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SUMMARY 
  
Since 2007, Monterey County has incurred approximately $37,000,0001 on 

development and $3,600,0002 on related costs for a new and upgraded financial 

management software system, known as an Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) 

system.  (See Appendices A and B).  The Monterey County Civil Grand Jury finds that, 

while an ERP is critical for effective fiscal management, the County made decisions or 

took actions that needlessly added to the cost of implementation.  This must be 

addressed as the County looks forward to another implementation in the next two to 

four years. 

 
An ERP system is a business process management software that is used by both 

industry and government agencies.  It creates an integrated system of applications to 

help manage the business, and automates many functions related to human resources, 

payroll, budgeting, financial reporting, and technology.  In Monterey County, two 

versions of ERP software systems have been implemented, v3.7 in 2009/10 and v3.10 

in 2018.  

 
At the February 6, 2018, Board of Supervisors (BoS) meeting, Supervisor Alejo 

expressed concern and confusion about costs for v3.10 that he believed had far 

exceeded the original anticipated cost.  The BoS discussed why the original $4,350,000 

projection had escalated to a reported $27,000,000.   

 
After determining that both implementations exceeded their original approved budgets, 

the Monterey County Civil Grand Jury (MCCGJ) began an investigation to determine 

why the spending exceeded original estimates.  As the investigation proceeded, it 

became clear that the overages were largely due to decisions and oversights made by 

the County during development and implementation, and these became the focus of the 

investigation.  To fully understand how and why decisions were made and why the 

taxpayer-funded costs escalated, we decided to start our investigation at the very 

beginning of development for the first system in 2007. 

 

                                                 
1  The BoS approved $36,995,896 to be spent on development charges as summarized in Appendices A  
and B. 
2 The Monterey County Civil Grand Jury identified an additional $3,595,857 of related costs such as legal 
fees, consulting fees, and additional County staff time allocated to the ERP project but not budgeted for it.  
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While the ERP system has improved the County’s financial planning, controls, and 

reporting, the implementations were inefficient and unnecessarily costly.  The MCCGJ 

discovered that the causes of most of the added complexity and costs to the projects 

can be attributed to three main issues: 

 
1. Deliberate decision to change previously agreed upon payroll overtime 

calculations:  A decision was made by senior County management to 

knowingly launch the first payroll system with overtime (OT) calculations that 

did not match contractual union bargaining unit agreements.  This resulted in 

employees being paid incorrectly and took three years and additional costs to 

resolve for all employees impacted and created lawsuits, grievances, fines, 

and financial penalties. 

2. Lack of documentation for changes made post v3.7:  Historically, the lack 

of documentation of some Human Resources (HR)/Payroll practices was a 

significant gap in the County.  When v3.7 launched, this resulted in 

employees being paid incorrectly.  Changes were then made by the county 

outside the ERP system to correct those payroll errors but, again, those 

changes were not documented.   The result was a much higher cost and 

lengthy delivery period for the next implementation, v3.10. 

3. Inconsistent Project Management:  During the implementation of v3.10, 

project managers changed five times in less than three years of consistent 

management and the downtime and learning curves between project 

managers caused delays and resulted in inefficiencies and added costs. 

 
The MCCGJ also concluded that other contributing issues adversely impacted the 

ERP projects: 

 

• Organizationally, the County was not adequately prepared or skilled for a 

technology project of this complexity when first undertaken.  

• The number of bargaining units in the County and the number of pay 

practices that must be specially programmed for the County’s HR/payroll 

system create a system that requires more customizations than many other 

public agencies’ systems.  (See Appendix F).  The impact of that complexity 

was not fully recognized or understood in the development of the system. 

• Implementations were done in “crisis mode” and lacked strategic planning. 

• There was not adequate reporting of the risks, costs, and status of the 

project. 
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The MCCGJ’s report identifies mistakes made and past practices that were inefficient 

or ineffective.  In addition, we make recommendations to ensure a better process for 

the next ERP system in two-four years when the current version of the ERP system 

comes to the end of its expected life, including: 

 

• It is imperative that the Board of Supervisors take a more active role in the 

next ERP including being up-to-date on strategic decisions, the status of the 

program’s execution, and budgets to ensure prudent spending of taxpayers’ 

money. 

• The Board of Supervisors should hold senior County management more 

accountable for keeping them updated through consistent, comprehensive 

quarterly project reviews.  

• The Board of Supervisors should assign ownership of the next ERP project to 

the County Administrative Officer (CAO) to create that accountability and 

reduce costly surprises. 

• The County should begin serious planning for the next ERP now, including 

accrual of capital funds, evaluations of technology, and ERP vendors. 

• The County should identify ways to reduce the amount of customized pay 

practices and the associated programming required to the ERP system to 

reduce costs. 

• The County should put processes in place to ensure that all elements of ERP 

and related system functions are fully documented and immediately updated 

as changes are made. 
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GLOSSARY 
 
Auditor-Controller (AC): The County’s elected Auditor and Chief Fiscal Officer, 
providing accounting, payroll, budget control, and financial services to the County. 
 
Auditor-Controller’s Office: Office of the Auditor and Chief Fiscal Officer and all other 
employees required therein to provide needed services. 
 
Board of Supervisors (BoS): The governing body of the County of Monterey 
comprised of five elected officials.  
 
Budget Committee:  Subcommittee of the BoS comprised of two board members. 
 
Capital Improvement Committee:  Subcommittee of the BoS comprised of two board 
members. 
 
