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Attached is our final report on our audit of the U.S. Department of Commerce’s (the
Department’s) Business Applications Solution program (the Program). Our objective was to
assess the Department’s management and implementation of the Program.
We found the following:
I. The Program continues to lack a sound business process reengineering plan.
II. The Program should address weaknesses in its requirements management plans and
processes.
III. The Program should enhance its risk management practices.
In response to our draft report, the Program, on behalf of the Department, concurred with
four of our recommendations, did not concur with one, and partially concurred with another.
After considering the Program’s response, we reaffirm our recommendations. We have
summarized the Program’s response and provided our comments in the report. The Program’s
complete response is included in appendix D.
Pursuant to Department Administrative Order 213-5, please submit to us an action plan that
addresses the recommendations in this report within 60 calendar days. This final report will be
posted on OIG’s website pursuant to sections 4 and 8M of the Inspector General Act of 1978,
as amended (5 U.S.C. App., §§ 4 & 8M).
We appreciate the cooperation and courtesies extended to us by your staff during our audit.
If you have any questions or concerns about this report, please contact me at (202) 793-2938
or Kevin Ryan, Director for Audit and Evaluation, at (202) 695-0791.
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of Financial Management
Teresa Coppolino, Director and BAS Program Manager, Office of Financial Management
Systems, Office of the Secretary
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Report in Brief
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Background
The U.S. Department of
Commerce (the Department)
currently maintains a suite of
aging, expensive, and highly
customized financial systems
across three of its finance
bureaus’ disparate information
technology (IT) infrastructures.
The Business Applications
Solution (BAS) Program (BAS
program or Program), which
will cost about $341 million,
will replace these legacy
systems to save money and
create a new agency-wide
financial system consisting
mainly of commercial off
the shelf applications. The
Program office is configuring
the applications and
revising processes to meet
Department-wide and bureauspecific needs.
We conducted this audit due to
the investment’s critical nature
and potential management
challenges. The Department
identified the BAS program as
a top-priority IT investment
under Strategic Objective
5.2, Accelerate Information
Technology Modernization, within
its 2018-2022 strategic plan. In
our FY 2022 Top Management
and Performance Challenges
report, we noted that the
BAS program must overcome
challenges in managing
requirements and reengineering
business processes, among
others, as it consolidates
business functions currently
supported by disparate legacy
systems.

Why We Did This Review
Our audit objective was to
assess the Department’s
management and
implementation of the BAS
program.
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WHAT WE FOUND
We found the following:
I.

The Program continues to lack a sound business process reengineering
plan.

II. The Program should address weaknesses in its requirements management
plans and processes.
III. The Program should enhance its risk management practices.

WHAT WE RECOMMEND
We recommend that the Department’s Chief Financial Officer do the following:
1. Ensure that the Program revises its business process reengineering plan to
be more consistent with best practices by including assumptions, skills, and
needed resources; documents existing financial management processes; and
identifies performance improvement goals.
2. Ensure that the Program sufficiently defines target processes to include
details of information flows, interconnections, and potential problem areas
and assesses expected performance.
3. Ensure the Program updates its requirements management plans and
processes to include how it will add, refine, prioritize, and establish
bidirectional traceability among its requirements and between
requirements and ongoing work.
4. Ensure that the Program manages requirements according to the updated
requirements management plans and processes.
5. Update the Program’s risk management plan to ensure that it documents,
on an ongoing basis, all information and details necessary to manage
its risks, including risk trigger dates, risk mitigation plans, and risk
descriptions.
6. Ensure that the Program updates its risk register with all information and
details necessary to manage its risks, consistent with the updated risk
management plan.
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Introduction
The U.S. Department of Commerce (the Department) currently maintains a suite of aging
(legacy), expensive, and highly customized financial systems across three of its finance bureaus’
disparate information technology (IT) infrastructures. 1 The Business Applications Solution (BAS)
program (BAS program or Program), which will cost about $341 million, will replace these
legacy systems to save money 2 and create a new agency-wide financial system consisting mainly
of commercial off the shelf (COTS) applications. 3 The Program office is configuring the
applications and revising processes to meet Department-wide and bureau-specific needs.
The Program office planned to design, implement, and migrate the BAS system into operation in
three phases, with most of the design occurring in two subactivities during the first phase
(April 2020 through September 2021). The Department’s three finance bureaus will migrate
finance operations to BAS during Phases 1, 2, and 3—one bureau per fiscal year (FY) from
FY 2022 to FY 2024. Figure 1 depicts the phases of the Program from FY 2020 to FY 2024. For
additional background information on the legacy financial systems, the Program, and its
activities, see appendix B.
Figure 1. The Three Phases of the BAS Program
(FY 2020 to FY 2024)

