P2P practices across the City 
· Compare the City practices to P2P practices of excellence, plotting the results on a radar chart. Each level of maturity, ranked 1 to 5, represents a progressive stage of achievement and maturity towards leading practices
The Maturity Profile conducted demonstrated that overall there are opportunities for improvement in several areas within City operational departments.  
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A key component of the maturity profile is the P2P business process framework. The diagram below depicts the standard P2P business process used by both public and private sector organizations. This framework, particularly in the public sector, is intended to reduce risk by creating a level of separation of responsibility, an unbiased approach to the selection process, and a clear audit trail from requisition through to disbursement of funds. 
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For the purposes of this report, we have organized the content according to the following groupings:
· Overview of City purchasing policy and strategy
· City-wide Procure to Pay observations
· Procure to Pay Processes for Goods and Services, including:
· Procuring Goods and Services under $7,000
· Procuring Goods and Services between $7,000 and $44,000 
· Procuring Goods and Services over $44,000
· Contracting Process for:	
· Consulting Contracts up to $260,000 (including extensions to $320,000)
· Public Works Contracting
· Blanket Contracts
· Emergency Purchases 
· Encumbrance Process
· Accounts Payable Process
· Vendor Information Management
· Vendor Relationship Management
Observations and findings for requisitioning, approval, PO, AP and reporting have been included within the procurement and contracting processes identified above. Outlined below are the summarized results of the P2P Current State Process Mapping workshops and interviews. 
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With the exception of the sourcing function provided by PCSD, the City’s P2P processes are diverse across departments.  The City has policies and municipal code that has increased the level of delegated authority over the years which allocates more responsibility to the department level.  Through the review cycle of the current state report, we were advised by PCSD that strategy and policy are based on the following principles:
1) “City code and policy is deliberately structured to provide City Departments with flexibility and independence, to accommodate department-specific business purposes, expertise, structures, regulatory requirements and resources.  This purposefully results in varied policies and procedures among departments, decentralized authorities for certain types of acquisitions, and independent decisions.”
2) “The greatest cost to the City is labor and keeping crews on task. Fast and simplified procurement processes that provide precise tools which closely match the particular crew, maximizes City productivity at the job site and is a deliberate procurement strategy.  This balances the costs due to delays for crews and workers, with any lost opportunity for best pricing given combined volumes, encumbrances or even advance approvals.”
3) “The City, as all public agencies, has limited staffing.  The City deliberately concentrates buying experts for those acquisitions with greatest fiduciary risk.  Training and expertise is expensive and time consuming, and individual administrative staffs within the departments are less likely to invest in training due to these costs, while the City has established highly trained experts in a centralized office PCSD to provide assistance, advice and to perform complex procurements. This also drives making small acquisitions quickly, introducing controls and verifications for larger purchases instead of small ones.  The City also relies upon rules, regulation and guidelines as controls, with technology being intended to support efficient and rapid procurement processing.”
4) “The City has strong social equity purchasing requirements that include: Women and Minority Owned Business Enterprises (WMBE), Equal Benefits, Prevailing Wages, Green Purchasing and Sweat-free & Slave-free. Strategic decisions about when to bid, how wide a bid pool to seek, whether to consolidate volume or unbundled acquisitions, requires knowledgeable hands-on analysis that can weigh these varied factors.   Some opportunities for bundled procurements may disadvantage the City’s social equity commitments.” 


[bookmark: _Toc338334660]City-wide Procure to Pay Observations
Outlined below are the general observations within the representative departments at the City.  Please note that these observations are based on most of the participating departments.  Some departments may demonstrate more mature processes and practices others may demonstrate less mature processes and practices.
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The use of requisitions is a manual, often paper based process that is inconsistently applied across the City departments.  Some departments do not use requisitions unless mandated by PCSD prescribed processes, while others create requisitions outside of the SUMMIT system, via other software applications. 
The approval process is documented for some departments, however the structure used for approvals also varies greatly between departments and also within departments it may differ between divisions.
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The City purchasing manual (dated June 2010) which outlines procurement policy is available but documentation that provides procurement strategy, including quantitative source information does not appear to be utilized by most departments.  Purchasing policies updated in August 2012 were not available at the time of the current state review. Individual departments either do not have or have not provided a documented strategy for P2P within their departments for this review.       
The City has a decentralized approach to procuring goods and services at prescribed levels of value and categories.  This means that many departments are autonomous in procuring their own goods and services and have established their own tailored formal or informal processes to support their departmental processes for purchases. As a result of this decentralized approach, there are limited City-wide standardized P2P processes or procedures to assist departments. 
The applications and use of supporting technology in place for P2P also vary greatly from department to department. This has resulted in inconsistent City-wide application of procedures or documentation such as standard requisition to payment procedures; spend authorization and approval levels; and guiding principles for the SUMMIT system P2P configuration and customization. 
The outcome is that information regarding contracting and purchasing transactions, spend and budget tracking is not available in a timely and reliable manner for departments, senior management, City executive and auditors. The City has a defined P2P approach and process for sourcing and contracting, facilitated through PCSD, for the following spend and category thresholds:
· One time purchase of goods that exceed $44,000 
· Multiple purchases that will exceed $44,000 annually from the same vendor and meet the criteria for a Blanket contract 
· Public Works contracts that exceed $7,000  
· Consulting contracts exceeding $260,000 
Policies and guidelines related to these spend levels and categories are documented in the PCSD issued Purchasing Guidelines, Consulting Guidelines and Public Works Manuals. 
Within the City, the majority of purchasing transactions are completed at the departmental level below the previously mentioned category thresholds, some falling under Blanket contracts, Public Works contracts or Consultant contracts. Prices, discounts and terms are set forth in the Blanket, Public Works and Consulting contracts while terms outside of the above thresholds are negotiated at the discretion of the individual department.  While the binding contract is often the Blanket, Public Works or consulting Contract, the standard procedure for the use of POs in both public and private sector organizations, is seldom used.  This creates downstream problems in the management of encumbrances and providing timely and accurate financial reporting City-wide.
PCSD has dedicated procurement staff that facilitates the sourcing and ordering of products and services for City departments. In the case of contracting, most City departments provide subject matter expertise to support the formal process facilitated by PCSD.  
Throughout the City the approach to purchasing is primarily tactical in nature, not uncommon in public sector procurement due to State and Federal Laws, where the primary criteria for a lower cost purchase is often price rather than Total Cost of Ownership. This may be driven by City policy and State and/or Federal procurement law depending on the strategy and method used to procure. 
Throughout the City, departmental purchases are often initiated by a requester or in some cases where product is kept in stock, by a material controller. The individual tasked with making a purchase, often the requester, may or may not have any formal procurement training or knowledge of the product or service that is being purchased. This may result in a product or service that is inappropriate for the situation. In addition, without the knowledge of what other departments are buying limits the ability to negotiate for economies of scale. Little in-depth market analysis is demonstrated, with the exception of Blanket contracts which are effectively used by the City for some routine purchases. 
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The use of Purchase Orders (POs) across the City is inconsistent. Some departments use POs and SUMMIT’s PO functionality. However, it appears that POs are more frequently used after a purchase has been made, and often after the good or service has been received. In other words, rather than being used as intended by the system, the PO functionality in the SUMMIT system is used to initiate a payment or to encumber expenses for budget carryover during year end processes. Many departments consider the Blanket contract an equivalent to a PO and as a result indicate that a PO for Blanket contracts and other contracts should not be required. However, from a technology and financial reporting standpoint this creates a major gap in the collection of financial information for departments and City-wide accounting. Additionally, not providing a supplier with an up-to-date PO may result in misinterpretation of the terms and conditions under which the products and/or services were contracted. 
In the deployment of a best practice P2P system, the PO is created up front by the person sourcing an approved requisition, the PO then flows through the system and is used throughout the system to produce the transaction and also to enable encumbrance accounting and financial reporting. Currently within the City, most PO’s are generated by departmental Accounts Payable personnel, after the purchase has already occurred, and which also severely restricts encumbrance reporting.
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The City has a decentralized approach to Accounts Payable (AP) which operates at the departmental level.  For example, some departments use the receipt of PO function in the SUMMIT system, some use disparate systems, and some use the SUMMIT system for reconciling or enabling the payment of invoices by creating a “purchase order” within the SUMMIT system to initiate payment of invoices. Frequently, AP personnel in departments spend a significant amount of time gathering the appropriate information to pay an invoice, such as; requisition approval, coding requirements, PO creation or recording encumbrance information to make a payment. Payments to suppliers are generally timely and there is considerable rigor around the AP process in those departments which use the SUMMIT system for parts of the P2P process.  Generally, the AP process is being performed at a higher level of maturity than procurement; however, due to a lack of upstream procedures and challenging system configuration within the SUMMIT system, some efficiency is being lost. 
In general, Chart Field use, purchasing processes, and training are inconsistent across departments and in some cases across divisions within departments. As multiple systems and processes are used in the purchasing process, or in some cases technology is not used at all, there is little visibility into City-wide spending and purchasing trends to assist in accurate planning and reporting in terms of the amount of dollars spent and the frequency of transactions made with specific suppliers or product types. As such, spending power across departments is likely not fully leveraged.
As a result of limited standardization of processes and inconsistent use of the SUMMIT system, City-wide financial reporting is neither timely nor reliable.  Additionally, encumbrance accounting and reporting is a very labor intensive and manual process that may take up to several months. Implementing a new standardized set of processes and upgrading technology to support those processes will improve data quality, reporting capabilities and provide the required level of City-wide audit ability.
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This section identifies the P2P processes for goods and services as it relates to procuring goods and services under $7,000; procuring goods and services $7,000 to $44,000; and, procuring goods and services over $44,000.
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If a good or service is not available on a City Blanket contract and is less than $7,000 (per invoice) and less than $44,000 for that department annually, it qualifies as a Direct Voucher (DV) purchase.
Below the $7,000 threshold, there is relatively little rigor around DV purchasing processes at the City. In some departments there is no separation of duties at this purchase level, i.e. a requester can source and receive the product as well as approve the invoice, which may place the City, the City employee and the vendor at risk. 
Spending estimates for purchases under $7,000 vary depending on data available, annualized to June 1st, 2012 DV transactions were 29,000 individual transactions below $7,000 worth a total of $18.5 million dollars in goods and services.  None of these purchases will have a PO created. This figure does not include Corporate Credit Card transactions below $7,000. It is also important to note that the $7,000 threshold for this category of purchase is $2,000 above the Federal level prescribed for asset capitalization i.e. $5,000).  
Requisitioning and Approval
If a good or service is not available on a Blanket contract and the total expected annual spend is under $44,000 with a select vendor, then DV transactions under $7,000 can proceed. However, there is a great deal of variety in how purchases below $7,000 are made across departments. Departments rarely obtain quotes for purchases at this level (though this does vary by department). In cases where these purchases are not made under a Blanket contract the work is typically carried out by the requester of the good or service rather than a dedicated buyer or procurement specialist. Approval requirements also vary greatly by department. One department explained that they require between four and six levels of approval for a purchase below $7,000. Conversely another department did not require any approvals for such purchases. However, most departments appear to require at least one or two levels of approval for purchases under $7,000.
Purchase Orders
POs are not required by the City in order to procure goods or services under $7,000 and for the most part POs are not created for purchases under $7,000 unless it is a mandatory requirement to do so (e.g. year-end encumbrance reporting). For many departments, POs are generated by the AP team to fulfill the system requirements for payment. 
Accounts Payable
Some departments have receiving agents or quartermasters and others have goods received by the requester. Payments for purchases under $7,000 are made by DV or Corporate Credit Card. Depending on the department and system(s) used, an attempt is often made to match the invoice with receipt documents to create a true 2-way versus a 3-way match, commonly used for receiving goods. In the City’s case the third document in a 3-way match would include the PO, but because POs are not used extensively in purchasing and most often created to mirror the invoice, it is difficult to indicate that a true 3-way match has been completed. Additionally, it is not uncommon for AP departments to send the invoice for signature approval to the requester or approver. Please refer to the AP process described in the various process maps within Appendix B: City of Seattle Current State P2P Process Maps.
Some departments have processes and policies in place to prevent the purchase of capital assets via Corporate Credit Card or DV. However, in the past this has happened in several departments and has been detected by AP during the payment approval procedure. As such, there is opportunity to improve the existing process in order to reduce this risk in the future.
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Compared to the processes for purchases under $7,000, there are more rigorous procedures being employed for purchases over $7,000. However, there remains a great deal of variety in the approach and process used across departments. For purchases below $44, 000 there is an informal quote process, but it is inconsistently applied across all departments as well as across divisions within some departments. Usage varies from following the process exactly to not following it at all. Across the City, there are varying degrees of change that can be implemented to move towards a more mature procurement practice both procedurally and organizationally.
Each department requires some approval to be obtained in advance of these purchases, and there is more emphasis on obtaining quotes than for other (lesser) purchasing categories. PCSD has dedicated buyers who are available to facilitate purchases at this level. A few departments do their own purchasing through internal resources.
Requisitioning and Approval
If a good or service is not available on a Blanket contract and the expected annual spend is under $44,000, departments can obtain three quotes, select the lowest priced vendor, and purchase the good or service. While departments are advised to designate authorized individuals trained to conduct quotes and issue POs, it is up to the department to determine how best to satisfy their purchasing needs for this spend category. Purchases between $7,000 and $44,000 can be performed within the department or routed to PCSD through a requisition. If a department chooses to gather three quotes they must purchase from the lowest of the three (3) quotes.
Purchase Orders
Best practice suggests that a PO should be initiated by the buyer or designated individual who has sourced the product or service. The PO is then sent to the vendor to confirm the purchase details. This forms the contract between buyer and seller. If a purchase must be modified then the PO must reflect the change and an amendment to the PO must be sent to the vendor to ensure agreement to the change(s). This also provides accurate information for financial reporting. 
Above the $7,000 threshold, the processes and tools used for POs at the City are inconsistently applied. PO’s are required by some departments at the start of the purchasing process, while in other departments, the AP function enters the PO to mirror an invoice to initiate payment. In many departments the PO is not sent to the vendor. Some departments create POs using the SUMMIT system, while others use different systems altogether.
An exception to the above $7,000 threshold is where an Expenditure Pre- Authorization Approval (EPAA) process is used. In some departments the requester places the order using the EPAA number in place of a PO number thus circumventing the PO, and its handling process. This requires that the AP team data enter the PO later in the purchase process. In the case of an EPAA, a financial analyst will enter the required information including ChartField data (into the SUMMIT system.
Accounts Payable
Depending on the department and systems used, where possible an attempt is made to match the invoice with receipt documents creating a true 2-way versus a 3-way match, commonly used for receiving goods or services. In the City’s case the third document in a 3-way match would include the PO, but because POs are not used extensively in purchasing and most often created to mirror the invoice it is difficult to claim that a true 3-way match has been complete.   Additionally, it is not uncommon for AP departments to send the invoice for signature approval and coding to the requester or approver. AP personnel in some departments spend a significant amount of time gathering the appropriate information to pay an invoice, such as identifying the individual that placed the requisition, requisition approver, coding information, creating the PO and recording encumbrance information to make a payment. Please refer to the AP process described in the various process maps within Appendix B: City of Seattle Current State P2P Process Maps.
  
