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Summary:  The purpose of Mr. Mills’ testimony is to provide the Vermont Public Service Board with a review and analysis of FairPoint’s Systems and Support as they relate to the integration of Verizon’s business and operations.

A.  IDENTIFICATION AND QUALIFICATION OF WITNESS
Q.
What is your name and business address?

A.
My name is W. Curtis Mills, Jr. and my business address is 4080 McGinnis Ferry Road, Suite 1303 Alpharetta Georgia 30005

Q.
By whom are you employed?
A.
I am a partner with ProCom Consulting, LLC.  ProCom Consulting provides management and technology consulting to the Communications Industry.

Q.
Mr. Mills, on whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding?

A.
My testimony is presented on behalf of The State of Vermont Department of Public Service.

Q.
Please provide your background, experience, and education.
A.
Prior to founding ProCom Consulting, I was a manager in Andersen Consulting’s (now Accenture) telecommunications industry practice.  I have been employed as a professional management consultant for over twenty years.  For approximately fifteen years of that time, my work has focused on the telecommunications industry.  My primary work has involved the planning, design, implementation, and conversion of financial and customer systems for large and small local exchange carriers (ILECs).  Much of this experience has involved managing the consolidation of existing disparate systems and integration of acquired properties.  This experience has involved the integration and implementation of both custom developed and commercial software packages.  I have also worked with customer and financial systems for retail, financial services, and electric and gas utility companies.  I am a graduate of The University of Georgia with a Bachelor of Business Administration degree in Finance, and a Master of Business Administration degree in Information Technology.  Attachment DPS-WCM-DIR -1 contains my Curriculum Vitae.

B.  PURPOSE OF DIRECT TESTIMONY

Q.
Mr. Mills, what is the purpose of your Direct Testimony?

A.
My direct testimony provides the Vermont Public Service Board (Board) with a review and analysis of FairPoint’s Systems and Support as they relate to the integration of Verizon’s business and operations.  This review most specifically relates to Board identified review Criteria 6 – Customer Service, but indirectly supports several of the other review criteria.  Specifically, my testimony assesses FairPoint’s back-office systems and their ability to process the Verizon business, the potential impacts to customer service related to FairPoint’s operating and business systems, and the conversion of the Verizon systems and customer data to FairPoint’s systems.

Q.
What is your role on the consulting team retained by the Department?

A.
I serve as the Team Lead for the Systems and Support area of the overall review.  In this role, I am responsible for the review of FairPoint’s systems, assessing their fit and capabilities for the Verizon acquisition, and a review of the plans to convert the Verizon systems and customer data to their equivalent FairPoint applications.

Q.
What is the basis for your review observations and findings?

A.
My observations and findings are largely based on a day-long interview conducted with FairPoint and CapGemini management.  This interview was held at FairPoint’s Charlotte North Carolina offices on April 25, 2007.  Additional information was derived from a variety of public and discovery documents.  These are noted where specifically applicable.

C.  SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY
Q.
Please provide a summary of your Direct Testimony.  

A.
FairPoint is undertaking significant efforts at great expense to replace their existing business systems with state of the art “next generation” applications that are intended to improve customer service for all of their customers.  FairPoint has employed CapGemini, an international consulting and outsourcing firm, to execute the systems replacement and conversion for them.  The implementation of these new systems concurrently with the planned conversion of the Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine Verizon properties is a high-risk combined project.  Commercial “off the shelf” software does not exist for regulated local exchange carriers, and software packages must be substantially modified to meet each new state’s regulatory and business requirements.  In addition, the planned delivery schedule is aggressive for the amount of work that must be simultaneously completed on related applications, which further increases the project risk.  These risks could result in delayed delivery, cost over-runs, and / or customer service impacts.  [Begin Confidential] 


[End Confidential].