County Administrative Officer (CAO): The day-to-day manager of the County 
government appointed by the Board of Supervisors, responsible for Human Resources, 
Information Technology, Budgeting, and other departments. 
 
Countywide Cost Allocation Plan (COWCAP): Proportional charges allocated to 
departments for global administrative costs. 
 
Deputy Sheriffs’ Association (DSA): The association representing the Deputy 
Sheriffs’ Units A (Deputies and DA Investigators), B (Sergeants), and C (Commanders 
and Captain) in the County. 
 
Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP): A software system establishing a single 
interconnected set of individual systems (e.g. Financial, Human Resources, Inventory, 
Procurement) enabling improved efficiency, accuracy, and productivity. 
 
Executive Steering Committee (ESC): An advisory committee comprised of 
departmental stakeholders providing guidance and strategic direction to the County 
throughout the planning, development, and implementation of the ERP systems.  
 
Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA): A federal statute governing minimum wage, 
overtime pay, recordkeeping, and youth employment standards.   
 
Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA):  Professional association of 
19,000 state, provincial and local government finance officers in the US and Canada.  
Provided consulting services to the County prior to the implementation of the first ERP 
system. 
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Information Technology Department (ITD):  The department purchasing, managing 
and supporting technology resources county-wide, such as computer hardware, 
software, data, networks, and data centers. 
 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU): A contractual agreement between the 
County of Monterey and the union bargaining units detailing wages, benefits, and 
working conditions. 
 
Overtime for Paid Time Off (PTO): Vacation time, sick time, compensatory time off, 
holiday leave and paid release time hours are treated as “time actually worked” for the 
purposes of determining overtime. 
 
Personnel Policies and Practices Resolution (PPPR): A BoS approved document 
detailing the basic salary, benefits, personnel rules, and procedures for Monterey 
County employees.  
 
Project Charter:  An internal Monterey County document that describes the project 
vision, overview, scope, objectives, guiding principles, organizational structure, 
governance, roles and responsibilities, vendor role, project risks, success measures and 
Steering Committee commitment. 
 
Request for Proposal (RFP):  A document that a government agency or organization 
posts to elicit a formal bid from potential vendors for a desired product or service.  The 
RFP specifies the customer’s requirements and describes the evaluation criterion on 
which a vendor’s proposal will be assessed. 
 
Service Employees International Union, Local 521 (SEIU):  The largest union in 
Monterey County representing over 3,300 employees in Units F (Supervisory 
employees), H (Health employees), J (General employees), K (Social Services 
employees), and R (Resident Physicians). 
 
Side Letters: Addendums to MOUs negotiated and agreed to by County Human 
Resources and union bargaining units, specifying changes to pay, benefits, and working 
conditions. 
Special Pay Practices: Salary stipends provided to Monterey County employees for 
special services, such as uniform allowances, bilingual pay, and canine handling. 
Special pay practices are contractually agreed upon by the HR department and unions. 
 
Statement of Work (SOW): A document that defines project-specific activities, 
deliverables, and timelines, all of which form a contractual obligation upon the vendor in 
providing services to the client. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Since 2007, Monterey County has incurred approximately $37,000,000 for development 

and $3,600,000 for related costs to launch two versions of a County-wide financial and 

HR management software, or ERP, system.  (See Appendices A and B.)  In 2018, the 

MCCGJ heard news stories reporting concerns about the amount of taxpayer dollars 

that were spent and the time it took to get the projects completed.  Because of the 

significant amount of money spent, the MCCGJ became interested in investigating the 

what, why, and how of the implementation and the associated costs.   

 
An ERP is an expensive, but necessary proposition.  The MCCGJ was concerned about 

the inefficiencies and decisions that needlessly increased costs in the County.  As the 

investigation progressed, it became clear that our concerns were relevant because the 

County will need to undertake another ERP project within the next two to four years.  

Despite the cost, the use of an ERP is the way the County does its business and 

operating without one is not an option. 

 
Used by industry and government agencies, an ERP software system establishes a 

single interconnected set of individual systems to enable improved efficiency, accuracy, 

and productivity.  These technologies enhance date sharing and coordination of the 

complex financial management and human resources systems.  They make it easier to 

access, view, and manage the vast sums of information that are collected and shared 

throughout an organization like Monterey County.  Additionally, they provide financial 

controls to help ensure that policies are consistent and accurate.  As new technology 

and functionality are constantly created ERP software needs to be updated every five to 

seven years to remain current. 

  
ERP systems significantly improve internal administrative functions such as accounting, 

financial reporting, procurement, and human resources.  They also enhance how the 

County conducts business with external vendors.  For the 5,800 employees of Monterey 

County, this system is extremely important in processing their payroll and benefits.  

Monterey County has integrated an ERP system through two production efforts utilizing 

the vendor CGI Inc. v3.7 in 2009-2010 and v3.10 in 2018.  

  
The current Monterey County ERP system is configured in two sets of integrated 

information technology support structures; Human Resources Management/Employee 
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Self-Serve and Financial Management systems, as demonstrated in the following 

graphic: 

  

 
  
        
Although v3.7 was not launched until 2010, there had been discussions and 

identification of the need for a new financial management system in the County since 

the late 1990s.  Following are a few brief highlights: 

 

• In the 1990s, the County used disparate and disconnected systems that had 

inadequate controls, limited functionality, and inconsistent information.  One 

of those systems was the Advantage payroll that was owned by CGI. 