[bookmark: _Toc338334668]Procuring Goods and Services over $44,000
When making repetitive or large value goods and/or services purchases from a supplier where the total value will exceed $44,000 annually, the department must go through PCSD. The City has a defined formal bid approach and process for purchasing at this level and the process is followed by most departments.
In the event that a Blanket contract exists for the product or service desired then it is mandatory that it be used for purchases unless PCSD authorizes an alternative contract or purchase. A Blanket contract is awarded by PCSD for goods or services, which the City anticipates will be ongoing or repetitive. Blanket contracts are typically reserved for purchases that may exceed $44,000 during the calendar year. 
Blanket contracts provide a specific list of goods or services that can be purchased through the contract and the Blanket contract can only be used for those specific items identified. It is the responsibility of the department to understand these limits and place orders accordingly.
Requisitioning and Approval
If a Blanket contract has already been setup by PCSD for the good or service then the department may purchase the item. If there is no Blanket contract then the department must prepare a Blanket contract request and forward to PCSD to initiate the procurement.
In many cases departments conduct the majority of buyer analysis before providing the request to PCSD. In these situations, the requester will often identify the preferred product(s), service(s) and vendor(s) that they would like as part of the requisition. Once received by PCSD, a buyer is assigned who will initiate the procurement process. There are three options for this type of procurement: sole source, inter-local[footnoteRef:4] or competitive (Request for Proposal [RFP] or Invitation to Bid [ITB]).  [4:  Chapter 39.34 of the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) – the inter-local cooperation act permits local governmental units to make the most efficient use of their powers by enabling them to cooperate with other localities on a basis of mutual advantage.] 

While there is a standard practice in place for procurement over $44,000, there are situations where this practice could be refined to ensure total cost of ownership best value. Examples were sighted where best overall value was trumped by lowest price bid which may have cost the department more money over the life of the contract. 
Purchase Orders
POs are created once the contract has been awarded and negotiated with the successful vendor. POs are created in the SUMMIT system by PCSD. Depending upon the department and systems being used POs and AP information may be entered separately into disparate systems. 
Accounts Payable
The AP process for purchases over $44,000 is similar to those for under $44,000 with the exception of the creation of the PO and/or invoice at the time of invoice receipt by some departments into their respective systems. 
   
[bookmark: _Toc338334669]Contracting Process	
PCSD facilitates the contract procurement process and ensures that the process is followed. While contracts are used, there is some lack of clarity as to how they are monitored and managed by departments. For example, in some departments there are indications that contracts are actively managed but this is not the case within all departments. Only one department provided sample forms to indicate that there is an approach to vendor performance evaluation but there was no indication of ongoing performance monitoring being conducted. 
PCSD maintains a consulting contractor City Roster that can be used by a department. Individual departments have the option to choose the selection approach for consulting contracts below $260,000. 
The following section identifies the contracting processes for consulting contracts up to $260,000 (which includes extensions to $320,000), Public Works contracting and Blanket contracts. Please refer to the AP process described in the various process maps within Appendix B: City of Seattle Current State P2P Process Maps.
[bookmark: _Toc338334670]Consulting Contracts up to $260,000	 
According to the Seattle Municipal Code (and Consultant Guidelines), departments may select approved consultants from the City Roster for projects up to $260,000, without advertising or conducting either an informal or formal selection process.  The requester may go to the Roster or use their own internal departmental contracting group to find a firm and award a Consultant contract. 
The evaluation and approval processes used vary between departments and by consultant category. For example, State Law requires a specific selection approach for Architects & Engineers, different than those allowed for other consultant work.  
In an organization governed by a strategic methodology for consulting, the professional with the greatest expertise will take the time to research the market and understand as much about the market as possible to ensure they can negotiate from a position of knowledge with the selected consultant. This often involves:  identifying a range of qualified consultants; analyzing the market; developing a procurement strategy; conducting an RFP or RFQ; and, ensuring that the overall needs and goals of the organization are met through the consultant contract.
Such consultant contracts may be amended up to $320,000. 
If the estimated value of the project at time of origination is greater than $260,000, the department will instead conduct a competitive RFP to award the contract in compliance with the Seattle Municipal Code and PCSD guidelines.
Requisitioning and Approval
Paper based requisitioning and approval is used in this process most of the time.  
Purchase Orders
POs are now required for Consulting contracts. In 2011 PCSD implemented a system that requires the use of POs for Consulting contracts.
Accounts Payable
As in other spend categories, the AP process varies by department, based on disparate systems being used and the level in which the upstream processes have been completed. 

[bookmark: _Toc331140410][bookmark: _Toc334105061][bookmark: _Toc338334671]Public Works Contracting
Public Works contracts represent a significant portion of the City’s annual spend and the policy and procedures for sourcing and contracting goods and services are well defined. The City is also governed by City, State and Federal requirements that add complexity to the contracting process. Once the contracts have been awarded the responsibility for the management and payment of the contracts becomes that of the department. This is where the P2P procedures vary significantly between individual departments and the Public Works project managers. One of the key drivers for the difference is the differing technology systems being employed by the various departments.
Public Works contracts include major construction or significant reconstruction, alteration, repair or improvements of roadways, buildings or major fixed assets. They do not include ordinary maintenance, routine and repetitive service work or routine repairs. Public Works contracts (construction and related) are independently managed and specified by each department but are bid and executed by PCSD.  
Requisitioning and Approval
The bulk of Public Works contracts are initiated through departments and have usually been planned and budgeted for in advance. All Public Works contracts must be established through PCSD and most Public Works projects have been pre-approved. PCSD must review and approve all Public Works projects prior to advertisement. Project Managers must submit a complete paper specification package for review by the PCSD. The PCSD review is primarily done to “identify and correct language that will affect the bidding, award, execution, administration and close-out of the contract”.    
Purchase Orders
POs are not consistently created for Public Works contracts. These results in the inability to: track encumbrances and record progress billing against encumbrances; and, provide accurate and timely financial reporting. 
Accounts Payable
The AP process varies by individual department. The Public Works contract AP process can be initiated in a number of ways, primarily through the receipt of a progression based invoice or project completion. This is typically performed through a manual process by AP Technicians and Project Managers.  