Source: Office of Inspector General adaptation of BAS program documentation

BAS is serving as a pilot program for the U.S. Department of the Treasury’s quality service
management office, which is responsible for federal financial system modernizations. The
U.S. Department of the Treasury currently collects BAS information—such as commercial
acquisition, project implementation tasks, operations support planning, and project management
governance—and will use it during this pilot to inform and create new government-wide
standards that will apply to other agencies starting financial systems modernizations.
We conducted this audit due to the investment’s critical nature and potential management
challenges. The Department identified the BAS program as a top-priority IT investment under
1

The Department’s three finance bureaus are the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, the National
Institute for Standards and Technology, and the U.S. Census Bureau.
2
The Department estimates that BAS has the potential to save about $234 million in continued operations and
maintenance costs for its legacy systems through FY 2030.
3
This new financial system is comprised of three main financial software applications, an enterprise data
warehouse, and a business intelligence reporting capability. For more details on this system’s specifics, see
appendix B.
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Strategic Objective 5.2, Accelerate Information Technology Modernization, within its 2018-2022
strategic plan. 4 In our FY 2022 Top Management and Performance Challenges report, we noted
that the BAS program must overcome challenges in managing requirements and reengineering
business processes, among others, as it consolidates business functions currently supported by
disparate legacy systems. 5
Business Process Reengineering (BPR)
BPR is a method to improve the way agencies accomplish work. BPR starts with an overall
assessment of how well the organization’s business processes fulfill mission and strategic goals
while also meeting customer and stakeholder needs. Once the organization identifies potential
improvement areas, it can then decide if it should invest time and resources toward improving
its business processes to achieve better results. If so, it begins to plan out what it should do to
improve how it meets customer and stakeholder needs and how best to redesign its business
processes. These planning activities largely center on identifying, analyzing, redesigning, or
eliminating processes, according to a methodology, such that new processes meet performance
improvement measures (e.g., cost, quality, service, and speed). Generally, BPR efforts should
begin before organizations make significant IT investments.
The U.S. Government Accountability Office’s (GAO’s) Business Process Reengineering Assessment
Guide 6 establishes a framework of best practices for agencies to plan and select, reengineer, and
implement improved business processes. Key practices in BPR include (1) developing a BPR plan
with improvement goals and (2) defining target business processes.
Requirements Management
Effective management of IT requirements involves an ongoing series of activities designed to
align work with plans and ensure all work comes from a valid requirement. Such activities mean
a program can maintain, prioritize, and trace requirements and work across all lifecycle phases
(e.g., planning, design, implementation, and operations). Iterative acquisition and development
methodologies, such as Agile, 7 require programs to keep planned work as closely aligned to
changing priorities as feasible across their lifecycles. With successful requirements management,
a program can ensure that ongoing work contributes to cost, schedule, and system
performance objectives.

4

U.S. Department of Commerce. 2018-2022 Strategic Plan: Helping The American Economy Grow. Washington, DC:
DOC, 25–28. Available online at
https://www.commerce.gov/sites/default/files/us_department_of_commerce_2018-2022_strategic_plan.pdf
(accessed February 8, 2021).
5
DOC Office of Inspector General, October 14, 2021. Top Management and Performance Challenges Facing the
Department of Commerce in Fiscal Year 2022, OIG-22-001. Washington, DC: DOC OIG.
6
U.S. Government Accountability Office, May 1997. Business Process Reengineering Assessment Guide
(Version 3). Washington, DC: GAO. Available online at https://www.gao.gov/assets/aimd-10.1.15.pdf (accessed April
14, 2021).
7
In Agile, a program accomplishes work—planned in advance and prioritized by customer feedback—within a
predefined, time-boxed, and recurring period, or sprint. During the common solution phase, the BAS program’s
sprints for core applications are 3-month periods.
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Program Monitoring and Risk Management
Programs periodically review progress against plans to identify performance slips (i.e., missing
cost, schedule, and/or scope goals). Once they identify these slips, programs can then take
appropriate corrective actions to address them. In addition, programs periodically monitor
risks 8 to identify and prevent potential problems. Implementing regular and effective program
monitoring and risk management activities means a program is well positioned to (1) identify
current and future adverse program performance and impacts and (2) take the appropriate
actions to ensure it can meet its original goals and objectives.