FairPoint has taken several measures to improve the likelihood that the project would be successful.  They have dedicated a team of their senior management to manage the overall business integration of the Verizon properties.  This team is lead by Mr. Peter Nixon, FairPoint’s former Chief Operating Officer.  This level of executive commitment and sponsorship is critical for project success.  FairPoint has also created a risk sharing partnership with Verizon and CapGemini where each party has a vested interest in the timely success of the integration.
.


D.  CRITERIA 6 – Customer Service

Q.
What was the focus of your review?

A.
Our initial plans for review focused on FairPoint’s existing business and operational systems.  Since FairPoint and CapGemini determined that they would effectively replace all of their operational systems, our focus shifted correspondingly.  Ordinarily, we would have assessed the capabilities of the existing systems and business processes, and their ability to scale up to the much larger customer and activity levels of Verizon’s Vermont, New Hampshire, and Maine customer base.  Since we could not review and assess the systems that do not yet exist, our focus shifted to a review of the management, plans, and approach for implementing the new systems to assess the likelihood that they could meet the requirements of the Vermont rate payers and customers without unduly impacting them following a conversion to FairPoint’s systems.

Q.
Why did FairPoint decide to replace their existing applications at the same time that they were integrating this new business?

A.
Based on discussions with FairPoint and CapGemini management on April 25, they determined that it would be too difficult to modify the existing systems to allow the level of integration and automation that would be required for an operation that would be substantially larger than their existing business.  In addition, they were concerned that the software company from which they purchased their existing billing application (MACC) is too small to support the demands of a much larger operation.

Q.
Would all of the business systems be replaced?

A.
No.  Based on discussions with FairPoint and CapGemini management on April 25, corporate systems including accounting, payroll, human resources, and management reporting are adequate for the new operation.  Systems and business processes that are more directly affected by the new business levels would be replaced.  These include most customer, inside and outside plant, provisioning, network related, and wholesale systems.  The most notable systems to be replaced are the customer relationship management (CRM) and customer billing systems.

Q.
Why did FairPoint decide to replace their existing applications at the same time that they were integrating this new business?

A.
This subject was discussed in some detail during our April 25 interview with FairPoint and CapGemini management.  FairPoint, working with CapGemini, determined that it would be too difficult to modify their existing systems to allow the level of integration and automation that would be required for an operation that would be substantially larger than their existing business.

Q.
Please define Conversion, as you use it in this context

A.
Conversion refers to the transfer of all data and business processes from the Verizon systems to their counterpart systems at FairPoint.  This involves a complex mapping of each source data element in Verizon’s systems to the corresponding required data elements in FairPoint’s systems, the development of conversion programs to automate the translation and loading of data to FairPoint’s systems, and the confirmation that the FairPoint systems would operate accurately and responsively with the new data.  Verizon and FairPoint refer to the actual conversion as “cut-over,” and I use that term when specifically referring to their plans.

Q.
Is the replacement of most or all operational and business systems simultaneous with the integration and conversion of over 1,500,000 new customers typical?

A.
No.  Typically, the conversion of a large customer base to existing in-house systems is viewed as a high risk effort by itself.  Additional simultaneous systems projects are usually avoided to focus all attention on the conversion effort.  There are many examples of project delays and customer service impacts from ILEC conversions when no legacy systems have been replaced at the same time.

Replacement of ILEC operational and business systems, CRM and Customer Billing in particular, are also viewed as high risk projects.  There are many examples of failed or delayed system replacement projects when no external conversions were involved.  The combination of these efforts into simultaneous projects would increase the project risk above that of any single project.

Q.
How do you define project risk in this context?

A.
I define project risk as the relative likelihood of any or all of the following occurrences:

· Customer service or accuracy problems negatively impacting retail customers,

· Service, performance, or accuracy problems negatively affecting wholesale customers,

· Project delivery schedules exceeded, 

· Project cost budgets exceeded, or 

· System quality compromises from rushing to meet deadlines or inadequate testing.  System quality affects application stability (which can affect customer service) and accuracy.

When a project is referred to as “high-risk,” it does not imply that these potential issues are certainties.  Rather, that there is a higher than normal possibility that problems could occur.  This must be recognized, planned for, and managed accordingly.