[bookmark: _Toc338334672]Blanket Contracts 
When making repetitive purchases for the same goods and or services from a supplier where the total value will be over $44,000 annually, a department must notify PCSD to follow the defined approach for creating Blanket contracts. This requirement is followed by most departments. On occasion PCSD will identify repetitive purchases and initiate a Blanket contracting process. However, it appears that the bulk of Blanket contracts are initiated by individual departments. Given the amount and level of detail of the financial information captured in the SUMMIT system identifying opportunities to create City-wide Blanket contracts and leverage the City buying power would likely be a challenge.
It is mandatory to use a Blanket contract once one is established, unless PCSD authorizes an alternative contract or purchase. Blanket Contracts provide a specific list of goods or services that can be purchased from a specified supplier and can only be used for the specific items identified. It is to the responsibility of the department to understand the Blanket contract limitations and place orders accordingly.
Requisitioning and Approval
Blanket contract requisitions are sent to PCSD for review and action. Once a contract is established requisitioning follows the departments prescribed process. If purchases remain under the $7,000 threshold then requisitions are typically not used. 
Purchase Orders
POs are general not used for Blanket contracts and it should be noted that they do not perform the same function as a PO. Because of this, a great deal of product and financial information is lost and not reportable.  
Accounts Payable
As stated in other processes where requisitions and POs are seldom used, AP personnel are left to track down and obtain an audit trail through the P2P process.

[bookmark: _Toc338334673]Emergency Purchases   
Emergency purchases are defined as an "immediate acquisition to directly resolve a threat to public safety, health or welfare, or to repair, preserve or prevent damage to property, City operations and business, machinery or equipment". It includes acquisitions during City disasters as declared by the Mayor.
Emergency purchases are out of scope for this project.

[bookmark: _Toc338334674][bookmark: _Ref331071509][bookmark: _Ref331071519][bookmark: _Toc334105063]Encumbrance Process	
City management has a fiduciary obligation to be informed of all aspects of the organization’s operations. The encumbrance process is a tool to provide a level of control and reporting to ensure that the financial operations of the City are in order. It identifies remaining spending authority prior to a purchase being made. This allows senior management to analyze spend, and approve overspend, where this makes business sense. 
Contracts and POs are typical encumbrance transactions and are required to enable encumbrance reporting. The current SUMMIT system does not enable encumbrance accounting (Commitment Control) as delivered in PeopleSoft version 8.8.  
Some departments use POs within the SUMMIT system on most purchases, some create POs outside of the SUMMIT system and some departments consider contracts such as Blanket contracts equivalent to the PO and therefore rely on the AP team to enter the PO information to initiate the payment process. While the Blanket contract is similar to a PO from a business perspective, a standard PO is required from a technology systems perspective to provide the required data at the right times in the process, allowing the system to enable encumbrance accounting and to provide accurate and timely financial reporting.  
The current P2P processes result in the City’s remaining spending authority not being available in one central system. As a result, the Finance Department is not able to retrieve information quickly and reliably to determine the current budget position. Consistent use of ChartFields and POs across all departments would allow the technology system to accurately track information from requisition through to check creation while managing the budget status throughout the year. This would allow for more timely and reliable reporting for operational departments and the Department of Finance. 
At year end, the City Budget Office (CBO) determines which budgets are rolled over and which budgets expire based on information provided by each Department. The current practice of the City is to encumber one year at a time.
[bookmark: _Toc338334675]Accounts Payable Process
The AP observations have been described above in each category of the spend process. The following section summarizes a number of related findings. 
The City has a decentralized approach to AP which operates at the department level. Procedures and use of technology systems vary widely. For example, some departments use the receipt of PO function in the SUMMIT system and others use the SUMMIT system for reconciling or enabling the payment of invoices by creating a form of a PO after the purchase within the SUMMIT system. Payments to suppliers are generally timely and there is considerable rigor around the AP process in some departments typically those which use the SUMMIT system for some or all parts of the P2P process. In general, the AP process is being performed at a higher level of maturity than the procurement process. 
There is little evidence of documented City-wide spend authorization levels. While FAS AP has a process for checking authorization levels by invoice, departments generally do not document the specified levels.
Additionally, there are very few purchases made using SUMMIT PO functionality and there is very limited automated AP invoice matching (matching[footnoteRef:5]) being conducted by departments within the SUMMIT system.  The approach to matching is ad hoc. Some departments are disciplined in their approach, but conduct the matching process using other applications. Other departments have difficulty due to incomplete procurement and receiving information which results in their inability to match. Invoices are approved in some cases by the same individual that requested and received the goods or services. This is not considered a best practice and places the requesting and receiving party at risk. [5:  Matching is the principle that requires an organization to match the invoice for the received product against the purchase order and shipping documents, before the invoice can be posted. Here's a typical example of a standard 3-way match: A purchase order is cut to order 1,000 widgets at $1 apiece from Acme Corp. When the 1,000 widgets arrive, the receiving department enters the amount received into the organization’s system and forwards the packing slip to Accounts Payable. When the invoice arrives, the AP clerk will check the amount of widgets listed on the invoice to the amount shown received in the system and on the packing slip, as well as check the per-unit price on the invoice to the one on the purchase order. If the invoice shows 1,000 widgets sent, costing $1 a piece for a total of $1,000, then it matches the packing slip and the PO and can be posted. If there are any discrepancies, they must be resolved before the invoice can be properly posted.] 

PO cancellation in the SUMMIT system also varies by department. It is often done based on delivery date (which appears to have been part of the original delivered PeopleSoft system and imposed at the time of conversion). This results in a situation where any delivery received and processed after the due date requiring the PO to be re-entered so that the invoice can be paid. This also creates the situation where delivery dates may be pushed out, which has in the past lead to inaccurate information being provided to suppliers (e.g. incorrect due dates or the potential for items to be paid for prior to receipt). Where delivery dates are pushed out by departments to extend timelines, data quality issues are also generated. 
FAS processes AP for a number of the smaller departments that perform their own purchasing but do not have the resources to perform the AP process. In this case, FAS creates POs based on contracts presented by FAS, small departments and Executive Offices personnel. PO creation usually occurs prior to the invoice being presented to FAS.  While there are instances where an invoice is presented at the same time as a contract, this is the exception and not the rule.
For a summary of the City’s AP practices, please refer to Appendix G: City Accounts Payable Practices Summary.
[bookmark: _Toc338334676]Vendor Information Management
SUMMIT contains a master vendor list which includes all vendors who are eligible to receive payments from the City. The SUMMIT vendor list is available to all departments and is maintained by PCSD.  Departments may add new vendors to the list by completing a W9 form and submitting it to the Vendor Relations Office. The vendor information in SUMMIT includes vendor name, address, type of business, contact information, spend amounts (withheld and not) and if withheld (who has the money, EIN, Tax ID or SSN). 
While PCSD maintains the vendor information in SUMMIT, the City (PCSD) and several departments also maintain vendor information details in separate databases to track unique data for that department.  As such, there is one consolidated, central master vendor list maintained and accessible by all departments, although multiple systems that capture far greater detail or for other business needs are in use. In general, departmental AP groups create new vendors in the individual department’s database or in the SUMMIT system through PCSD in order to pay suppliers. 
[bookmark: _Toc338334677]Vendor Relationship Management 
During P2P Current State workshops and interviews it was apparent that there is no defined approach to supplier relationship development, and supplier performance management, either on a City-wide or department level.  Further analysis was out of scope for this project. However, it should be noted that this area presents significant opportunity for improvements for the City.
[bookmark: _Ref330834771][bookmark: _Ref330834778][bookmark: _Toc338334678]Findings and Analysis
During our analysis, it was discovered that across the City there are varying levels of P2P maturity, and the application of processes and procedures vary greatly among departments. Standardization of P2P processes (and systems) would allow all departments to function at a similar level of capability while providing the required City-wide reporting and audit capabilities.
[bookmark: _Toc338334679]Opportunities to Standardize City-wide in the Current Environment
Departments have delivered services while complying with procurement policy and regulations. However, the adoption of standardized processes, procedures (and technology) would serve to advance all departments to a similar level of maturity and capability. 
Given the current governance and compliance to industry standard P2P processes and procedures combined with the current system technology limitations that hamper a more efficient approach to AP, there are several areas of opportunity improvements. 
In order to standardize P2P procedures and improve the accuracy and timeliness of consolidated financial reporting, the City needs to adopt a more integrated approach to P2P process and technology standardization which aligns business processes with best practices built into PeopleSoft. 
Where to start? Technology improvements and a rigorous approach to following the PeopleSoft built-in processes can be a catalyst for standardization and will help to provide the City with the required compliance, audit ability, and accurate financial reporting. The list below is a small representation of opportunities that could begin the shift to implementing leading practices across the City. Each opportunity will need to be assessed for ease of implementation and risk.
Opportunities which are not dependent on the implementation of a new system:
· Develop a vision and strategy to: 
· Standardize P2P policy, processes and procedures across all City departments
· Restructure City-wide Procurement and AP to be more strategic in the P2P processes
· Standardize on one P2P technology system
· Develop cross department procurement and AP process improvement teams mandated to standardize and improve the current state of P2P
· Implement processes for standardization across all departments that are not directly impacted but easily adapted to technology. These include:
· Spend authorization levels and approval levels
· Sourcing strategies and the use of POs
· Lower the financial threshold for purchases that do not require a PO to $1,000 to capture more spend data
· Establish a formal paper-based requisitioning procedure
Opportunities dependent upon the implementation of the new system:
· Reconfigure the PO fields to conform to industry and PeopleSoft standards eliminating the need to re-enter PO’s based on a City configured dual purpose field such as cancellation in the delivery date field. 
· Mandate and implement an AP initiated 3-way matching process for goods and a 2- way matching approval for progress payments and services as required across all departments
As progress is made in establishing leading best practices for P2P functions, the City ought to   begin to experience qualitative and quantitative benefits including:
· Accurate and timely financial information
· Increased internal and external customer satisfaction
· Reduced procurement and production cycle times
· Reduced transactional and manual activities and costs
· Improved business planning performance
· Strategic business intelligence
· Reduced supply risk 
The implementation of changes needs to be supported through on-going management commitment, governance and application support processes in order to be sustainable.