8

A risk is a conditional and probable event that, if realized, will adversely impact a program’s ability to meet its
objectives (e.g., cost, schedule, and/or scope).
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Objective, Findings, and Recommendations
Our audit objective was to assess the Department’s management and implementation of the
BAS program. To meet our objective, we determined the extent to which the Program
implemented four selected best practice areas—BPR, requirements management, program
monitoring, and risk management—and identified opportunities for improvement. See appendix
A for a more detailed description of our scope and methodology.
We did not find weaknesses with respect to program monitoring. However, to ensure the
Department realizes the full benefits of its investment, we found that the Program should
increase attention to BPR, address weaknesses in its requirements management plans and
processes, and enhance its risk management practices. A lack of attention to BPR before
acquiring IT means the Department will be overly dependent upon the new system as a
complete solution for financial management and misses an opportunity to improve efficiency
and effectiveness. Without addressing requirements management weaknesses, the Program will
be challenged to provide needed system functionality as requirements evolve. Weaknesses in
risk management hinder the Program’s ability to avoid cost, schedule, and performance delays.

I. The Program Continues to Lack a Sound Business Process Reengineering Plan
The GAO Business Process Reengineering Assessment Guide places heavy emphasis on planning
an effort from beginning to end to ensure (1) agency staff adopt new processes,
(2) the agency realizes performance improvements, and (3) new IT systems adequately
support processes and the mission. GAO developed its guide, in part, from the
requirements of the Clinger-Cohen Act, 9 which emphasizes achieving program benefits and
meeting agency goals through the effective use of IT. Specifically, one such requirement of
the Clinger-Cohen Act states the head of an agency shall analyze agency missions and, based
on that analysis, revise mission-related and administrative processes as appropriate before
making significant IT investments. 10 A root cause of bad investments is the belief that the
mere practice of acquiring technology will somehow lead to process innovation. 11
On April 19, 2021, we issued a management alert 12 to the Department (see appendix C for
details) and reported that the BAS program lacked a BPR plan and its process change efforts
were not consistent with best practices for federal agencies. Since the management alert,
we also found that the Program has not sufficiently defined target business processes. The
9

See Pub. L. No. 104-106, Division E, Information Technology Management Reform Act of 1996, §§ 5123 and 5126.
The Clinger-Cohen Act was initially passed into law through two divisions of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-106: Division E, the Information Technology Management Reform Act of
1996 and Division D, the Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1996. These two sections were subsequently renamed
as the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 by the Federal Financial Management Improvement Act of 1996, § 808, of the
Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act, 1997, Pub. L. No. 104-208.
10
40 U.S.C. § 11313(5).
11
GAO, Business Process Reengineering Assessment Guide, 9.
12
DOC OIG, April 19, 2021. Management Alert: BAS Program’s Focus on Technology May Overlook Risks Related to
Business Processes, OIG-21-023-M. Washington, DC: DOC OIG.
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lack of an adequate BPR plan, documentation of existing processes, performance
improvement goals, and sufficiently defined target processes puts the Department at risk of
not having suitably streamlined, efficient, widely adopted business processes well supported
by the new IT system.
A. The Program lacks adequate plans for BPR, documentation of existing financial management
processes, and performance improvement goals
As we reported in our management alert, the Program did not have a BPR plan despite
undertaking process change activities during the common solution design subactivity. In
fact, in August 2019, the Program office did not submit a required analysis of its BPR
plan for a milestone 2 review by the Department’s acquisition milestone review board.
The Deputy Secretary then directed the Program to include this analysis for its
milestone 3 review. 13
In response to our management alert, the Program updated its organizational change
management plan to include a chapter on BPR. However, while the new chapter
summarized BPR activities, it still lacked critical details of an effective BPR plan, such as
assumptions, skills, and resources needed.
In addition, we reported the Program had not documented existing financial
management processes (i.e., processes in use with the legacy systems). According to
officials, BAS resources were better spent on configuring software to provide the same
business outcomes and training staff. As of November 2021, the Program still had not
documented any of the Department’s existing processes. Lastly, the Program has not
identified any business performance improvement goals.
The lack of a detailed BPR plan, documentation of existing processes, and performance
improvement goals hinders the Program’s ability to understand and sufficiently
reengineer financial management processes. The Program’s current approach risks
introducing inefficiencies in bureaus’ financial management processes that may not be
overcome by the new system.
B. The Program has not sufficiently defined target business processes
An organization conducting BPR should develop a deep understanding of its target
environment—such as new information flows, interconnections, and potential problem
areas—and assess the expected performance of new processes. As a result, the
organization will be well prepared to communicate a common vision of the target
environment, including critical details such as what will change and whom the
reengineering will affect.
The Program increased its understanding of the target environment, including
documenting BAS processes and supporting software configurations by conducting