• In 2000, the County engaged an external technology management consulting 

company, Coplan & Co, to assess the status of the County’s existing payroll 

system.  Coplan concluded that the payroll system was, at a minimum, in 
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immediate need of significant modification because it used 30-year old 

technology.3 (See Appendix C for a summary of findings.) 

• In November 2004, CGI notified the County that, after July 2005, they would 

no longer support the Advantage payroll system that had long been in use.  

This meant that, while the County would still be able to use the system, they 

would not have any support from the vendor should problems occur. 

• In 2006, the County hired another vendor, the Government Finance Officers 

Association (GFOA) to provide a comprehensive needs assessment of the 

current business systems to determine if there was a compelling case to 

modify, enhance, or replace them.  Some of the GFOA’s conclusions were 

that the systems were inadequate, the accuracy of HR data was 

questionable, there was a high likelihood that employees were being paid 

incorrectly, and that key functions were missing.  They found that the County 

should replace its existing business systems through the process of procuring 

and implementing a state-of-the-art ERP solution that replaces the various 

stand alone and manual solutions with a single, integrated system.”4  (See 

Appendix D for a summary of findings.)  

  
By 2007, when the payroll system was no longer supported by CGI, and the County’s 

long-identified need for an improved financial management system and controls had 

become critical (if not a crisis), the BoS approved for the CAO’s Office to begin 

negotiations with CGI for an ERP.   

 
In May 2007, the BoS approved a budget to hire 24 County employees in support of the 

upcoming implementation.  In July 2007, the BoS approved an $863,838 contract with 

CGI for pre-implementation planning work.   

 
For expediency and to reduce costs, Monterey County had intended to purchase an off-

the-shelf product for a basic ERP project.  Customizations make systems costlier, and 

make future upgrades more complex, expensive, and risky.  The plan was to build only 

“mission-critical” exceptions (customizations) into the new system5.  However, due to 

                                                 
3 Coplan & Company – Assessment of the Payroll System.  Auditor-Controller, Payroll Division.  County of 

Monterey, California.  October 23, 2000 
4 Government Finance Officers Association.  Consulting Report to Monterey County, California.  Needs Assessment 

Enterprise Resource Planning System.  May 2006.  See Appendix D. 
5 ERP Project Charter, May 2007.  See Appendix E. 
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The level of customizations required to support the County's pay practices, the County 

was unable to implement an off-the-shelf version.   

 
In April 2008, the BoS approved the expense for v3.7 for a total of $15,920,352 

including a contract with CGI for $8,184,352 for a customized ERP system.  The 

MCCGJ was unable to identify a benchmark cost for comparison of an ERP system for 

the County.  Costs are dependent on selection of vendors, functions included, and 

number of customizations required, making it impossible to develop a comparison to 

other counties. 

 
The number of unique pay practices and compensation requirements that had to be 

programmed created significant complexity in the County’s ERP system and required a 

large number of customizations.  The key reasons for the number of pay practices and 

payroll complexity were the number of bargaining units supporting Monterey County 

employees and variations of the compensation terms within their Memorandums of 

Understanding (MOUs).  As an overview:  

 

• There are 18 different employee bargaining units in the County 6 

• There are 889 unique pay events possible that must be accounted for in the 

payroll system, of which approximately 70% require custom calculations for 

the County. 

• There are 53,886 possible variations of pay practices within the 889 pay 

events.  Employees may be eligible to receive pay for multiple pay events 

simultaneously.   

 

According to information received by the County Payroll Department from other CGI 

clients, Monterey County has a higher number of average pay events per employee 

than other public and private agencies.  This level of required programming 

customization adds complexity and costs.  (See Appendix G for pay event 

comparisons). 

 
Payroll was the final stage of v3.7 to be installed in August 2010.  When the system was 

launched, some employees received paychecks that were different than what they had 

been paid in the past or than what their MOUs specified: 

                                                 
6 See Appendix F for complete list of employee bargaining units 
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1) Overtime (OT) calculations for paid time off (PTO) were inaccurate.  The 

County had intentionally changed OT calculations to be calculated differently 

than they had been paid in the past and as described in MOUs. 

2) Pay for some special pay practices was not included.  The County had 

programmed the new system for practices that were approved and identified 

in MOUs, Personnel Policies and Practices Resolution (PPPR), and side 

letters.  However, it was discovered that there were additional pay practices 

that had not gone through the approval process, were not documented, and 

thus were not known throughout the County. 

 
Between 2010 and 2014 the County successfully used the ERP system with the 

exception of the payroll component.  During that time corrections were made by the 

County to the payroll system by creating work-around solutions outside the ERP 

system. 

 
In 2014, v3.7 was reaching the end of its useful life and an upgrade to the newest 

version, v3.10, was required by the County.  In March, a presentation was given to the 

Capital Improvement Committee regarding the need for an upgrade and identifying the 

anticipated cost at $4,350,000 although no approval was requested.  This estimate 

assumed the County could implement a simple upgrade and that the problems created 

with v3.7 were no longer an issue.  In September 2014, the BoS approved $564,000 to 

hire County employees to plan and prepare for the upgrade.  