Q.
Should the Vermont Public Service Board be concerned about any of these risks and, if so, why?

A.
I will address each risk separately:

· Customer service and accuracy impacts are obvious concerns for the Board.  There are numerous examples of both new systems and conversions causing unexpected impact to customers in this regard.  Possible examples include backlogged call center queues, delayed and lost orders, delayed repair, and billing accuracy problems.

· Service and accuracy impacts to wholesale customers are also concerns for the Board.  The differing requirements for interfaces for CLEC orders and inter-carrier connection gateways create additional exposure to impact.  Although these interfaces are not as complex as the retail systems that FairPoint would also be implementing, conversion problems or system implementation issues could create service affecting delays and problems for their end-customers.

· Delayed project delivery – [Begin Confidential]  










  [End Confidential].  In addition, certain financial benefits that FairPoint expects to realize from their new CRM application and business processes (including reduced customer churn and more effective sales) could be deferred as long as Verizon’s systems remain in place.  In sum, delayed delivery would increase FairPoint’s planned cost to complete the acquisition, which could affect the Vermont rate payers.

· Potential project cost over-runs would affect FairPoint’s planned cost to complete the acquisition, which could affect the Vermont rate payers.
[Begin Confidential]



  [End Confidential].

· System quality issues could affect both customer service and accuracy, so this would be a concern for the Board as indicated in the first point above.

Q.
Could cost over-runs adversely affect a justification for approval of the acquisition?

A.
Information to determine this is pending responses to financial questions.

Q.
Why are these projects considered high risk, and why would the combination of these projects increase the overall risk of failure or compromise?

A.
The projects that are considered highest risk include the conversion, and the CRM and Customer Billing System replacements.  I will address each separately.

· Conversion - ILEC system and customer conversion projects are difficult due to the wide variety of data involved (active service orders, trouble tickets, plant inventory data, customer data, product data, etc), the disparate nature of the data on multiple source legacy systems, data integration requirements on target systems, differing data content and formats between the source and target systems, and often incorrect or incomplete source data (data that may be “required” by the target systems may not exist in the source systems).  The data must be extracted from many source systems (often from hundreds of files or tables), programmatically converted to the target systems data requirements, and then loaded to hundreds of target system files or tables.  This complexity can result in rejected service orders in the new systems (which can create call center back-logs), billing errors (which can result in surges of calls to call centers, loss of customer confidence, and significant effort to repair), and a variety of other possible problems.  In addition, required enhancements to the new applications can create increased complexity and surprises with the newly converted data.  These complexities make it difficult to accurately plan and manage a conversion project to specific dates.  An earlier FairPoint conversion of their embedded Maine property to a new customer billing system resulted in numerous customer complaints.  This system was subsequently replaced.

· Implementing a new CRM (service order processing, sales, order management, billing adjustments, billing inquiry, and other functions) system is difficult for ILECs since commercially available CRM software is largely unproven in high volume residential call centers.  They involve a fundamental change in call center business processes, and must be integrated with unrelated systems to share customer data, product data, plant inventory, etc.  The difficulty to implement new CRM systems in ILEC high volume residential call centers is evidenced by the fact that no large ILECs or Regional Bell Operating Companies have implemented new commercial CRM software systems for their high-volume regulated mass market businesses.

· Customer Billing System implementation projects for ILECs are difficult since significant customizations are required for commercial software to meet state specific business requirements.  Specific requirements vary by state, but each state typically has unique regulatory or legacy functionality requirements.  FairPoint intends to enhance their applications so that there is no impact to the customer.  This is most protective of the Vermont customers, but some ILECs choose only to enhance a system to the extent that regulatory requirements dictate.  This reduces the amount of customization that must be done and simplifies implementation, but is not an option for FairPoint.  The difficulty in implementing new customer billing systems is evidenced by the fact that most large ILECs and Regional Bell Operating Companies continue to use older legacy customer billing systems for regulated ILEC processing, rather than replacing them with newer technology.  