13

A date for milestone 3 has not been determined.
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workshops, detailed “deep dive” sessions, and validating system design with stakeholders
across global and common solution design activities.
However, we were not able to identify essential details from the Program’s
documentation of target processes—including information flows, interconnections, and
potential problem areas—or expected performance metrics. Program documentation of
the target environment, such as the draft standard operating procedures (SOPs), did not
include what will change or which stakeholders will be affected when moving from
legacy to new processes.
The Program plans to leverage a contractor-led fit gap analysis of existing processes and
the new software, which is to be completed by April 2022. The intent of this analysis is
to determine how well BAS applications support existing processes. When gaps are
identified, the analysis recommends revised (target) processes. However, the fit-gap
analysis will not result in sufficient understanding of the target environment if it is
focused on the adequacy of the configured applications without giving attention to
defining target processes that the Department will follow under BAS.
Knowledge of information flows, interconnections, potential problem areas, and
expected performance is key for communicating what will change to the affected users.
Communicating this information is critical to ensuring successful adoption of the new
system and its efficient use. Delay in adequately defining target business processes also
risks cost increases and schedule slips needed to accommodate significant rework due
to gaps between system capabilities, processes, and critical financial management
functions.

Recommendations
We recommend that the Department’s Chief Financial Officer do the following:
1. Ensure that the Program revises its BPR plan to be more consistent with best
practices by including assumptions, skills, and needed resources; documents
existing financial management processes; and identifies performance
improvement goals.
2. Ensure that the Program sufficiently defines target processes to include details of
information flows, interconnections, and potential problem areas and assesses
expected performance.

II. The Program Should Address Weaknesses in its Requirements Management
Plans and Processes
We assessed the Program’s plans and processes against the selected best practices for
requirements management. 14 We determined that the Program did document and obtain
stakeholder commitment to its requirements baseline, but it did not periodically refine or
14

6

See appendix A for a full description of our methodology.
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prioritize its requirements and did not ensure traceability between its requirements and
from requirements to ongoing work.
A. The Program does not periodically add, refine, or prioritize requirements
Best practices establish that effective requirements management includes the ongoing
addition, refinement, and prioritization of program requirements. 15 Agile programs can
also further prioritize a subset of requirements to demonstrate key aspects of the
developing solution, known as the minimum viable product (MVP). 16 Such activities ensure
that a program adapts to new needs; remains aligned to changing agency, user, and
technological priorities; and maximizes the value of planned and ongoing work.
We found that the Program does not add, change, or otherwise refine the requirements
in its baseline. Instead, the Program has a fixed baseline and defers newly identified
needs for later development. We also found that the Program does not prioritize its
requirements and has not defined the MVP.
In managing its requirements and work, the Program adopted some Agile practices and
terms to organize global and common solution activities into three-month sprints. Each
sprint examined a set of requirements and the needed software configurations to
implement them. At the end of each sprint, the Program office verified the
configurations met stakeholders’ needs, resulting in standard software configurations.
The Program plans to further modify these configurations to meet bureau-specific needs
during each implementation phase.
We observed that a number of stakeholders identified unmet needs to the Program
during its common solution design. However, the Program did not add these to its
requirements baseline. Instead, the Program recorded them in a post-deployment
requirements repository, which the Program will address in the FY 2025 timeframe. For
example, one BAS stakeholder identified that its existing process under the legacy
financial system can use budget data to automatically allocate money by quarter and by
month for programs. Instead of adding a new requirement to meet this need, Program
officials stated that bureaus would have to switch to a manual process with BAS.
Program officials told us that the reason they defer newly identified needs is to maintain
a fixed requirements baseline. The only updates to requirements the Program
performed were to note when a requirement was discussed during a common solution
design activity. According to Program officials as of January 2021, the contractor
expected to meet 99.5 percent of requirements (all but about 9 of the 1,684) by simply
configuring the new software applications.

15

See appendix A for identified best practices.
According to GAO’s Agile Assessment Guide, an MVP is “[t]he simplest version of a product that can be released”
and “should have enough value that it is still usable, demonstrates future benefit early on to retain customer buy in,
and provides a feedback loop to help guide future development.” See GAO, September 2020. Agile Assessment
Guide: Best Practices for Agile Adoption and Implementation, GAO-20-590G. Washington, DC: GAO, p. 174. Available
online at https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-20-590g.pdf (accessed December 20, 2021).
16
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However, this approach does not meet best practices for IT requirements management
since it does not afford the Program the ability to dynamically manage its scope by
adding, refining, or prioritizing requirements over time. 17 Specifically, Agile IT programs
should continuously refine their scope by updating requirements to reflect lessons
learned and changing needs. By fostering frequent coordination between users and
developers, Agile programs better understand the value of work planned and current
priorities.
With its approach of maintaining a fixed requirements baseline, the Program will be
challenged to manage potentially important tradeoffs in scope and will be at risk for
delays, cost growth, missed system functionality, and wasted efforts.
B. The Program lacks clear traceability among requirements and between requirements and
ongoing work
Best practices state that programs should create and maintain links—or bidirectional
traceability 18—between requirements to ensure that there are no inconsistencies
between plans, requirements, and ongoing work. 19 Establishing clear traceability ensures
that work flows from approved source requirements and contributes to all levels of
program goals and objectives.
The Program developed one requirements traceability matrix (RTM) that contains the
Program’s 1,696 baseline requirements. However, we found that the Program’s
requirements management plan does not require—and the RTM itself does not
establish—bidirectional traceability. In one example, six program requirements in the
RTM ask that the future contracting system be capable of supporting file attachments in
various formats. However, we were not able to determine the source of these
requirements or what lower-level requirements derived from them.
In addition, we were unable to determine how the contractor’s work products, such as
its draft target business process SOPs or its software configuration repository, clearly
linked to source requirements.
Until the Program creates clear traceability among its requirements, it will struggle to
ensure plans and work remain consistent with needs. It will also be at risk for future
scope creep and wasted efforts that contribute little or nothing to actual Departmental