 
As work began, it was discovered that the County was unable to define its needs or 

write a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the upgrade due to lack of documentation 

regarding changes that were made to correct the programming mistakes and omissions 

made to the v3.7 payroll system.  In July 2015, the AC went to the BoS for approval of a 

$570,000 CGI contract, Statement of Work (SOW) 11, to help the County determine the 

extent of the customizations it would need for the upgrade.  It was reported to the BoS 

at that time that the current assumption was that some customization would be required, 

and the cost would likely be $7,080,000 for the entire upgrade.   

 
Once CGI finished their evaluation, CGI  wrote SOW 12 for the project requirements.  

However, it was determined that due to the number of customizations that would be 

required because of the changes made by the County after v3.7, the project could no 

longer be considered an upgrade.  Instead, it became a full new implementation with a 

revised estimate of $14,806,764.  The BoS approved the CGI contract; work was able to 
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begin on v3.10 in 2016; and, the project was finalized in 2018.  (See Appendix H for 

v3.10 progression and reporting of budget.) 

 
While v3.10 was delivered in 2018, it was not the latest version of CGI’s ERP systems 

that was available.  Historically, CGI launches new releases every two years: and at the 

time of launch, v3.10 was already approximately five years and one version old.  

Following is an overview of CGI version release dates and County implementation 

dates: 

 

• 2007 – v3.7 (Monterey County released in 2009-2010) 

• 2009 – v3.8 

• 2011 – v3.9 

• 2013 – v3.10 (Monterey County released in 2018) 

• 2016 – v3.11 

• 2019 – v4.0 (Planned) 

 
There has been significant improvement in payroll, finance and overall administrative 

processes, record-keeping, and controls since the pre-ERP state.  There has also been 

a significant improvement in the Information Technology (IT) department and employee 

skillsets to maintain effective ERP delivery.  That said, the shelf-life for ERP systems is 

usually five to seven years; and CGI only supports a parallel system for the current and 

two previous versions.  New systems, vendors, and functionality will need to be 

considered as the County’s current ERP system reaches the end of its lifecycle and 

vendor support in two to three years.  Proactive planning is critical to identify and 

implement the optimal solution to meet future Monterey County human resources and 

administrative needs.     

 

APPROACH 
 
To gather information that led us to our ERP investigation facts, findings, and 

recommendations, the MCCGJ conducted numerous research efforts.  Specifically 

related to the ERP projects, we integrated in-person interviews, execution 

documentation from pre- and post-implementations, employee impact reports, 

documents from multiple Monterey County departments and BoS meetings, research 

studies conducted by vendors, and reports of Monterey County systems.   
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More specifically, the MCCGJ:    

1. Conducted 18 in-person interviews with members of Monterey County 

leadership across multiple departments including CAO’s Office, AC’s Office, 

IT, HR, Contracts and Purchasing, and County Counsel’s Office. 

2. Conducted in-person interviews with current and former members of the 

Monterey County BoS. 

3. Conducted informational interviews with representatives of the current ERP 

vendor, CGI, and the GFOA. 

4. Reviewed video recordings and minutes of the Monterey County BoS 

meetings. 

5. Reviewed Monterey County BoS meeting minutes from the Budget and 

Capital Improvements sub-committees. 

6. Conducted interviews with Monterey County employee union representatives 

from the Service Employees International Union (SEIU) and the Deputy 

Sheriffs’ Association (DSA). 

7. Reviewed numerous Monterey County employee union documents including 

MOUs and side letters outlining pay, benefits, and other contractual 

compensation requirements entered into between Monterey County and the 

individual union bargaining units. 

8. Reviewed the documentation outlining grievances and lawsuits filed by the 

unions as well as the arbitration rulings specific to the implementation of the 

ERP systems and adverse impact on employee compensation. 

9. Reviewed multiple external vendor analyses of Monterey County payroll, 

benefits, and human resources systems. 

10. Reviewed numerous ERP project implementation documents outlining 

structure, goals, scope, requirements, execution, deliverables, costs, timing, 

issues encountered, etc. 

11. Reviewed numerous ERP documents presented to the Monterey County BoS 

and sub-committees for project updates, recommendations, and requests. 

 
DISCUSSION  
 
The facts and discussion information contained in this report are the result of interviews 

conducted as a part of the MCCGJ investigation process, unless noted otherwise by 

footnotes.  Information presented was limited to time and resources available as well as 

input available and provided by interviewees.       
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In the course of this investigation, the MCCGJ encountered several issues relating to 
information requested from County employees.  Specifically, there was an overall lack 
of consistent information provided from departments both in documents and in 
interviews.  Documents, interviews, figures, and even definitions did not match.  We 
have attempted to note where inconsistencies occur. 
 
The MCCGJ also encountered difficulties receiving information that was clear, concise, 

and sent in a timely manner.  Lastly, we identified a lack of transparency as some senior 

County officials and BoS members simply did not provide the information requested.  

The MCCGJ made every effort to sort out these inconsistencies in this report. 

A. Deliberate Decision to Change Previously Agreed Upon Overtime 

Calculations in the Payroll System 

 
In August 2010, the payroll function of CGI ERP v3.7 was launched.  During the first 11 

months after launch, approximately 25% of the County’s bargaining unit employees 

received paychecks with amounts that were different than past pay practices and 

bargaining unit MOUs.  Those differences were a function of either 1) an intentional 

recalculation of OT payments, or 2) unknown and undocumented special pay practices 

that had not been programmed (which will be addressed in the section titled “Lack of 

Documentation.”)  The issue being addressed in this section is the OT calculations 

because: 

• They affected all 18 County bargaining units7 and 1,383 employees.  