Each project type involves aspects or shared components of the others.  It is difficult to coordinate simultaneous development with each project area changing during the process.  A recent similar project at Hawaiian Telecom where new systems were selected and implemented, and the 600,000 access line Hawaiian properties acquired from Verizon were converted was considered unsuccessful.  There were project delays and serious customer impacts after conversion.  The Systems Integrator responsible for the system implementations and conversion is a large international firm with significant experience in the telecommunications industry.  They recently settled a legal dispute with Hawaiian Telecom by paying them approximately $90,000,000.

Q.
Are there any additional project risks that the Board should consider?

A.
Yes.  FairPoint plans to convert all three state operations at one time.  Although there are efficiencies and economies related to a single effort, the risk of surprise and customer impact is increased.  Conversions have been successfully completed combining three or more states in one effort and with as many customers as FairPoint would be converting, but the number of customers involved and the fact that they would be converting to a new set of systems that is unproven in production suggest that separating the states into two or three separate conversions might be a more prudent approach.  A primary factor determining whether state conversions should be separated is the degree of regulatory differences between states, since this largely determines the degree of customization to the applications.  If the differences are minimal, there is less reason to separate them.  However, completing a smaller conversion first on new systems often affects and improves the remaining conversions, and reduces the potential for customer impact.


Integration and sharing of important customer information is a challenge when combining new systems for the first time.  Incomplete or poorly synchronized integration of customer information can cause delays in service and safety risks.  For example, if the customer address information in the Plant and Provisioning systems is not identical and updated simultaneously with address information in a CRM or Billing customer master, installation or repair trucks could be dispatched to the wrong location.  If the address information in E911 databases is not accurate or current, emergency vehicles could also be sent to the wrong location, resulting in potential public safety risks.  Synchronized integration can be designed into the overall system architecture and tested for confirmation, but these problems have occurred in other ILEC systems and the risk is present since all systems would be new.

[Begin Confidential]







  [End Confidential.]

Q.
Were you able to determine whether adequate risk management approaches are in place to mitigate and minimize project risks?

A. Not with certainty.  During an April 25 interview with FairPoint and CapGemini management, we discussed CapGemini’s quality assurance and risk management approach.  CapGemini will employ an independent review process with a separate quality assurance team conducting regular and frequent project reviews to ensure quality and risk management.  This is generally a healthy approach to quality and risk management, but depends on the specific knowledge of the review team and their depth of involvement in a given project.  As a follow-up to our discussion, in order to gain a better understanding of the FairPoint and CapGemini team’s understanding and management of specific risks, we requested project documentation on their Risk Assessment and Mitigation Approach (Q.DPS:FP. 2 – 110).  We have not yet received these materials for review.

Q. Has FairPoint employed any additional risk management approaches?

A. Yes.  FairPoint has done a commendable job of risk sharing and creating incentives for Verizon and CapGemini, effectively creating a partnership with a vested interest in the timely success of the transition and conversion.  The risk sharing limits the cost to FairPoint and provides incentives for each stakeholder to complete the projects expeditiously without endangering customer service to save money.  ILECs that sell properties are historically only minimally cooperative in helping to transition sold properties to acquirers.  This is evidenced by slow response times on questions and issue resolution, not dedicating their best people to the effort, and generally lower attention than they would give to one of their own projects.  Verizon shareholders’ significant equity stake in the new entity creates an incentive for the conversion to occur smoothly.  Although Verizon would benefit from extended TSA payments, this could be at least partially offset by the increased equity value created in the new entity if the transition occurred quickly and without business disruption.


If the acquisitions do not close, Verizon has up to $40,000,000 at risk and CapGemini has up to $15,000,000 (according to a summary of the Master Services Agreement with CapGemini included in a FairPoint SEC 8K filing) at risk.  FairPoint’s initial (pre-close) investment would be offset by the sale of wireless spectrum outside of the three New England states.  CapGemini also has success incentives.  