17

Traditional IT program management methodologies typically establish a universe of requirements at the
beginning of an effort, manage changes to their baseline, and may only obtain a fully functioning product near the
end of the lifecycle (e.g., after design, development, and testing). In contrast, Agile IT program management focuses
on the early and continuous delivery of working software through iterative requirements identification, design,
development, testing, and integration across a program’s lifecycle.
18
Bidirectional traceability refers to a discernible association in either direction between different levels of
requirements (i.e., between “parent and child,” high and low, or source and derived), as well as between
requirements and work products.
19
See appendix A for additional details on these best practices.
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needs. As such, requirements traceability is critical to ensure the Program can reliably
meet cost, schedule, and system performance targets.

Recommendations
We recommend that the Department’s Chief Financial Officer do the following:
3. Ensure the Program updates its requirements management plans and processes
to include how it will add, refine, prioritize, and establish bidirectional traceability
among its requirements and between requirements and ongoing work.
4. Ensure that the Program manages requirements according to the updated
requirements management plans and processes.

III. The Program Should Enhance its Risk Management Practices
Best practices and the BAS risk management plan both establish that the Program should,
among other key practices, (1) review risk triggers and update risks as needed on a weekly
basis and (2) review and update all program risks on a monthly basis. In addition, the
Program should document all relevant risk information, such as the context, conditions,
potential consequences, and mitigation plans. 20 Well-implemented risk management
activities ensure that programs have up-to-date information critical for management of both
internal and external risks.
The Program has a dedicated risk manager who developed one risk register with 92 open
risks (as of July 2021) and officials indicated that they review and update this register
according to the BAS risk management plan (i.e., weekly and monthly). However, we found
that the Program’s risk register did not reflect updates consistent with weekly or even
monthly reviews by Program staff. For example, of 12 risks that had passed their trigger
dates, 21 11 had not had their status updated in more than 3 months. In addition, the
Program had not created any mitigations for one risk. The Program failed to include
additional details—as required by its own risk management plan and best practices—for risk
mitigation activities and risk descriptions for a majority of its risks.
As a result, the Program’s processes do not generate sufficient or current information
necessary to manage risk. Until the Program improves its processes, it will be unable to
identify, prioritize, and determine effective strategies to manage risks before they become
issues. Once realized, program risks negatively impact a program’s cost, schedule, and ability
to meet its other performance objectives.

Recommendations
We recommend that the Department’s Chief Financial Officer do the following:

20
21

See appendix A for additional details on these best practices.
The Program defines the trigger date as the date the risk impact could materialize from a risk into an issue.
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5. Update the Program’s risk management plan to ensure that it documents, on an
ongoing basis, all information and details necessary to manage its risks, including
risk trigger dates, risk mitigation plans, and risk descriptions.
6. Ensure that the Program updates its risk register with all information and details
necessary to manage its risks, consistent with the updated risk management plan.
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Summary of Agency Response and OIG
Comments
In response to our draft report, the BAS program, on behalf of the Department, indicated that
it concurred with four of our recommendations but did not concur with recommendation 1
and only partially concurred with recommendation 3. In addition, the Program provided
comments on “OIG Sourcing,” which discussed its approach as a pilot program for software
management and IT systems implementation and called into question the currency of best
practices we used in our assessment. The Program’s full response is included in appendix D.
Department Response. Regarding recommendation 1 (to revise the BPR plan to be more
consistent with best practices by including assumptions, skills, and needed resources;
documents existing financial management processes; and identifies performance improvement
goals), the Program stated that its approach to “Business Process Development” does not
include formal documentation of the full end-to-end existing business processes used
throughout the Department with its legacy systems. Rather, it is focused on developing and
documenting end-state, target business processes to be used with the new system. Its
“discussions of legacy business processes serve as the foundation” for building a common
configuration for the new system. In April 2022, the Program started a “comprehensive
business development strategy” in this regard.
OIG Comment. The Program’s non-concurrence with recommendation 1 largely stems from
its objection to the part of the recommendation related to documenting existing financial
management practices. However, the other actions it has either taken or plans to take appear
to be generally consistent with the recommendation. And with regard to its approach to
existing processes, the Program stated that “legacy business processes are consistently
discussed and reviewed as inputs to” various system development activities that have occurred
since the conclusion of our fieldwork. As we emphasized in both our management alert and this
audit report, sufficient understanding of existing processes is needed to identify a performance
baseline from which to measure improvements, and the Program’s current approach risks
introducing inefficiencies in bureaus’ financial management processes that may not be overcome
by the new system. As such, we reaffirm our recommendation.
Department Response. Regarding recommendation 3 (to update requirements management
plans and processes to include how the Program will add, refine, prioritize, and establish
bidirectional traceability among its requirements and between requirements and ongoing work),
the Program stated that the BAS contract is firm fixed price and “the scope of the
implementation . . . was baselined at the time of contract award.” Because of its goal to
maintain a single configuration of the new system, the Program does not add new requirements
to its baseline, which would require contract modifications and additional funding. However,
requirements can be modified “to include additional functionality, updates to the configuration,
and bureau scenarios that require a unique solution.” The Program has developed a change
control process to evaluate potential requirement modifications and clearly document them in
the RTM. The Program will provide updated requirements management documentation to us
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with “greater traceability and documentation related to the history of the requirement and its
translation to an end state solution.”
OIG Comment. The Program’s partial concurrence with recommendation 3 is because it
“does not add new requirements to the baseline” in order to control scope and avoid contract
modifications. However, our recommendation does not state that the Program should add
requirements, but rather that its plans and processes be updated to ensure adequate
management of requirements—including adding (when warranted), refining, prioritizing, and
tracing them. Further, while the Program will not add requirements now, it has “a separate,
documented list of enhancements that will be addressed after the full system implementation is
completed and the viable product has been deployed.” Again, we reaffirm our recommendation.
Regarding the Program’s comments related to “OIG Sourcing,” the Program’s role as a pilot
project is described in the Introduction. We also maintain that the best practices we used to
assess the Program remain relevant and are a sound basis for identifying opportunities for
improvement in the Program’s efforts.
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Appendix A: Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology
Our objective was to assess the Department’s management and implementation of the BAS
program. To meet this objective, we assessed the Department’s effectiveness in four best
practice areas: BPR, program monitoring, requirements management, and risk management. We
announced this audit on November 12, 2020, and completed our fieldwork on November 17,
2021. We discussed our tentative findings with the auditee on November 1, 2021, and held an
exit conference on April 12, 2022.
To assess the Program’s BPR efforts, we reviewed GAO’s Business Process Reengineering
Assessment Guide to identify practices associated with BPR. We then selected three practices—
executive involvement, existing and target processes, and organizational change management—
that, in our professional judgment, represented foundational practices of particular importance
to the successful implementation of an IT modernization effort undertaking BPR. We reviewed
BAS program documents, interviewed Department and Program officials and stakeholders, and
observed BAS working groups, including a requirements-gathering session. We then assessed
each practice area based on the amount of evidence.
To assess executive involvement, we interviewed Program officials and reviewed Program
documentation such as the BAS Executive Board charter to understand the roles,
responsibilities, and membership of the BAS executive committee. We also reviewed Program
documents submitted to the Commerce Information Technology Review Board to understand
the roles of the various advisory and oversight groups. We interviewed officials from the
Department’s Office of Acquisition Management to understand the planned timeframe and
review process for milestone 3 review.
To assess existing and target processes, we reviewed the draft BAS SOPs document containing
the target process configurations to understand the BAS BPR activities coverage of target
processes. We reviewed criteria in GAO’s Business Process Reengineering Assessment Guide and