[bookmark: _Toc338334680]Opportunities and Risks to modify or remove modifications in v8.8 
A review of PeopleSoft v 8.8 as it currently exists in the SUMMIT system production environment was conducted to inform the future decision to extend the lifespan of v8.8, upgrade to v9.1 or implement v9.1. This review includes a high level analysis of the current SUMMIT system, review of the list of modifications (identified on City InWeb) and interview(s) with the SUMMIT Team. Initial modifications that were created at go-live have been reviewed as well as the list of Customer Service Request (CSR) modifications.
It should be noted that the SUMMIT system platform is stable and reliable as long as no further enhancements, customizations or modifications are implemented. However, the decision to replace the SUMMIT system will not be based on platform stability alone. The key issues are that the Summit system:
· Is no longer fully supported by Oracle
· Current configuration and design hampers the system functioning as delivered
· Does not provide the City with the reporting and information required
· Does not provide the City staff with the functionality they need to do their work efficiently
As deployed, the current SUMMIT system design does not support standardized business practices. Additionally,  the layers of customization over the last thirteen (13) years has created a situation where undertaking further enhancements pose  a high risk due to potential impact of change and the extensive time required for analysis,  testing and training. This includes extending or enabling existing functionality to groups of users who do not have current access to existing SUMMIT system functionality.
According to the SUMMIT team, the current PeopleSoft Financials version 8.8 is on Oracle sustaining support meaning Oracle will not issue any tax, legal and regulatory updates or certification with most third-party products for version 8.8.
The AP and PO modifications implemented at go-live appear to be inconsequential, however, their impact are pervasive throughout the system, touching many pages and data fields, so impacts of modifying or deleting may be broad (that is, touch other pages/ modules).  Any changes, whether adding functionality or removing modifications, will require significant analysis and regression testing prior to any new modifications and implementation.  
In addition, required SUMMIT system security and/or functionality patches and fixes have not been kept up to date. Instead, only patches and fixes that are relevant to the City’s business have been selectively applied. As a result, there are many layers of modifications that now create conflict and issues within the core SUMMIT system. Issues that are not found in a demo environment and cannot be recreated, occur randomly. Modifications are now created to fix those ghost issues as they arise, adding further complexity to the analysis, testing and implementation.  
On the City InWeb site there are thirty-three (33) modifications that were identified and documented with the initial implementation of PeopleSoft. Seventeen (17) of those are Project Costing modifications and eight (8) GL related modifications that will be addressed in the Project Costing stream of the P2P and Project Costing Process Standardization project.  Eight (8) are GL related modifications and the remaining 8 are directly related to AP or PO and can potentially be removed due to configuration, functionality changes or enhancements in 9.1.  Since the initial implementation, over 450 modifications have been made to the system in the Accounts Payable and Purchase Order modules according to data received from the SUMMIT team. Retiring these modifications would be desirable and new justification and approvals should be required before even considering if these are necessary in 9.1.
Summit 8.8 AP/PO Modifications for potential elimination include:
· M025 - AP Offset Entries 
· M025b - AP Use Tax Offset Entries 
· M026 - Encumbrances 
· M069 -  AP Cash Offset Entries 
· M084 – Budget and Encumbrance Carry Forward  
· M095 – Create custom PO Encumbrance table 
· M097 – Outstanding Accounts Payable Reporting 
· M099 – Blanket Vendor Contract Search Tool
The City has been on v 8.8 for approximately six (6) years and uses approximately 25% of the available functionality. A typical mature business uses 50 to 75% of the features available within PeopleSoft. During that six (6) year period, there has been turnover of staff and in some cases multiple people have held the same job. In class-room training has not been kept up based on budget constraints, but on-line training guides and UPK lessons have been developed and kept up to date for all Summit modules.  In addition one-on-one training is provided as requested by users.  Developing training material is complicated given the degree of customization in the current environment. Since few processes are standardized across the departments, there is not a single super -user who understands how the processes work for a given module, how configuration changes might help or hinder the day to day use of the system, or can be a go to person for expertise on the system. As a result, there has not been business ownership of the SUMMIT system or any particular modules.  
Graying out data fields and links was limited in v8.8 and in all cases was done to protect data integrity, or to protect sensitive data. 
Receipt Accruals, Workflow and Matching functionality are all best practices that should be utilized to conform to a mature best practices module. None of these are currently being used consistently across the departments, but implementing them across the City in the current environment would be a concern due to the underlying changes to the software. Utilizing these features would allow staff to turn their attention to upstream processes in a proactive manner rather than reacting to downstream issues and problems. The implementation of these processes and functionality must be considered in the next version.
While there is unused functionality available in v8.8, any changes to this environment would have to be tested significantly to assure that prior modifications do not impact the newly implemented features. This would be required since the underlying software landscape has been changed and due to the investment to test, train, configure and convert to bring those features online, the value of doing so may not be worthwhile. There may be greater value in implementing best practices in v9.1 and investing time, training and testing in that environment.

[bookmark: _Toc338334681]Opportunities within v9.1 environment

The City is considering a migration to v 9.1 to take advantage of new features from which the City could benefit. Importantly, the City would be utilizing the basic features in v9.1 that were not used in v8.8 to further mature toward best practices, control, and enhance security and audit ability. While most features were outlined in section 6.3 above, there are many additional features that could be considered in the implementation of v 9.1.  
PeopleSoft v9.1 offers many new features that can be utilized to reduce the workload in many forms.  This document is not designed as a sales tool to promote those features, but the benefit to cost factor has many organizations (public and private) moving to v9.1 at a rapid pace. As noted above, many of the modifications added in v8.8 at implementation could be removed due to the functionality improvements. Typically a software vendor will support a system as long as the core product remains relatively close to the delivered product. When too many customizations begin to alter the core, the software vendor has no way to replicate issues because the customizations alter how the system reacts and operates. Removing those modifications would put the onus back on Oracle when issues are found so that Oracle can provide a proper fix. It would also allow City to implement a thorough method for implementing patches and fixes as they are released by Oracle. And, once the system stabilizes after upgrade/implementation, the use of automated testing tools could accelerate the implementation of a regular system maintenance program.  
Oracle launched PeopleSoft v 9.1 in November of 2009. They will support that version, with updates, patches and fixes through 2014 and provide taxes and legal support through 2015.  Extended support can be purchased to either 2017 or an indefinite period. Oracle has also changed their updates and patches to a “selective support” model, meaning you don’t have to apply all patches and fixes.  You can now apply only those that are relevant to the features that you use.   v 9.2 is slated for delivery later in 2012 and could be considered for the City. The number of changes is not great and may offer solutions worth considering. Oracle is maintaining a three (3) year lifecycle, introducing the subsequent version every three (3) years as a way to assist in long term planning.  
Once implemented, the City should allow all hyperlinks and remove “grayed out” features as was done  in v8.8.  This will contribute to more efficient processing. The hyperlinks offer a quick way to navigate to and from other features or to peruse or preview information that is available regarding the transaction being processed. They are designed to assist with the task being processed.
Requisitions are only being used by a few departments at this point and the variation of requisition usage ranges from not at all, to using them for all purchases over $44,000. Requisitions are the beginning step in control and approval.  They form the backbone of a best practice in a mature business. The creation of requisitions by periodic (rather than regular) users may be made easier by using web-enabled Oracle e-Procurement. The implementation of requisitions, approval workflow and considering Commitment Control would give the City better control of spend. Voucher spreadsheet upload is available for use and could eliminate the current modification that is used in v8.8 pending further analysis.  
Enabling workflow would be another way to assure all data is confined and approved in the system.  Workflow generates an audit trail and conforms to best practices while adding additional layers of control and separation of duties. An early attempt to implement Workflow was made in v6.0 by the City, but it did not work and limited investment was possible to configure it and get it running.  
Training users on standardized business processes and v9.1 would give all departments at the City a common starting point.  It would also avoid the cost and impact of training on v8.8 followed by a v9.1 or v 9.x in the future. Continued and expanded use of UPK (the User Productivity Kit) as a tool to create and generate training documents would be another benefit that would support turnover as people come and go, which is common in a large organization. Using standard processes across all departments would alleviate different training versions and the upkeep associated with different departments.  
The new technology in v 9.1 allows for the use of smart devices which eliminates having to be at a desk for processing. This could be inventory/receiving devices, smart phones for approvals or alerts or a host of other tools and scenarios that are designed to speed up the process times and eliminate bottle necks to improve the entire P2P process.  
Implementing standardized business processes as enabled by best practices within v 9.1 creates a new baseline for the City as it is implemented across the departments. Benefits include: 
· Raises the bar for acceptance of modifications and customizations
· Brings Oracle back into the maintenance picture as a partner
· Allows an opportunity to adopt many best practices
· Gains control of many processes to streamline expenses
· Provides tighter audit controls 
A few key features to include for consideration are Workflow, expanded usage of Matching, expanded usage of Requisitions, eProcurement and Receipt Accruals. All are aligned with and enable movement toward best practices, control and audit functions typically found in a mature organization with proper structure.  By adopting the new functionality, users can now focus on reducing costs in other areas instead of just getting through daily tasks. This creates many additional opportunities for the City in a variety of areas in the future.
[bookmark: _Toc335103939][bookmark: _Toc338334682]Conclusion and Next Steps

The current state of P2P processes appears to have evolved over time resulting in significant variation in procedures and policies in the representative departments. There are a number of factors that are contributing to the limited standardization within the City and inability to get accurate and timely financial information. These factors include:
· Limited standardization of  P2P processes and procedures  governed and monitored for compliance 
· Current SUMMIT system (PeopleSoft version 8.8) capabilities
There are few City-wide standardized processes and procedures to guide departments. The rigor of processes and technology used to accomplish P2P transactions varies greatly across departments and often within divisions within a department.  The City P2P function can best be described as decentralized, leaving departments to determine their own processes and level of spend authority.
At the City, with the exception of the AP role at the department level, the segregation of roles has often been lost which has resulted in the same person sourcing, ordering and receiving the product and approving payment of an invoice for the product. This places the buyer and the seller at risk by not providing an adequate separation of duties. 
Generally there is much more rigor in the process throughout all City departments when paying suppliers for goods and services.  However, compensating suppliers could be done far more efficiently if the business processes within the software were followed and information collected upstream in the P2P process.  
The limited standardization of  business processes, procedures and technologies across all City departments, has made it very difficult to maintain the integrity of the financial information over time. This has also led to a high degree of customization of the SUMMIT v8.8 environment to the extent that in the thirteen (13) years since the initial implementation of PeopleSoft the underlying landscape of the software has changed.  Further modifying, adding functionality or extending existing functionality to departments without current access is high risk and would require significant time and investment for analysis, testing and training prior to implementation.
The City has several key areas that can be improved to ensure all departments are using the same P2P standard procedures to capture information for departments and the enterprise and transact purchases in an effective and efficient manner. The City has the opportunity to connect accurate and timely financial reporting with efficient P2P processes and procedures by migrating to a new version of PeopleSoft as a catalyst for standardizing its processes.