• They took the longest time to resolve to make all employees whole in income. 

• They required additional money for reprogramming of the ERP payroll system 

and expenses associated with legal action with unions. 

• They caused lawsuits, grievances, fines, and financial penalties.  

 
The OT issue began a year and a half earlier, in March 2009, when the County informed 

the Deputy Sheriffs’ Association (DSA) that the County would be changing the then-

current practice of paying overtime for Paid Time Off (PTO) to following the “strictest” 

Federal Labor Standards Act (FLSA) description of overtime which did not include PTO 

for determining OT.8  (See Appendix J for DSA Grievance Form and Grievance 

Settlement.)  Because the DSA’s MOU, their binding contract with the County, specified 

that OT was to be paid on PTO, they filed grievances against the County after which the 

                                                 
7 See list of Bargaining Units in Appendix I 
8 DSA Grievance forms for Units A, B, C dated Mar. 24, 2009.  See Appendix J. 
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County did not take any further action in changing OT calculations at that time.   This 

established that the County desired to make the change in OT payments (which would 

have been a cost savings). 

 
Approximately two weeks prior to the ERP system going live in August 2010, the County 

notified bargaining units9 that the payroll calculations would be changed to adhere to the 

strictest FLSA definition of overtime.  After the County implemented the change that had 

been delayed since 2009, many employees did not receive the additional OT pay 

benefit they had previously received based on their union MOUs.  Multiple bargaining 

units filed grievances or lawsuits to resolve the issue.10   Both the SEIU and the DSA 

were awarded penalties when the County was required by law to return the OT 

calculations to past practice, retroactively pay the lost overtime, and pay fees and 

penalties to the employees and unions.  The MCCGJ was able to identify at least 

$378,495 paid in fees, fines, and penalties for legal action taken by unions.  See the 

table below for details: 

 
 

                                                 
9 DSA and SEIU (County’s largest union) were notified.  MCCGJ did not inquire into or receive information from 

other bargaining units. 
10 MCCGJ identified SEIU and DSA but did not investigate other unions. 
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While the grievances and lawsuits were occurring, the County took the position that the 

payroll calculations were accurate based on their interpretation of FLSA rules and MOU 

requirements. Meanwhile, at a BoS meeting in July 2010, board members were 

informed by the ERP team that they were “working diligently to ensure the payroll 

system is run accurately according to the MOUs,” thus assuring the BoS that they were 

creating all calculations within union compliance.   

 

Date Reference Internal External Total Description

30-Sep-11

Settlement Agreement 

and General Release, 

Mitchell vs County of 

Monterey, Sept. 30, 2011  $                 -    $          33,000  $        33,000 

Liquidated damages paid to specific 

sherrif's department employees, equal to 

amount of retroactive OT pay

30-Sep-11

Settlement Agreement 

and General Release, 

Mitchell vs County of 

Monterey, Sept. 30, 2011 0

16 hrs special 

paid leave Unknown

Given to remaining employee members of 

DSA in lieu of liquidated damages. 

Amount undetermined but equal to 8 

hours/employee/year for 2 years

14-May-13

Arbitrator's Opinion & 

Award, Dec. 7, 2012, 

SEIU Local 521  $                 -    $             4,849  $          4,849 Arbitrator's fee

7-Dec-12

Arbitrator's Opinion & 

Award, Dec. 7, 2012, 

SEIU Local 521 0

 $31,800 - 

$48,795

 $31,800 - 

$48,795

Settlement amount paid to employee 

SEIU union members as 20% penalty for 

retroactive OT pay being paid later than 

agreed upon by county.  NOTE: The Civil 

Grand Jury has received two differing 

amounts from county representatives.

From 1-Jul-10 

to 30-Jun-12

Document provided by 

County CAO budget 

office.  $                 -    $        200,000  $      200,000 

Amount approved for HR Dept. work with 

Renne Sloane Holtzman Sakai LLP law 

firm. County is unable to determine 

exactly how much of the charges were 

specific to payroll and overtime settlement 

issues.

From 1-Jul-10 

to 30-Jun-12

Provided by CAO budget 

office  $        46,240  $                    -    $        46,240 

County Counsel's internal staff time spent 

on  resolving payroll and overtime issues

31-Mar-14

Settlement Agreement 

Between County of 

Monterey and Plaintiffs 

Dawn Allen, Jeff Boles, 

Roger McRae dated Mar. 

31.2014  $                 -    $          62,606  $        62,606 

OT settlement w/DSA included: 20% 

penalty on retroactive OT pay of $2606; 

paid to employees $10424; paid to 

plaintiff's counsel $49576

 $        46,240 

 From 

$332,255 - 

$349,250 

 From  

$378,495 - 

$395,490 

Total Legal fees, penalties, fines paid 

EXCLUDING undetermined cost of 

additional time off for DSA

Costs Presented to/Approved by Board

Legal Fees, Penalties, Fines Paid Resulting from Incorrect OT and Pay
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In arbitration with SEIU 521, County Counsel positioned “…the MOU language in this 

matter was ambiguous and therefore should not be applied.”11  (See Appendix K for the 

SEIU arbitration settlement.) In fact, the MOUs stated clearly that PTO should be 

included in OT calculations, as found by the arbitrator.  While the County must always 

adhere to federal FLSA guidelines, union MOUs provided additional contractual benefits 

for employees in addition to meeting FLSA guidelines.  As those MOUs had been vetted 

by counsel and approved through the County and paid in the past it is unclear why, in 

programming payroll, the decision was made to change how the calculations were 

made other than to assume it was done in an effort to save cost.   