[Begin Confidential] 



  [End Confidential].

Q. Were you able to determine if contingency plans are in place to protect against the possibility that the new systems and conversion are not completed as scheduled?

A. Yes.  [Begin Confidential ]








  [End Confidential].

Q.
If the TSA is the primary contingency for a potential late cut-over to FairPoint systems, do you have any basis to assess whether the TSA costs are reasonable for the TSA services, or if the Vermont rate payers may be subject to excess costs as a result?

A.
There is no basis to determine whether the base Verizon TSA costs are reasonable for the TSA services.  However, assuming that the initial base monthly TSA fees at least cover Verizon’s direct costs to provide the TSA services, a monthly fee escalation resulting from a TSA extension would clearly not be cost based and could be viewed as excessive from a ratepayer perspective.  However, FairPoint has stated its intention not to seek rate increases, and recognizing that Vermont’s Alternative Regulation plan does not end until 2010, it is unlikely that FairPoint would include TSA expenses in a rate case.

Q.
Has FairPoint taken any steps in organizing the conversion project that reduce risk or increase the likelihood of success?

A.
Yes.  FairPoint has elected to exclude its legacy applications and existing properties from this phase of the system development and conversion.  This greatly simplifies the task to implement and convert the three New England states.  FairPoint would move forward with the integration of their embedded properties when the new systems and business are proven stable.

Q. Since the focus of your review shifted to the management, planning and project approach for the replacement of existing systems, what were your findings from this review?

A.
[Begin Confidential]












  [End Confidential].

Q. Were you able to review and assess the Conversion work plans?

A.
Yes.  The Conversion work plans are embedded on the overall CapGemini project plans that we received just prior to this testimony date.

Q.
Can you draw any conclusions about the Conversion or Cut-Over based on your review?

· A.
Not with certainty. [Begin Confidential] 



[End Confidential].

Q.
Can you draw any conclusions about the overall project from the project plans and schedules that you have reviewed?

A.
Yes.  The project schedule appears to be aggressive.  However, this does not mean that it is not achievable.

Q.
Should the Board be concerned about an aggressive system replacement and conversion schedule?

A.
The Board should be concerned to the extent that overly aggressive development and delivery schedules can increase project risk by increasing the possibility of quality problems.  If the schedule is not met for any reason and no undue quality problems exist, the TSA would ensure that Vermont customer service is maintained until the schedule is completed.

Q.
On what basis do you draw the conclusion that the schedule is aggressive?

A.
[Begin Confidential]
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From discussions during our April 25 interview with FairPoint and CapGemini management, CapGemini intends to employ a team of up to 500 people on this project.  Many of these will be system developers and many will be managed “off-shore.”  The large staff level is intended to accelerate development and delivery.  However, a team of this size and in multiple locations is difficult to manage effectively, and integration of numerous systems developed concurrently by separate large teams can be problematic.  In addition, “off-shore” development may not involve adequate understanding of ILEC telecommunications business and operations, and can result in mis-implemented customizations to the software applications.

Q.
Have you made any observations about the involvement of FairPoint’s executive management with these projects?

A.
We discussed the involvement of FairPoint management with these projects during our interview on April 25.  From that interview, it is clear that FairPoint has made a significant commitment to the success of the integration by dedicating Mr. Peter Nixon, formerly FairPoint’s Chief Operating Officer, to oversee the overall business integration project on a full time basis.  In addition, key senior management personnel representing each area of the business have been assigned to the team and report to Mr. Nixon on a full time basis.  One of the critical success factors for any large business affecting system implementation is a dedicated executive sponsor with commitment to make the project successful.  The level of commitment and investment that FairPoint has made in this area is exemplary.

Although this level of senior management dedication to the success of the integration is a critical factor in project success, the FairPoint leadership team responsible for management and oversight of the CapGemini contract and relationship does not appear to have prior experience managing an outsourced vendor effort of this cost and magnitude.  The contract with CapGemini clearly defines what must be delivered, but FairPoint would be responsible for meeting the State of Vermont rate payers’ requirements, and experienced oversight is required to ensure that CapGemini is on-track.  Given the aggressive development and delivery schedule for this project, if FairPoint intends to bring in additional senior management experienced in managing consulting contracts of this magnitude, this would need to occur very soon or the project could be too far underway to provide influence.