Based on the findings in this Current State phase, it is appropriate to continue to the Envision phase of the Procure to Pay and Project Costing Standardization project and to conduct a Fit Gap analysis of v9.1 for P2P processes and functionality.  This analysis will identify the fit of v 9.1 to the City’s high level business requirements and identify and note any gaps which need to be further analyzed in the design phase.  

Due to the magnitude and complexity of change which will be required to standardize P2P processes, practices and migrate to a new version of PeopleSoft, Future State workshops must include an overview of new business processes, key role requirements and systematic capture of changes to each representative department. An analysis of options regarding business process and/or system changes which can be made in the current v8.8 environment and whether upgrade or re-implementation paths are appropriate will be conducted to recommend an approach to the City. Subsequent to decision by the City, a roadmap and plan including change management activities may then be developed. 
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	Date
	Workshop
	Attendees

	April 20, 2012
	FAS purchasing and contracts
	Pam Tokunaga, Mark Wheeler, Janice Marsters, Jamie Carnell

	May 16, 2012
	SCL purchasing
	Nelson Park, Mike Simmonds, Kim Rayray, Margaret Raihl

	May 16, 2012
	SCL accounts payable
	Scott Hayes, Mike Simmonds

	May 17, 2012
	HSD procure to pay
	Val Landicho, Josie Limos, Sara Levin

	May 22, 2012
	SDOT procure to pay
	Kathy Mares, Cheryl Ooka, Veronica Schindler, Donald Padgett, Monica Schmitz, Mark Sliger, Gail Srithongsuk, Scott Clarke (FinMAP) 

	May 23, 2012
	SPD procure to pay
	Colette Alberts

	May 23, 2012
	DPR procure to pay
	Ibrahim Kuria, Kevin Stoops, Corrie Ernsdorff, Linda Hubert

	June 19, 2012
	DoIT procure to pay
	Mitz Barber, Patti DeFazio, Ann Kelson, Fati Le, Nitaya Kambhiranond, Pamela Heilman

	June 19, 2012
	SPU procure to pay
	Kathleen Organ, Steven Johnson, Sharon Gill

	June 20, 2012
	SCL accounts payable
	Scott Hayes

	June 20, 2012
	FAS purchasing
	Pam Tokunaga, Vivian Uno

	June 20, 2012
	FAS contracts
	Steven Larson

	June 20, 2012
	HSD procurement
	Val Landicho, Josie Limos, Amanda Sadler

	June 21, 2012
	SDOT procure to pay
	Kathy Mares, Paul Roberts, Paul Jackson, Lucy Roberts, John Buswell, Jason Miller, Kristen Simpson, Christine Patterson, Monica Schmitz, Don Padgett, Angela Brady, Roy Francis, Jana Duran

	June 21, 2012
	SPD contracts
	Colette Alberts, Shawn Tonkin

	July 18, 2012
	FAS Internal
	Dave Behrndt

	Aug 10, 2012
	Central Purchasing and Contracting Services
	Nancy Locke, Mark Wheeler, Pam Tokunaga

	Aug 30, 2012
	Purchasing and Contracting Services Division
	Pam Tokunaga




[bookmark: _Ref330836363][bookmark: _Toc338334685]Appendix B: City of Seattle Current State P2P Process Maps
All of the current state process maps that have been created during workshops with each department have been stored, in PDF format, on the City FinMAP SharePoint site. These process maps can be found in 
FAS (dea-sharepoint) > FAS - Financial Management and Accountability Program > Shared Documents > 2012 FinMAP Project - P2P_Project Cost > Procure-to-Pay > P2P Current Process Maps- by Department
OR
FAS (dea-sharepoint) > FAS - Financial Management and Accountability Program > Shared Documents > 2012 FinMAP Project - P2P_Project Cost > Procure-to-Pay > P2P Current Process Maps- by Category

	Department
	Description
	Document name in FinMAP

	Finance and Administrative Services (FAS)
	Accounts payable shared services process for purchases under $7,000
	AP Shared Services Process for Purchases under 7k.pdf

	
	Accounts payable shared services process for purchases over $7,000
	AP Shared Services processes for Purchases over 7k.pdf

	
	Accounts payable shared services process for contracts and construction
	AP Shared Services-Contracts and Construction-Process.pdf

	
	Procurement process via Blanket Contract request
	FAS - Procurement - Blanket Contract Request.pdf

	
	Procurement process via construction contracts (note this is a DRAFT)
	FAS - Procurement - Construction Contracts DRAFT.pdf

	
	Procurement process for purchases via consulting contracts
	FAS - Procurement - Consulting Contracts.pdf

	
	Procurement process for goods over $44,000 without a blanket agreement
	FAS - Procurement - Goods over 44K, no blanket.pdf

	Information Technology (DoIT)
	Accounts payable process for purchases via consulting contracts
	DoIT - AP - Consulting Contracts.pdf

	
	Procurement process for purchases via credit card
	DoIT - Procurement - C Card.pdf

	
	Procurement process for goods and services under $7,000
	DoIT - Procurement - Informal Purchases under 7K.pdf

	
	Procurement process for goods and services over $7,000 without a Blanket Contract
	DoIT - Procurement - Purchases over 7K, no blanket.pdf

	Parks and Recreation (DPR)
	Accounts payable process for purchases via construction contracts
	DPR - AP - Contract (construction).pdf

	
	Accounts payable process for purchases via consulting contracts
	DPR - AP - Contract (purchase or consulting).pdf

	
	Procurement process for purchases via credit card
	DPR - Procurement - C Card.pdf

	
	Procurement of consulting contracts
	DPR - Procurement - Consulting Contract.pdf

	Human Services (HSD)
	Accounts payable process for contracts
	HSD - AP - Contracts_legal.pdf

	
	Procurement process for consulting contracts
	HSD - Procurement - Contracts_legal.pdf

	
	Procurement process for goods over $250.00
	HSD - Procurement - Goods over 250_legal.pdf

	Seattle City Lights
	Accounts payable process for purchases that involve 3-way matching
	SCL - AP Process 3 way matching.pdf

	
	Procurement process for informal purchases  for stock requirement
	SCL - Procurement - Informal Purchase - Stock Requirement_printable_legal.pdf

	
	Procurement process for informal purchases under $7,000
	SCL-Procurement-Informal Purchase under 7K_printable_letter

	
	Procurement process for informal purchases over $7,000
	SCL-Procurement-Informal Purchase over 7K_printable_legal

	Transportation (SDoT)
	Accounts payable process for purchases 
	SDOT - AP - ARTS.pdf

	
	Accounts payable process for construction contracts
	SDOT - AP - Construction Contracts.pdf

	
	Accounts payable process for consulting contracts
	SDOT - AP - Consulting Contracts.pdf

	
	Procurement process for purchases via credit card
	SDOT - Procurement - C Card.pdf

	
	Procurement process for purchasing capital assets
	SDOT - Procurement - Capital Assets.pdf

	
	Procurement process for consulting contract purchases via City Roster
	SDOT - Procurement - City Roster Consulting Contract.pdf

	
	Procurement process for consulting contracts
	SDOT - Procurement - Consulting Contract.pdf

	
	Procurement process for goods and services under $7,000
	SDOT - Procurement - Goods Under 7000.pdf

	
	Procurement process for non-competitive consulting contracts
	SDOT - Procurement - Non Competitive Consulting Contract.pdf

	
	Procurement of consulting contracts via an RFP/RFQ process
	SDOT - Procurement - RFP-RFQ Consulting Contract.pdf

	
	Procurement process for consulting contracts via sole source agreements
	SDOT - Procurement - Sole Source Consulting Contract.pdf

	Police (SPD)
	Procurement process for consulting contracts
	SPD - Procurement - Consulting Contracts.pdf

	
	General procurement process
	SPD - Procurement - General_legal.pdf

	
	Procurement and Accounts Payable processes for Blanket Contracts
	SPD - Procurement and AP - Blanket Contract_legal.pdf

	
	Procurement and Accounts Payable processes for goods under $7,000 without Blanket Contracts
	SPD - Procurement and AP - Goods under 7K, No Blanket Contract_legal.pdf

	Public Utilities (SPU)
	Accounts payable process for consulting contracts
	SPU - AP - Consulting Contracts.pdf

	
	Procurement process for purchases via credit card
	SPU - Procurement - C Card.pdf

	
	Procurement process for consulting contracts
	SPU - Procurement - Consulting Contract.pdf

	
	Procurement process for goods and services over $7,000 without a Blanket Contract
	SPU - Procurement - Informal Purchases over 7K, no blanket.pdf

	
	Procurement process for informal goods and services purchases under $7,000
	SPU - Procurement - Informal Purchases under 7K.pdf
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Throughout the current state validation process, Validation Packages were used to collect information about City departments’ financial and operational systems. Validation Packages and working documents can be found on SharePoint here:
FAS (dea-sharepoint) > FAS - Financial Management and Accountability Program > Shared Documents > 2012 FinMAP Project - P2P_Project Cost > Procure-to-Pay > P2P Validation packages
We realize that this section of the document was used to reference survey results from departments, but there are a couple of interfaces that were never mentioned by any department, which most departments used and it would be good to list those interfaces somewhere.  They are:  1)The Wire Assignment Database, 2) Voucher Upload, 3) Vendor Upload.
The summary of financial and operational systems which interface or integrate with SUMMIT is below.
	Seattle City Light