 

The decision to change overtime calculations had significant impact on the ERP system. 

The County had to reprogram the payroll calculations for v3.7 so that employees would 

be paid the correct rate going forward, incurring delays and adding at least $304,000 in 

CGI expenses.  After the payroll system launched, there were 10 requests for additional 

hours and spending for CGI, but it is unknown to the MCCGJ how many of those hours 

were dedicated to resolving payroll issues based on the documents available.  (See 

Appendix L for v3.7 approved budget details.)  Additionally, the County had to 

retroactively determine and pay for inaccurate OT payments made to employees for the 

first 27 pay periods post launch.12  It took approximately three years to make those 

retroactive payments.     

In interviews with County officials and in BoS documents, the issue of OT calculations 

was never addressed.  Union correspondence and interviews, though, made clear that 

this was a critical issue.    

Key Facts: 

✓ In early March 2009, Monterey County Human Resources (HR) informed the 

DSA that on March 28, 2009, the County would change the current practice of 

paying OT for PTO despite a written agreement in the MOU and that it was a 

long-established past pay practice.13 

✓ Prior to the launch of v3.7, MOUs between the County and union bargaining 

units stated that “paid hours associated with a County holiday (whether 

                                                 
11 Arbitrator’s Opinion and Award, SEIU 521 vs Monterey County, page 8, Dec. 7, 2012.  See Appendix K. 
12 County Counsel correspondence to union attorney, dated Sept. 6, 2012.  See Appendix N. 
13 Settlement Agreement Mitchell vs County of Monterey, docket # C08-01166JW, dated Mar. 24, 2009.  
See Appendix J. 
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actually worked or not), vacation, and compensatory time off shall be 

considered in hours worked for the purpose of determining overtime.”14 

✓ Senior County management directed HR and Payroll to calculate overtime 

compensation based on a “strict reading” of FLSA standards rather than 

following union MOUs.15 

✓ The arbitrator in the SEIU 521 hearing “…notes the record is clear that a 

unilateral move by management deprived bargaining unit workers of part of 

their pay for overtime.”16 

✓ The County incurred expenses of at least $304,000 above the original CGI 

budget to reconfigure system changes resulting from the payroll overtime 

calculation, union agreements and other pay issues. 17   

✓ The County incurred additional legal expenses, fees, and penalties for union 

negotiations and settlements resulting from OT calculations of $378,495 - 

$395,490.  

✓ The complexity required to identify and change all retroactive payroll overtime 

calculations, compounded by the fact that payroll department employees 

were doing the regular business of the County at the same time resulted in 

three years of work to get retroactive payments made.   

 

B. Lack of Documentation for Changes Made Post V3.7 
 
The v3.7 Project Charter recognized “Many complex issues face the County during the 

implementation process.  With the information currently available, the County cannot 

provide vendors with sufficient information to accurately estimate the effort and 

resources to implement the scope of work.  This virtually guarantees cost and schedule 

overruns due to underestimation of effort and resources…”  18  

 
Lack of or poor documentation is a recurring issue relating to the ERP projects that 

began well before v3.7 was started.  A needs assessment for ERP planning done for 

the County by the GFOA in 2006 identified the critical need for improved 

documentation, particularly relating to HR and payroll systems.  Specifically, it identified 

that special pay practices existed that had never been documented.   

                                                 
14 SEIU 521 General Employees Unit J MOU section 10, page 16, 2006/09.  See Appendix O for MOU 
language. Common language is used in other bargaining unit MOUs. 
15 Multiple interviews; County correspondence - see Appendix N. 
16 Arbitrator’s Opinion and Award, SEIU 521 vs Monterey County, page 8, 12/7/12.  See Appendix K. 
17 SOW 6, CGI, Board Agreement A-11135, BoS meeting date 3/28/11 
18 V3.7 ERP Project Charter page 21 dated 5/31/07.  See Appendix E.  
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Although it is County policy for all pay practices to be approved by the BoS, there were 

variances that were made at the department manager level that had not gone through 

the official approval process.  This practice had taken place over the course of 20-30 

years due to the lack of centralized HR controls.  Department managers had been able 

to go directly to IT to have variances to County-approved pay practices made in the 

payroll system.   

 
When the v3.7 payroll system launched in August 2010, employees began to see 

unexpected variances in their paychecks when they did not receive special pay for 

practices that they had received in the past.  Because the variances made at the 

department level were not documented in the MOUs, they were unknown to anyone 

else in the County and thus not included in the new payroll system.  According to a Jan. 

19, 2018 presentation by the AC’s Office to the BoS, there were 75-100 of these 

variances, although no one in the County was able to provide an exact list or number. 

 
Similar to the overtime calculation, when employees did not receive their regular 

payments, there were grievances filed with the County that were resolved in side 

letters.19 Although the undocumented pay practices that were discovered had not been 

through the proper approval process, the BoS determined that, because they had been 

past pay practices, employees were entitled to the benefits going forward.  As a result, 

once all the undocumented pay practices were discovered, they had to be resolved to 

provide both retroactive pay for any benefits missed after the new system launched and 

for all pay going forward.   

 
To pay employees, County employees made changes that were outside the ERP 

system instead of having CGI make customized changes.  While this effectively solved 

payroll issues for employees in the short-term, it created a separate issue when these 

work-arounds were neither documented in the County nor shared with CGI.   