assessed it against Program documentation, such as the draft Organizational Change Management
(OCM) Plan with Training Plan and draft OCM Plan with Communications Plan. We also interviewed
Program officials to understand how the Program’s BPR plan would be a subcomponent of the
OCM plan and its reengineering methodology. We reviewed the BAS Performance Work
Statement, a contract pricing document, a BAS Project Monthly Executive Council report, and
the draft BAS SOPs to understand the fit gap analysis and timeframe, and how the Program will
incorporate lessons learned during the NOAA implementation phase.
To assess organizational change management, we reviewed the Program’s activities related to
organizational change management and assessed them against criteria in GAO’s Business Process
Reengineering Assessment Guide. Specifically, we reviewed the BAS Performance Work Statement
to determine how the Program defined change management and who is responsible for
developing the OCM plan. We reviewed the May 2021 Program schedule and common solution
kick-off documentation to determine the timeframe and how the Program will engage
stakeholders regarding change management during the common solution phase. We reviewed
FINAL REPORT NO. OIG-22-025-A
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the draft OCM Plan with Training Plan, draft OCM Plan with Communications Plan, and written
responses from the Program to determine how the Program will obtain consensus regarding
the OCM plan among bureaus.
To address the Program’s efforts in program monitoring, requirements management, and risk
management, we reviewed the Software Engineering Institute’s Capability Maturity Model for
Integration for Acquisition (version 1.3) and GAO’s Agile Assessment Guide to identify key program
monitoring, requirements management, and risk management best practices for programs using
Agile methodologies. We used our professional judgment to select practices particularly
important to the successful implementation of an IT modernization using Agile. We then
assessed the Program’s processes against each selected practice area based on the amount of
evidence.
For the program monitoring and control process assessment, we interviewed BAS program
officials and reviewed Program documents, such as the integrated master schedule,
organizational charts, and the Program operations guide, to understand how the Program
organized itself, established plans for work, monitored work, and communicated with
stakeholders. We reviewed the BAS performance work statement, monthly progress reports
from the contractor, and BAS Executive Board and Chief Financial Officer Council slides.
To assess the requirements management process, we interviewed Program officials and
reviewed key program documents, such as the BAS RTM, to understand the number and kind
of requirements within the Program’s baseline scope. We also reviewed updated versions of
the BAS RTM; BAS outcome tracker; BAS financial, nonfinancial, and technical requirements;
BAS configuration master validation spreadsheet; and BAS Performance Work Statement.
To assess the risk management process, we interviewed Program officials and reviewed
Program documents, such as the Program risk register and risk management plan, to
understand how the Program conducted its risk management activities. In addition, we
reviewed updated versions of the Program risk register, the BAS issue log, and BAS Executive
Board slides to understand how the Program maintained its risks over time.
In addition, we assessed internal control significant within the context of our objective. As part
of this audit, we examined management controls as documented in management control plans,
such as the BAS Executive Board charter, risk management plan, OCM Plan, final project
management plan, project management office operations guide, and other documents. We
assessed the implementation of internal control through document reviews and interviews to
determine adherence to procedures and plans. In satisfying our objective, we did not rely on
computer-processed data; therefore, we did not test the reliability of BAS IT systems. The
findings and recommendations in this report resulted from our assessments of internal control.
Although we could not independently verify the reliability of all the information we collected,
we compared it with other available supporting documents to determine data consistency and
reasonableness. Based on these efforts, we believe the information we obtained is sufficiently
reliable for this report.
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We conducted our review from November 2020 through November 2021 under the authority
of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended (5 U.S.C. App.), and Department
Organization Order 10-13, dated October 21, 2020. We performed our fieldwork remotely
from Colorado, Maryland, and New York.
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards. These standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective.
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Appendix B: Background on Department
Legacy Financial Systems and BAS
The Department first implemented its existing financial systems between 1999 and 2003 by
creating a highly customized and integrated solution 22 for each of its three finance bureaus.
Though the finance bureaus maintained these financial systems on separately run IT
infrastructures for the next two decades, the aging and complex systems now present the
Department and its bureaus with additional operation and maintenance challenges. Three such
challenges are (1) updating the customized systems to be compliant with evolving financial
system requirements, 23 (2) aligning to government-wide IT initiatives, 24 and (3) attaining
lowered operations and maintenance costs for financial systems by eliminating duplicative IT
infrastructure. In addition, legacy systems are more expensive and more exposed to
cybersecurity risks, and can be less effective in accomplishing their intended purpose than a
modernized system. 25
Given these and other challenges, the Department estimates that it will cost about $584 million
to continue operating and maintaining its legacy financial systems through FY 2030. In addition
to the higher maintenance costs for a legacy system, these financial systems serve a critical
mission support function for the Department’s regular operations. Collectively, these legacy
systems and their data integrations and processes enable the Department to, among other
functions, plan and budget; award contracts and grants; and manage government property,
including laptops, vehicles, ships, and even satellites.
An agency looking to modernize a legacy system will often consider how critical the system is
to its mission, in addition to other factors like risks, costs, and the legacy system’s operational
performance. 26 BAS seeks to modernize the Department’s financial management mission
support area, which makes it one of the Department’s most critical investments.
BAS Program
The BAS program began around 2009 with the goal of identifying the successor to the legacy
financial systems. The Office of Management and Budget Memorandum M-13-08 required the
Department to consider a federal shared service provider. 27 However, the Department