	Name of System
	Type of System
	Type of Software or Program
	Interfaces and Integration Points with SUMMIT
	Approximate number of users
	Financial or Operational System
	Comments

	Passport
	Inventory Management System
	Third Party ("ASAP Systems"?)
	Purchase orders and receipts are created in passport and uploaded to SUMMIT
	200
	Financial
	 

	Bank of America (BoA) Works-SH
	Commercial Credit Card (C-Card)
	Third Party (Bank of America)
	Works creates a journal that the City edits and then uploads into SUMMIT to charge Org Units for C-Card purchases 
	60
	Financial
	 

	Direct Voucher Log
	Records and tracks issued Direct Voucher (DV) numbers for procurement authorization (Low dollar direct bill purchases)
	MS Access
	No interface with SUMMIT or any financial system.  Free standing application used by Procurement and Accounts Payable
	28
	Operational
	Approximately 12 users in AP and 16 in Procurement



	Department of IT*

	Name of System
	Type of System
	Type of Software or Program
	Interfaces and Integration Points with SUMMIT
	Approximate number of users
	Financial or Operational System
	Comments

	HEAT
	Tracks usage of DoIT and some purchased items; used by HelpDesk
	3rd party (vendor: Front Range)
	 
	 
	Operational 
	Used City-wide for different functions 


	FACILITY CENTER / TMS Billing System

	Work order & Inventory system; tracks inventory purchases and uses; maintain inventory records used by Communication Technologies group

	Tririga now purchased by IBM

	together with Time Keeper, Pinnacle and Facility Center, these systems integrates to DoIT ABD where Activity Billing is based on.  Also called the TMS Billing system which interfaces with Summit via I03 upload.
	20+
	Both
	

	PINNACLE / TMS Billing System

	Keeps track of recurring charges of desk phones and and wireless device billings

	Windstream

	together with Facility Center, Pinnacle and Conference Bridge these systems integrates to DoIT ABD where Activity Billing is based on.  Also called the TMS Billing system which interfaces with Summit via I03 upload.
	50+
	Both
	

	CONFERENCE BRIDGE / TMS Billing System

	track internal conference calling

	in house application

	together with Facility Center, Pinnacle and Conference Bridge these systems integrates to DoIT ABD where Activity Billing is based on.  Also called the TMS Billing system which interfaces with Summit via I03 upload.
	50+
	Both
	

	TIMEKEEPER/ TMS Billing System

	Part of the TMS billing system that tracks labor hours by project.  Labor Costs are calculated at billing rate.

	In-house web application that reads current work order numbes from facilities center and allows techs to enter billable time to the work order
	together with Facility Center, Pinnacle and Conference Bridge these systems integrates to DoIT ABD where Activity Billing is based on.  Also called the TMS Billing system which interfaces with Summit via I03 upload.
	20+

	Both
	

	CommShop Inventory Tracking / Work Order System
	Track inventories purchased and used in Comm Shop.  It also tracks labor to the work order which is the basis for their billing.  Report is extracted and converted to Excel format and sent to Finance for billing.  This Excel file is run thru Access where it assigns Summit Activity, cost of goods sold, and  applicable taxes.  See below process for the integration to Summit.
	MCM Technology

	Doesn't integrate with Summit.  We use the data to support Summit entries

	10+
	Operational
	The system does not interface with Summit.  We use report to document Inventory transactions and billing.

	COMMSHOP BILLINGS

	To Process Comm Shop Billings

	Access

	Converted to CSV format and uploaded to Summit via I03 Activity Billing
	
	
	

	SEATTLE CHANNEL BILLING
	To process Seattle Channel Billings
	Excel/CSV file
	Uploaded to Summit via I03 Activity Billing
	
	
	

	Project Management
	Project Management Tool for Special Projects
	Excel
	Does not interface with Summit.  
	
	
	

	Budget Management

	Budget Management Tool

	Excel

	Data is downloaded from Summit and used to monitor budget and actuals.
	
	
	

	Web Grant Management

	Grant Management tool to track grant given out by the City.  It contains contact database, track and store supporting documents i.e. scanned copies invoices, contracts; manage and monitor budget and actual payments
	Dullas Technology

	Does not interface with Summit.   In conjunction with PGP enabled signature, Accounting uses this to document AP invoice approval process.  

	20+  registered users -  
	Used by DON and DoIT and possibly SPU in the future

	

	OSERS Web

	Financial information system

	OSERS Web is owned and maintained by FAS Accounting (version 1.0.5.0 Build 20120625.1548)
	Interfaces with Summit Budget (legal and operating), Expenditure, Revenue, Accounts Payable, Purchase Order and Project Cost data. 
	
	
	



	Human Services Department

	Name of System
	Type of System
	Type of Software or Program
	Interfaces and Integration Points with SUMMIT
	Approximate number of users
	Financial or Operational System
	Comments

	DocuSign
	Electronic signature
	Easy & fast way to get documents signed electronically
	 
	350
	Financial
	 

	 
	Contracts Management System
	Manage all financial aspects of vendor contracts 
	Links with AP – using SUMMIT's AP voucher upload to enter vendor invoices for payment  from the CMS into SUMMIT
	150
	Financial
	 

	 
	Child Care Assistance Program system
	Manage all financial aspects of childcare assistance vendor contracts 
	Links with AP – using SUMMIT's AP voucher upload to enter vendor invoices for payment  from the CMS into SUMMIT
	7
	Financial
	 

	 
	Nutrition vendor management system (Minute Menu)
	Manage all financial aspects of nutrition vendor contracts 
	Links with AP – using SUMMIT's AP voucher upload to enter vendor invoices for payment  from the CMS into SUMMIT
	5
	Financial
	 

	BoA Works-SH
	Commercial Credit Card (C-Card)
	Third Party (Bank of America)
	Interfaces with SUMMIT to charge Org Units for C-Card purchases
	
	
	


 
	Seattle Police Department*

	Name of System
	Type of System
	Type of Software or Program
	Interfaces and Integration Points with SUMMIT
	Approximate number of users
	Financial or Operational System
	Comments

	APPX database
	Internal purchasing system
	Internal build
	 
	 
	 
	*To be confirmed



	Finance and Administrative Services

	Name of System
	Type of System
	Type of Software or Program
	Comments

	Storm
	Financial 
	City's Cash Receiving database.
	 Direct interface over night to Summit

	Envision
	 Operational for now
	 City’s claim tracking and management system
	Payment information manually input to and download from Summit

	Excel download is used to track projects.
	 
	
	Use the I03 custom interface for billing files. - load to the Proj_Resource table

	Queries are used extensively for proejct analysis and other processes.
	 
	 
	

	Download SUMMIT data to Excel and use Macros to track and summarize data.
	 
	 
	

	Billing - do not use the SUMMIT Custom Billing process at all - would like to.
	 
	 
	

	Note: Per FAS participants, the smaller departments do not utilize the Billing interface and do all of their billing manually.
	 
	 
	

	Project Budgets are loaded to PC using a MNG Analysis Type
	 
	 
	

	OSERS
	 Financial
	 FAS financial report and tracking system
	Financial information download from Summit

	TARRA
	 Financial
	 ARRA project tracking system
	Financial information download from Summit

	Unifier
	 Operational and Financial
	Lease management, warehouse inventory 
	103 interface for lease billings

	Fleets Anywhere (FA)
	 Operational and Financial
	Vehicle tracking and management system 
	103 interface for lease billings

	SLIM
	Operational and Financial 
	City’s tax, business and regulatory license management system 
	Via Storm for payments to Summit

	SMART
	Operational (SQL Server)
	FAS CIP capital project management system
	Financial information download from Summit

	HRIS
	 Financial
	 City’s timecard system; 
	Labor information flow to Summit

	CATS
	 Operational and Financial
	 Comprehensive Animal Tracking System for City’s animal shelter
	Payment information to Summit via STORM

	Limousine Insurance Management Operations
	 Operational
	Limousine insurance tracking system
	Payment information to Summit via STORM (to be confirmed)

	TAPS
	 Financial
	 Treasury to process tax payments received in the mail and import tax payments  received via the web and to transmit payment data to SLIM
	Payment information to Summit via STORM

	VIMS
	 Operational
	 Tracking the insurance status of taxicab operating within the City
	Payment information to Summit via STORM (to be confirmed)

	BoA Works
	 Operational and financial
	 City’s credit card and Epayable system (Bank of America)
	Payment information to Summit (directly interface)



	Seattle Public Utilities

	Name of System
	Type of System
	Type of Software or Program
	Interfaces and Integration Points with SUMMIT
	Approximate number of users
	Financial or Operational System
	Comments

	Maximo
	Work orders/workflow (SPU does not use it for asset management)
	3rd party
	No interface/integration.  System operates independently of Summit, but data may be extracted for time reporting and other cost allocations.
	~250
	Operational
	

	Inventory Database
	Inventory allocations
	3rd Party System (Maximo) and MS Access
	Upload inventory transactions (usage/charges) to Summit via I-03.
	1
	Operational
	

	Fleet Database
	Fleet and equipment allocations
	3rd Party System (Maximo) and MS Access
	Compiles and calculates equipment usage, then uploads cost allocations to Summit via I-03.
	1
	Operational
	

	Rebate Databases (5 separate databases)
	Customer rebate request tracking
	MS Access
	No interface/ integration.  Users track rebate requests for rebates and send reports to AP for rebate payments.
	5
	Operational
	

	CCSS Refund Database (CheckWriter)
	Utility account refund database
	MS Access
	No interface/integration.  Users input and approve refund requests, send batch reports to AP, and AP prints/mails checks.
	3
	Operational
	

	FRM (Financial Resource Management)
	Financial information and reporting
	IBM Cognos (front-end) with Oracle (back-end)
	ODBC link to Summit and other systems nightly to pull Summit tables into data cubes.
	400
	Financial
	

	EPMS (Enterprise Project Management System)
	Financial information and reporting, project management
	Clarity
	No interface directly to Summit…interfaces to FRM (above) after FRM interfaces to Summit.
	300
	Financial
	

	CCDB (Consultant Contracts Database)
	Contracts and financial information and tracking
	MS Access
	No interface.  Populated by manual data entry.  Does not load info to Summit.
	10
	Financial
	