 
The County used one copy of the ERP system while CGI maintained a parallel copy of 

Monterey County’s system to use for development and testing purposes.  They were 

supposed to be identical with programming changes made by CGI.  When the County 

was planning for its regular, planned upgrade to v3.10, it was identified that v3.7 being 

                                                 
19 Numerous Side Letter Agreements between the County and unions (SEIU 521 Units F, J) dated 
11/30/10.  See Appendix P for side letter examples. 
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run by the County was not matching the system being run by CGI.  It should have and it 

was not known why it did not.   

 
Because the differences between the copies were not understood, the County was 

unable to define its needs or write an SOW for the upgrade.  As a result, the County 

paid CGI $570,000 to do an evaluation to determine the extent of the differences 

between what was being run by CGI versus what was being run by the County.  Based 

on the analysis, it was determined that the differences were due to the County’s work-

arounds, created outside the ERP system, and not shared with CGI.  The County had 

paid CGI $10,920,141 up to that point for a system that was unable to be upgraded due 

to the changes made by the County.20  

 
The lack of documentation and inability to write an SOW for v3.10 had a compounding 

effect on the ability to choose a project management vendor.  When the County went 

out for an RFP for those services, they were unable to provide potential vendors with a 

full description of the project they would have to manage.  The project management 

RFP made reference to a needs assessment done by the County for v3.10.  When the 

potential vendors requested a copy of the needs assessment to assist in writing their 

own RFPs, they were informed by the County the “issues discovered were 

communicated verbally” and there was no documentation of the needs.  The response 

to the vendors went on to describe the “gist of the needs assessment.” 21 It would be 

difficult for a vendor to provide a thorough and meaningful RFP to manage a project that 

has no written description. 

 
To summarize, the County made their own ERP changes outside the system, they did 

not document them, and they did not share them with CGI.  The County was back in the 

same place it had been prior to the launch of v3.7 still without complete documentation 

of the special pay practices, including those previously not documented. The result was 

the inability to prepare for, and an increase in scope, cost, and complexity of v3.10.  

 
Key Facts: 
 

✓ The GFOA and Coplan & Co. identified the critical need to document HR and 

payroll systems. 

                                                 
20 See Appendix L for 3.7 budget details 
21 RFP 10580 Addendum #2 dated 6/2/16.  See Appendix Q for RFP. 
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✓ Prior to 2010, some special pay practices were not included in MOUs, side 

letters, or the PPPR, and they were not documented.22  

✓ County employees created work-around solutions outside of the CGI v3.7 

system to program undocumented pay practices but did not document the 

changes.23 

✓ The RFP 10580 Addendum #2 for v3.10 project management services 

identified: 

o The lack of documentation of changes post v3.7 as a fundamental 

issue that needed to be resolved in v3.10. 

o The County did not have documentation available because the issues 

discovered were communicated verbally. 

✓ The County paid CGI $570,000 to identify the extent of variances between the 

version of the system being run by the County and the baseline system (for 

which the County had paid) being run in parallel by CGI. 

✓ The new ERP system has controls in place to prevent any arbitrary or 

unilateral changes to payroll or benefits in the future.  

 
C. Inconsistent Project Management 

 

A project manager is key to the successful execution of a project, particularly one as 

extensive and complex as an ERP.  During the development and launch of v3.10 

between 2014 and 2018, the County went through five internal or external project 

managers.  Decisions made regarding the hiring of two of them resulted in delays, 

added costs, and confusion.   

 
In November 2015, after two internal project managers left their jobs, the County found 

itself suddenly in dire need of project management services.  The AC’s Office hired 

eCare Manage, Inc., a company with prior County experience, believing that they would 

be the best solution to resolve an immediate problem.  eCare was hired outside of 

normal and approved protocols, without an RFP, without a contract, and worked “at-risk” 

(without guaranteed payment) for five months prior to a contract being taken to the BoS 

for approval. This became an issue because all contracts over $100,000 must be BoS-

approved in advance of work24, and the eCare contract was for $2,066,000.  When the 

                                                 
22 BoS meeting Feb. 6, 2018 AC’s Office presentation 
23 BoS meeting Feb. 6, 2018 AC’s Office presentation 
24 Monterey County Contracts/Purchasing Manual; Updated by: Mike Derr – Contracts/Purchasing Officer 
4/25/2008.  Pg 72 
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contract was finally taken to the BoS for approval in late March 2016, they denied 

approval of the full contract and required an RFP.  The BoS agreed to only pay eCare 

$804,824 of the $2,066,000 for work completed.   

 

As a result of the RFP, Plante Moran was hired as the next project manager and started 

working with absolutely no transition from eCare to them.  This caused delays in the 

work as Plante Moran had a learning curve.  Plante Moran’s contract was subsequently 

terminated after they spent their $1,830,000 20-month budget in only 12 months without 

providing effective services25.  

 

Although it happened prior to work on v3.10, another indication that the County did not 

have adequate project management was the number of revisions made to the v3.7 CGI 

contract.  In total, it took 12 amendments and 9 additional SOWs to get v3.7 developed 

and launched.  (See Appendix L for v3.7 budget details.) 

 
Even external professionals are not a guarantee of good project management, as 

observed with the hiring of Plante Moran who did not satisfactorily complete their 

assignment.  The County has since recruited a new IT expert who has significant 

experience in both ERPs and project management.  The execution of the project was 

transferred to the County IT department where it currently resides. 