22

At present, the financial systems consist of Commerce Business System, Comprizon Suite, Federal Real Property
Management, and Hyperion.
23
For example, IT security and accessibility standards, among others.
24
For example, cloud computing strategy and data center consolidation.
25
GAO, April 27, 2021. Agencies Need to Develop and Implement Modernization Plans for Critical Legacy Systems,
Washington, DC: GAO. Available online at from https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-21-524t.pdf (accessed February
24, 2022), p. 2-5.
26
Ibid, p. 4-5.
27
Office of Management and Budget, March 25, 2013. Improving Financial Systems Through Shared Services,
M-13-08. Washington, DC: OMB.

16

FINAL REPORT NO. OIG-22-025-A

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

determined that federal providers were not able to meet its specific needs and/or capacity
requirements and paused the BAS program for five years, from 2013 until 2018.
In March 2019, the Program obtained a waiver from the Office of Management and Budget
requirement and began soliciting bids for a private-sector enterprise solution in September
2019. On April 24, 2020, the Department awarded a firm, fixed-price contract to Accenture
Federal Services (Accenture) to acquire the BAS system and related services for about $341
million through FY 2040.
The Department is working with Accenture to acquire a cloud-hosted and agency-wide financial
system, which consists of new financial software applications, an enterprise data warehouse
(EDW), and a business intelligence reporting capability. This new system will replace multiple
legacy systems and their disparate, bureau-level IT infrastructure, data, software, and reporting
systems. The contract for the new system includes licensing and hosting services for the three
new COTS financial software applications: (1) Oracle Electronic Business Suite for financial
management, (2) PRISM acquisition management solution, and (3) Sunflower for property
management. The BAS program will also consolidate and incorporate Department-wide
administrative data (e.g., travel, human resources, and payroll data) into the EDW and, with the
addition of business intelligence reporting software, will be an enterprise-wide reporting
solution.
Related to legacy system challenge 1, maintaining the Department’s highly customized software
means it is difficult to update, and maintaining older technology requires a shrinking availability
of specialized staff with the necessary experience, knowledge, and skills. 28 Rather than
customizing its applications, the BAS solution will use a combination of standard software
configurations and BPR to address bureau-specific needs. In support of this outcome, the BAS
contract includes services in business process analysis, reengineering, and design to ensure
program process change efforts occur where a standard configuration change cannot meet a
need by itself.
BAS Activities and Requirements
Each phase will migrate BAS to one of the three finance bureaus and their respective client
bureaus. 29 During each of these phases, the Program will configure the BAS system and
reengineer processes to address any remaining, bureau-specific requirements.
The Program concluded the first design subactivity of Phase 1, known as global design, in
October 2020. The Program concluded the second subactivity of Phase 1 to design the
28

GAO, Agencies Need to Develop and Implement Modernization Plans for Critical Legacy Systems, p. 3.
All Department bureaus are included within the scope of this modernization effort, except for the United States
Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO). USPTO is not included in the system scope of BAS, but will be included in
the scope of the EDW. NOAA’s client bureaus are the Bureau of Industry and Security and the Economic
Development Administration. The National Institute for Standards and Technology’s clients are the National
Telecommunications and Information Administration, Office of the Secretary, International Trade Administration,
First Responder Network Authority, Office of Inspector General, National Technical Information Service, Bureau
of Economic Analysis, and Minority Business Development Agency. The U.S. Census Bureau does not support any
clients.
29
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common solution in October 2021. The Program moved to the NOAA implementation phase
and conference room pilots, followed by user acceptance testing and then training before final
implementation of the full system at the end of FY 2022.
During the common solution phase, the Program utilized an Agile methodology to verify the
new software met existing processes’ needs through working group meetings with stakeholders
across four sprints. In each sprint, the Program met with stakeholders and collected their input
on processes that inform configurations of BAS applications. Then the Program analyzed an
application’s ability to produce needed business outcomes and collected additional data from
stakeholders. At the end of the sprint, the Program conducted validation sessions to obtain
stakeholder commitment to report back on how well the application, as configured, fulfilled
business outcomes.
Since its inception around 2014, the Program has created and maintained a requirements
traceability matrix or RTM. The Program updated the RTM in 2018 and during global design. As
of December 2021, this RTM contains 1,696 system requirements and is intended to reflect the
baseline of its contractor and acquired system capabilities. The Program validated this RTM
internally with stakeholders before releasing for bids and continues to validate it through
Program activities. The BAS RTM also assigns each requirement to a major functional area, such
as processes within software applications, and is tracking the assignment of requirements to
conference room pilots planned for the NOAA implementation phase.
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Appendix C: Management Alert Memorandum
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Appendix D: Agency Response
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