	TES (Temporary Employee System) - used for allocating payroll costs
	Financial allocations
	MS Access
	Upload labor allocations to Summit via I-03.
	2
	Financial
	

	Budget Prep
	Financial information and analysis
	MS Access
	No interface.  Information is extracted from Summit and loaded to BudPrep, then extracted from BudPrep and loadto Summit, typically using Excel or CSV files.
	320
	Financial
	

	St. Helen Database
	Financial information and reporting
	MS Access
	ODBC link to Summit for on-demand queries.
	65
	Financial
	

	BofA Works
	Financial transaction information and allocation
	3rd Party System
	Extract data and upload to Summit via I-03.
	2
	Financial
	

	BPA-HCP Information Management System
	HCP project tracking and reporting
	Internal Build
	Project cost info is extracted (not sure if manual or automatic) and used in reporting to external stakeholders.
	5
	Financial
	



	Seattle Department of Transportation: Financial Systems

	Name of System
	Type of System
	Type of Software or Program
	Interfaces and Integration Points with SUMMIT
	Approximate number of users
	Financial or Operational System
	Comments

	CCDB
	Contracts management system
	 
	 
	10
	Financial
	 

	ARTS (Automated Receiving Ticket System)
	Track receipt of goods; feed info into AP so that 3 way matching can be performed in ARTS.
	Internal Build 
	Approved invoice is uploaded to SUMMIT from ARTS
	80
	Financial
	 

	(Spreadsheet used by Office Engineering for Construction Contracts)
	 
	Excel spreadsheet
	 
	6
	Financial
	 

	(Spreadsheet used by AP for internal tracking on Construction Contracts)
	 
	Excel spreadsheet
	 
	1
	Financial
	 

	Contract Log (used by Project Controls Analyst Assistant)
	 
	Excel spreadsheet
	 
	5
	Financial
	 

	Hansen 7 / ARSA
	Permit Tracking
	3rd party
	(Refer to SDOT APR Current State document)
	70
	Financial
	 

	Hansen 8
	Tracking work order information primarily for reporting purposes
	3rd party
	(Refer to SDOT APR Current State document)
	320
	Financial
	 

	ECRS (Equipment Cost Recovery System)
	Track equipment usage so that costs can be charged out to the various projects
	.NET web application
	(Refer to SDOT APR Current State document)
	15
	Financial
	 

	FMDB (Financial Model Database)
	Reporting tool for project managers
	Access database
	(Refer to SDOT APR Current State document)
	50
	Financial
	 



	Seattle Department of Transportation: Operational Systems

	App
	Interface
	Description
	Business Group
	Supports Function
	Type of Interface*

	
	
	
	
	
	Data Download
	Data View
	Prep for FTP Upload
	Prep for SUMMIT Upload

	ARSA


	SBA Download
	Billable activity is download from SUMMIT P/C to SUMMIT Billing to support invoicing for miscellaneous SDOT reimbursable work.
	A/R
	Invoicing
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Street Use Journal Upload
	Journal file to post recovery for inspection and review services is prepared and sent via FTP to SUMMIT.
	A/R
	Billing
	 
	 
	Yes
	 

	
	Street Use / SBA Billing Upload
	Invoice data for Street Use fees and services is uploaded to SUMMIT billing system.
	A/R
	Invoicing
	 
	 
	 
	Yes

	ARTS



	Vendor Download
	City vendor information is downloaded to ARTS.
	A/P
	Paying
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Unit of Measure Download
	Current values of Unit of Measure are downloaded to ARTS.
	A/P
	Paying
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Voucher Update
	Updates ARTS vouchers with SUMMIT paid date.
	A/P
	Paying
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Voucher Upload
	Voucher authorizations are prepared for upload to SUMMIT.
	A/P
	Paying
	 
	 
	 
	Yes

	ECRS

	ECRS Journal Upload
	Journal file to allocate vehicle costs is prepared and sent via FTP to SUMMIT.
	PC
	Billing
	 
	 
	Yes
	 

	
	Pay Period Validation
	Valid pay periods are downloaded or viewed for validation in ECRS.  
	all SDOT
	Billing
	Yes
	Yes
	 
	 

	ECRS
	Validation Table Download
	Valid Activity IDs, RCATs and SCATs are downloaded for validation in ECRS.
	all SDOT
	Billing
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	FMDB
	SUMMIT Download
	CIP-related expenditures are downloaded for lookup and analysis on CIP projects.
	CIP
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	FMR




	Activity Transaction Report Download
	All expenditure data for the specified time period is downloaded to support Finance analysis
	Finance
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Excess Cost Download
	Data download to support the Excess Cost Report.
	Fin/Acct
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Excess Cost Download 
(LTD-CIP)
	Data download to support the Excess Cost (LTD-CIP) Report.
	Finance
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Excess Cost Download
(LTD - O&M)
	Data download to support the Excess Cost (LTD-O&M) Report.
	Finance
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Financial Data Download
	Finance data is downloaded for SDOT Finance after month-end close.
	Finance
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	FMR




	Financial Data Download
(Street Maintenance)
	Finance data (SM-tailored) is downloaded for Street Maintenance as needed.
	SM
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	General Ledger Download
	Three years of GL data is downloaded to support Finance analysis
	Finance
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Resp Division Download
	Data download to support the Responsible Division Report.
	all SDOT
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Resp Division Report
	Real-time inquiry to support Level 4 detail on the Responsible Division Report.
	all SDOT
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	Unbilled Balance Download
	Data download to support the Unbilled Balance Report.
	Acct
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	Laserfiche
	Invoice Data Download
	Invoice details are downloaded to provide metadata for invoices stored in SDOT's document management system.
	all SDOT
	Invoicing 
Paying
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	LMS
	Labor Management System
	Valid projects are made available during data entry of labor-related budget detail.
	all SDOT
	Budget
	tbd
	 
	 
	 

	MPT
	Mitigation Payment Download
	Download of expenditures for mitigation payments to support detailed tracking and analysis
	several
	Mitigation Payment Mgmt
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	PM (MPC)
	Year-End Expenditure Download
	Year-end actual expenditures are downloaded to the CIP budget system to allow calculations of year-beginning carryover amounts.
	Finance
	Budget
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	Multiple
	Code Table Downloads
	Shared download of valid Projects, Activities, RCATs, SCATs.  Used by various SDOT applications.
	all SDOT
	varies
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	SCoRe
	Sign Cost Recovery
	Journal data to allocate sign shop charges to appropriate projects/activities is prepared for upload to SUMMIT.
	PC
	Billing
	 
	 
	 
	Yes

	WM
	SUMMIT Activity Download
	Work Management specific download of Activity IDs, RCATs (Hansen format).  This supports accurate recording of SUMMIT data so reports can be prepared based on Hansen usage data entry.
	all SDOT
	varies
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	WM-UC

	Utility Cut Billing
	Billing data to create invoices for Utility Cut Restoration work is uploaded to SUMMIT. Invoice details are retrieved after invoices are created.
	A/R
	Invoicing
	Yes
	 
	Yes
	 

	
	Utility Cut Journal Upload
	Journal file to post allocation file for utility cut services is prepared and sent via FTP to SUMMIT.
	A/R
	Billing
	 
	 
	Yes
	 

	Ad-hoc
	Finance Ad-hoc Reports
	Various ad-hoc data requests are satisfied by pulling data from STHELEN into Access or Excel
	Finance
	Reporting
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* Interface Types:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Data Download:  Data is copied from STHELEN to SDOT Application
	
	
	
	
	

	    Data View:  Data residing in STHELEN is viewed directly by the SDOT Application or Report.
	
	
	
	

	    Prep for FTP Upload: Data is formatted for upload to the SUMMIT FTP server.  A SUMMIT process automatically uploads the file to SUMMIT

	    Prep for SUMMIT Upload: Data is formatted for upload to SUMMIT.  Accounting staff using the SUMMIT tool to import data into SUMMIT.



	Department of Parks and Recreation: Financial Systems

	Name of System
	Type of System
	Type of Software or Program
	Interfaces and Integration Points with SUMMIT
	Approximate number of users
	Financial or Operational System
	Comments

	Class system
	Class
	
	
	
	
	

	Templates and uploads
	SUMMIT Revenue
	
	
	
	
	

	Treasury cash receipting system
	STORM
	
	
	
	
	

	Parks Cash Transmittal Voucher
	Parks CTV
	
	
	
	
	

	Plant System
	PLANT
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilities Maintenance Division Labor and Assets
	SPANFM
	
	
	
	
	

	Real Property GIS (Geographic Information System)
	GIS RPAMIS**
	
	
	
	
	

	CIP Monitoring System
	CAMS (Capital Asset Monitoring System)
	
	
	
	
	

	CRU computer inventory database
	Parks IT Equip Inventory 
	
	
	
	
	

	Management Financial Reporting
	Parks Financial Reports & Databases
	
	
	
	
	

	Timesheet Entry for Payroll
	HRIS
	
	
	
	
	

	HRIS – City Personnel
	HRIS
	
	
	
	
	

	Credit Cards Issued to City employees
	BoA Works
	
	
	
	
	

	Utilities database
	Utility billing
	
	
	
	
	

	Accounts payable
	SUMMIT
	
	
	
	
	

	Templates and uploads
	SUMMIT Expenditure
	
	
	
	
	

	Fixed Assets
	PeopleSoft
	
	
	
	
	

	DoIT Internal billing system (Communication)
	Websites – ATT & Nextel 
	
	
	
	
	

	DoIT billings and tracking system (Vehicles)
	Fleets Anywhere
	
	
	
	
	

	DoIT Internal billing system (Communication)
	SUMMIT
	
	
	
	
	

	DoIT billings and tracking system (Vehicles)
	SUMMIT
	
	
	
	
	

	Drainage System
	Drainage
	
	
	
	
	





[bookmark: _Ref330835081][bookmark: _Toc338334687]Appendix D: Number of System Users by Role
Throughout the current state validation process, Validation Packages were used to collect information about city departments’ system number of users by roles. This begins to build the baseline to identify the impacts of change to processes and systems. 
Validation Package templates and working documents can be found on SharePoint here:
FAS (dea-sharepoint) > FAS - Financial Management and Accountability Program > Shared Documents > 2012 FinMAP Project - P2P_Project Cost > Procure-to-Pay > P2P Validation packages
Below is a listing of the number of system users by role for each of the departments who submitted a completed Validation Package. 
Note: where departments indicated that they do have users filling a particular role, but they were unable to provide an approximate number of users in that role, it is denoted with an “X” rather than a number.
			Procure to Pay Roles