Q.
What observations have you made about the CapGemini management team?

A.
CapGemini has dedicated a series of senior consultants to manage this project.  They are experienced in large project management and experienced in the telecommunications industry.  The full-time program manager is experienced in managing large complex projects.  Although they are experienced in related areas, the CapGemini senior management that I interviewed did not have personal experience implementing or converting ILEC customer systems for regulated mass market telephone service.  This experience is an important determinant in successfully managing like projects.
E.  SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Q.
Please summarize your recommendations to the Board

A.
My testimony addresses customer service, as it is impacted by the system replacement and conversion.  If the acquisition is approved, I would recommend the Board consider carrying out the following:

· The Board should direct FairPoint to engage an independent monitor for the system development and conversion process to ensure quality.  The independent monitor should report monthly to FairPoint and the Board on the status of the development and conversion efforts.

· In order to ensure underlying data quality in the new systems:

· The Board should require the addition of a conversion “audit” task to determine conversion data accuracy for important data.

· Prior to conversion, the Board should require a “switch to bill to tariff” comparison to determine the accuracy of billing records.

F.  CONCLUSION

Q.
Does this conclude your Direct Testimony?

A.
Yes.
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CURRICULUM VITAE 

OF 

W. Curtis Mills, Jr.

Curtis Mills is a partner with ProCom Consulting, LLC with twenty years of professional consulting experience.  Most of his experience has been in the telecommunications industry.  He serves in program management and Quality Assurance roles on client projects.  Mr. Mills began his career with Andersen Consulting (now Accenture) where he was a manager in their Telecommunications practice.

Mr. Mills is particularly experienced with large system project management.  He has substantive experience with network, operational support (CRM and provisioning) and business support (customer billing and CABS) systems.  He has significant planning, design, testing, and implementation experience in a variety of functional areas.  Major application areas include Customer Information and Financial Systems.

Work experience includes:

Qwest Communications

Quality Assurance manager and subject matter expert for the design and consolidation of Qwest’s legacy customer care, provisioning and billing systems.

Citizens Communications

Project reviews for 800,000 access line customer care and billing system conversion from service bureau (Alltel’s AIS) to in-house systems.

CenturyTel, Inc.

Project Manager for review and assessment of management and metrics reporting implementation issues related to recent conversions to a new customer care and billing system (Amdocs’ Ensemble system).

DST Systems (now Amdocs)

Responsible for providing direction and expertise related to the Local Exchange Carrier (ILEC) industry for a new integrated customer care and billing system.  DST Systems is the largest provider of CRM and billing software and services to the Cable and Satellite industries.

Iowa Telecom (ILEC formed from purchase of GTE’s Iowa properties)

Project Manager for Outside Plant Inventory application software package review.  Top commercial packages were reviewed against the existing GTE/GE MARK system.

Valor Telecom (now Windstream)

Project Manager for renegotiation of data processing outsource agreement with Alltel Information Services group.  Project objectives were to identify unacceptable aspects of current contract, define baselines for service level agreements, and identify critical enhancements to AIS applications.

Amdocs

Responsible for providing direction and expertise to develop a Carrier Access Billing System (CABS) and an invoice mediation platform for the United States and North American markets.

ionex telecommunications

Project manager for the design and development of a consolidated data warehouse for use as a management reporting and analytical basis for this regional CLEC. 

SBC Communications, Inc. (now AT&T)

Provided direction and subject matter expertise related to a product (USOC) reporting system that combined customer billing unit and dollar activity results from PacBell, Ameritech, and Southwestern Bell.