	Role Type
	Role Name
	DPR
	SDOT
	SCL
	HSD
	FAS[footnoteRef:6] [6:  These numbers have been validated for FAS procurement only. 
*denotes that numbers of users have been identified within inventory of Systems and Interfaces. Roles and users will be further detailed  during Change Impact Assessment] 

	SPD*
	SPU*
	DoIT*
	Comments

	Requester/System End User: casual users of system who enter information periodically, such as requisitions/vouchers and time.
	Accounts Payable Technician
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Administrative Specialist
	X
	 
	X
	12
	2
	 
	 
	 
	HSD: Child Care Assistance Program & Nutrition Vendor Management System

	
	Cardholder
	X
	17
	X
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	
	Requester
	X
	200
	150
	300
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	Administrative Officer/ System User: uses the financial (P2P or Project Costing) system daily
	Accountant
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Accounts Payable Technician
	X
	3
	9
	3
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	
	Administrator
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	AP Accountant
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Buyer
	 
	 
	8
	100
	10
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Contracts Specialist
	 
	5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SDOT: "CCU Specialist"

	
	Finance Analyst
	 
	15
	 
	12
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Grants and Contract Specialist
	 
	20
	 
	45
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Info Mgt Sys Analyst
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Material Controller
	 
	 
	7
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Office Engineer
	 
	12
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SDOT: "Construction Engineers"

	
	Planners
	 
	 
	 
	10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Principal Accountant
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Project Controls Analyst Assistant
	 
	5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Quartermaster
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	
	Receiver
	 
	79
	12
	100
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SDOT: "Receiving Agent"

	
	Sr Accountant
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Operational Manager/Supervisor: manually approves purchases, requisitions, and/or time; may use some reports from financial system.
	AP Manager/ Supervisor
	X
	4
	1
	1
	 
	X
	 
	 
	SDOT: Include primary supervisor and back-up

	
	Approver
	X
	79
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SDOT: "Receiving Agent"

	
	Assistant Chief IT
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	
	Cardholder's Manager
	X
	10
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Construction Manager CPRS
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Contract Reviewers
	 
	5
	 
	100
	 
	 
	 
	 
	HSD: group consists of Manager, Division Director, Finance Analyst, Contracts Unit

	
	Contracts Manager
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Fiscal and Contracts Director
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	IT Purchase Approver
	X
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Manager, Consulting and Contracting
	X
	1
	1 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Program Manager
	 
	 
	 
	30
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Project Manager
	X
	70
	 X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Requester Supervisor
	 
	 
	X
	70
	 
	 
	 
	 
	SCL: Varies depending on ORG and $ threshold

	
	Risk Management/ Special Approvals
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	SDOT: Risk Management checklist / issues directed to Risk Management Unit of PCSD

	
	Unit Command
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	Senior Management: primarily uses reports produced by the system and provides senior level of approval
	Assistant Chief
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	
	Budget/Strat Adv
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	CAO
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	
	Department Director
	X
	1
	1 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Deputy Chief
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 

	
	Division Director
	X
	8
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	* denotes that numbers of users have been identified within inventory of Systems and Interfaces. Roles and users will be further detailed  during Change Impact Assessment 


[bookmark: _Ref330835089][bookmark: _Toc338334688]Appendix E: Guides
[bookmark: _Ref331064381]Throughout the current state validation process, Validation Packages were used to collect information about the guides that City departments use in the P2P processes. This begins to build the baseline to identify the impacts of change to policies, regulations, processes and directives.
Validation Package templates can be found on SharePoint here:
FAS (dea-sharepoint) > FAS - Financial Management and Accountability Program > Shared Documents > 2012 FinMAP Project - P2P_Project Cost > Procure-to-Pay > P2P Validation packages
The summary of information guides (policies, procedures), as they relate to P2P, is presented below.	
	Department
	P2P Process Guide
	Comments

	DPR
	Department Policy & Procedures
	 

	HSD
	City-wide Policy
	 

	HSD
	Department Policy
	 

	HSD
	Funding Source Eligibility Requirements
	 

	HSD
	Politics and Policy
	 

	HSD
	Regulations
	 

	SCL
	Audit Requirements
	 

	SCL
	City-wide Policy
	 

	SCL
	Department Policy
	 

	SCL
	FAS SUMMIT Processing Policies and Procedures
	 

	SCL
	Min/Max Quantity
	 

	SCL
	Regulations
	e.g. State Revised Code  of Washington (RCW)and Washington Administrative Code (WAC)

	SCL
	Standards
	 

	SCL
	Labor Standards
	

	SCL
	Internal Controls
	

	SDOT
	ARTS Policy and Procedures Manual
	 

	SDOT
	City-wide Policy
	 

	SDOT
	Department Policy
	 

	SDOT
	Federal grant and state grant regulations (OMB A-87, FTA Circular 4220.1F, etc)
	 

	SDOT
	Funding Source Eligibility Requirements
	 

	SDOT
	Laws and Regulations (City ordinances, IRS, etc.)
	 

	SDOT
	Politics and Policy
	 

	SDOT
	Standards, Internal Controls
	 

	SDOT
	Third Party Agreements
	 

	SDOT
	Union Contracts
	 

	SPD
	Audit Requirements
	*To be confirmed by SPD through future workshops

	SPD
	City-wide Policy - online component
	*To be confirmed by SPD through future workshops

	SPD
	Department Policy
	*To be confirmed by SPD through future workshops

	SPD
	Regulations (Grants, Forfeitures)
	*To be confirmed by SPD through future workshops

	SPD
	Standards
	*To be confirmed by SPD through future workshops

	DoIT
	 Vendor/Consultant/Visitor Information 
	Available in InWeb

	DoIT
	DoIT Purchasing Process
	Available in InWeb

	DoIT
	City Credit Card Use Policy
	Available in InWeb

	DoIT
	Travel & Training Policies and Procedures
	Available in InWeb

	DoIT
	ECS Capital Assets Policies and Procedures
	

	FAS
	Accounts Payable Invoice Process Flowchart (last updated 03-30-12)
	 provided by David Behrndt

	FAS
	City of Seattle Public Works Contracting Guide
	Available on InWeb

	FAS
	City of Seattle Purchasing Manual
	Available on InWeb

	SPU
	 
	*To be confirmed by SPU through future workshops



[bookmark: _Ref334196343][bookmark: _Toc338334689]Appendix F: City Procurement Practices Summary
The following tables (as referenced in Section 5.2 - Procure to Pay Process for Goods and Services) provide an overview of the City’s procurement practices by department for:
· Procurement of goods and services under $7,000
· Procurement of goods and services over $7,000 

Procurement of Goods and Services Under $7,000
	Dept.
	PO required in order to purchase?
	Purchase approved by
	Quotes obtained by
	Goods Received by

	SDOT 
	No 
	Manager only 
	Requester 
	Receiving yard

	SPU 
	No 
	No approvals (unless Field Operations) 
	n/a 
	Requester

	DoIT 
	No; DV # 
	Supervisor only 
	Requester 
	Receiver

	SPD 
	Yes 
	4-6 layers of approval 
	n/a 
	Quartermaster

	HSD 
	No; 
EPAA # 
	Supervisor and Finance Analyst 
	Requester (if quote is available) 
	Requester

	SCL 
	No; DV # 
	Supervisor only 
	n/a 
	Requester

	DPR 
	No 
	Supervisor only 
	n/a 
	Requester

	FAS 
	TBD 
	TBD 
	TBD 
	TBD



Procurement of Goods and Services Over $7,000
	Dept.
	PO required in order to purchase?
	Purchase approved by
	Quotes obtained by
	Goods received by

	SDOT 
	Yes, SUMMIT
	Manager only 
	Requester 
	Receiving yard

	SPU 
	Yes, SUMMIT 
	AP (review for reasonableness) 
	Requester
	Requester

	DoIT 
	Yes, SUMMIT
	Supervisor only 
	Contracting 
	Receiver

	SPD 
	Req. to PCSD 
	4-6 layers of approval 
	n/a 
	Quartermaster

	HSD 
	No; 
EPAA #
	Supervisor and Finance Analyst 
	Requester (if quote is available) 
	Requester

	SCL 
	Yes, SUMMIT
	As prescribed by the department rules 
	Buyer 
	Requester

	DPR 
	No 
	Supervisor only 
	n/a 
	Requester

	FAS 
	TBD 
	TBD 
	TBD 
	TBD



[bookmark: _Ref331065064][bookmark: _Toc338334690]Appendix G: City Accounts Payable Practices Summary
The table below provides an overview of the City’s accounts payable practices by department.
	Dept.
	Purchases on POs
	Use of SUMMIT
	PO matching *[footnoteRef:7] [7:   Matching principle definition: refer to Section 6.6 Accounts Payable Process
 ] 

	Invoices are approved and validated by

	SDOT 
	Some
	Upload vouchers to SUMMIT 
	2-way 
	Invoice is approved for payment by the authorized supervisor, manager or receiving agent (ie ensures goods or services were properly received or rendered).  The AP technician “approves” the invoice for clerical accuracy (addition, sales tax, discounts, etc.)

	SPU 
	Over $7K 
	PO creation (over $7K) 
	None 
	Requester

	DoIT 
	Some
	PO over $7K 
	2-way and 3-way manually or through subsystems
	Invoices for purchases made outside of Heat & Facility Center are routed to authorized signatories for approval.  For Heat & Facility Center Purchases, AP match receiving tickets and preapproved requisition or purchase orders by authorized signatories before AP can process payment.

	SPD 
	Yes 
	Upload AP batch to SUMMIT 
	3-way 
	Fiscal, AP (additional preapproval happens outside of Fiscal and AP)

	HSD 
	No
	(Similar to generic AP process)

	SCL 
	Over $7K
	Matching, voucher entry 
	2-way and 3-way 
	Requester/ Supervisor/ Manager (or via SUMMIT 3 way match)

	DPR 
	No 
	(Similar to generic AP process)

	FAS 
	created at time invoice is received
	Yes for all invoices
	None, PO created at time invoice is received 
	Requesting department


* 2 and 3 way matching performed in SUMMIT by SCL & LIB only
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