Citizens Communications

Multiple projects.  Examples included:

· Project Manager responsible for the creation and development of a comprehensive data warehouse to consolidate disparate customer billing applications for consolidated metrics and results reporting, and analysis.  This included sixteen billing systems and numerous projects and databases.

· Performed Information Systems due diligence and controls reviews for acquisitions.

· Project Manager for multiple projects related to customer billing applications.

Equifax, Inc.

· Project Manager for an outsourced Data Center cost reduction project.  Analyzed IBM’s contract to identify approximately $9,000,000 in annual IT cost reductions.

· Project Manager responsible for the development and execution of System Tests for a new custom developed Customer Information and Billing System implementation.

Midwest Stock Exchange

Responsible for developing a System Test Plan and test components for a mortgage-backed securities trading Customer Information and Billing System.

Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)

Conducted review of Inventory Storeroom staffing at each TVA Power Plant, and developed recommendations for headcount reductions.

Saks Fifth Avenue

Project Manager responsible for the custom development of a preferred customer tracking system for Saks’ “Fifth Avenue Club.”  This system assists Saks in servicing and marketing to their top customers.

Georgia Department of Revenue

Project Manager for project to re-design the Sales Tax Return processing system for the State of Georgia.

Ryder Truck Rental - Ryder System, Inc.

Project Manager for a project to select, negotiate, and approve national PC Vendors for Ryder’s Headquarters and field locations across the United States.  The purpose of the project was to gain bulk buying leverage and create standard technical platforms across locations.

CONTEL Corporation (Acquired by GTE, now Verizon)

Project Manager for the System Test for Contel’s Payroll and Human Resources System Implementation.

Alabama Gas Company

· Project Manager for a project to review and modify accounting work-flows, and develop user procedures for the Accounting Department (General Ledger, Accounts Payable, and Purchasing).  Restructured work-flows resulted in headcount reductions.

· Project Manager for the development of a “Miscellaneous Billing System.”  This application billed customers for non-standard products and charges.

CONTEL Corporation

Numerous projects over a period of years.  These included:

· Project Manager for financial system (FARS) design projects for FCC mandated “Part 32” conversions.  Applications included Accounts Payable/Purchasing, General Ledger, Budgeting, Labor Cost Distribution, and Fixed Assets.

· Project Manager for FARS (financial systems) technical team.  Responsibilities included performance test, production scheduling, report distribution, and establishment of a production help-desk.

· Project Manager for task-force to resolve communications problems between SNA and X.25 packet switching network, and online response time problems.

· Project Manager for the implementation of Accounts Payable and Purchasing applications, including EDI for automated invoice and purchase order processing.

· Project Manager for the development of a re-executable Systems Test Model for Contel’s Accounts Payable and Purchasing system.

· Project Manager for Customer Billing System evaluation and design projects.

· Responsible for the development of a Service Level Agreement between the financial system user community and Information Services.

Iowa Public Service Corporation

Conducted a controls and general project review for this large Electric Utility Materials Management System development project.  This was an independent review prior to conversion.

1988 Winter Olympics

Assisted the Olympic Committee in the evaluation and selection of a Materials Management application package.  This included Inventory Control, Purchasing, and Accounts Payable.

Hayes Microcomputer Products

Analyst for corporate Strategic Planning project.  The project used Michael Porter’s Competitive Analysis / Strategic Planning “5 Forces” model.  Hayes invented the modem and was a leading technology firm in the 1980s.

St. Johns River Power Park

Design analyst for selection and design of a Materials Management System consisting of Inventory Control, Purchasing, and Accounts Payable.  SJRPP was a coal-fired power plant joint venture between Florida Power and Light and Jacksonville Electric Authority.

Alabama Gas Company

Design analyst for the creation of an end-user Information Center to support end-user computing with mainframe and PC based query and analysis tools.

Georgia Power Company

Programmer/Analyst for the Human Resources organization.  Developed a variety of online reporting systems and reports for internal and Labor Union use of employee information.

Education

 Bachelor of Business Administration - Finance – University of Georgia

 Masters of Business Administration – Information Systems – University of Georgia
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