 
  

                                                 
25 Plante Moran termination letter dated June 6, 2017.  See Appendix R. 



Enterprise Resource Planning 
 

 
2019 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury 24 

The following table identifies costs associated with the v3.10 project management 

delays: 

 

v3.10 Costs and Delays Relating to Project Management Changes 

 Additional Spending Implementation Delay 

County staff assigned to 
other work during delays 
but allocated to ERP26 

$936,560 NA 

CGI for additional 9 weeks 
support for finance 
system27 

$289,830 2 months 

CGI for additional support 
for HRM system28 

$578,080 6 months 

Total  $1,804,470  

 
Key Facts: 
 

✓ County staff hired for the ERP had to be reassigned during down time 

between project managers, but their cost of $936,560 was unbudgeted 

elsewhere and remained as an additional, unplanned cost for the ERP. 

✓ eCare was hired to work without an approved contract and outside of County 

protocol. 

✓ eCare was hired on an emergency basis in order to preserve the initial 

investment, retain CGI resources, and continue the project. 

                                                 
26 Monterey County BoS File ID: RES 17-093.  BoS meeting 6/28/17. 
27 Monterey County BoS File ID: 17-0065, 2/15/17. Included in SOW 12 Amendment 1 ($289,830 of 
$1,589,908). 
28 Monterey County BoS File ID: 17-0065, 2/15/17. Included in SOW 12 Amendment 1 ($578,080 or 
$1,589,908). 
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✓ ERP v3.7 had 12 amendments and 9 additional SOWs in place before the 

project was completed.29 

✓ The lack of professional project management skills on the part of the County 

resulted in pre- and post-implementation issues, delays and costs.  (See 

Appendix M for v3.10 budget details.) 

✓ Plante Moran’s 20-month $1,825,920 contract was spent in 12 months 

without the required work being completed. 

✓ A highly experienced IT expert was hired in 2016 and leads the County ITD 

today. 

 

D. Other Contributing Issues and Actions 
 
Accountability and Responsibility 
 

Board Oversight:  The organizational structure of the County has not lent itself to 

creating clear accountability for the successful implementation of a complex ERP 

project, including proper budgeting, tracking, and managing of the process.  (See 

Appendix T for County Organization Structure.)  In the County, some officials are 

elected (e.g. BoS and AC), and some are appointed by and report to the BoS (e.g. 

CAO).  While there are policies and best practices that generally must be followed by 

all, the structure does not create a strong central leadership position for a project like 

the ERP that crossed all departments.  (The GFOA report recommended that the ERP 

fall under the executive lead of the CAO.)  In actuality, the CAO transferred 

responsibility and leadership of the ERP to the AC.  Multiple interviewees commented 

that the BoS had a “hands-off” relationship with the AC.  A direct-report relationship 

between the BoS and the project owner/leader would have been more effective in 

keeping the BoS involved and informed. 

 
The Board of Supervisors, the elected leaders of the County, did not play a strong role 

in holding management responsible for keeping them well-informed about the status 

and needs of the project for v3.10.  It was reported to the MCCGJ that the best practice 

is for quarterly updates to the Capital Improvement and Budget Committees, 

subcommittees of the Board of Supervisors, on capital projects.  Reports on the ERP 

were less frequent:  

 

• To the Capital Improvement Committee: 

                                                 
29 CGI SOW 1, Amendments 1-12, SOWs 2-8, 10.  See Appendix L for v3.7 budget details. 
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o In March 2014, the AC’s Office informed the Capital Committee that the 

County would need to upgrade the ERP to v3.10 for an estimated cost of 

$4,350,000.   

o On March 14, 2016 the AC’s Office presented the eCare contract for 

$2,066,000 and CGI contract for $8,218,497. 

o No other updates were made to that committee as the cost increased. 

 

• To the Budget Committee 

o Based on Budget Committee agendas, beginning in March 2016 a 

quarterly report for the ERP was listed on agendas but no reports were 

submitted.   

o In January 2017 and January 2018 annual updates for the ERP were 

provided.  (See Appendix S for Budget Committee and Capital 

Improvement Committee meetings.)   

 
Similarly, presentations to the full BoS were infrequent.  Between March 2014, when the 

upgrade was first mentioned and when the project ended in 2018, there were 10 public 

BoS meetings at which the ERP was discussed, but only four meetings included 

updates of the entire project cost.  (See Appendix Table H for v3.10 BoS meeting 

reporting and budget descriptions.)  Additionally, at those meetings, there was a lack of 

consistent format or content provided.  The BoS did not hold the AC accountable for 

consistent reporting to either committee or to the full BoS. 

 
Project Leadership:  A well-managed project should begin with a well-defined project 

scope or charter that defines the project, objectives, deliverables or expectations, 

budget, timeline, and clarifies roles and responsibilities.  A BoS-approved project 

charter existed for v3.7 but no one in the County could find or provide one for v3.10.  

The MCCGJ did receive two drafts of Project Charters for v3.10 that were different and 

never finalized.   

 
The v3.7 charter included a list of success measures that were to be evaluated to 

determine how well the project achieved its objectives.  A typical project would have a 

post-production review done to conduct this evaluation and determine what went well, 

what could have been done better, what was/was not achieved, and what still needed to 

be addressed.  When the MCCGJ requested a copy of the post-project evaluation, no 

interviewees were aware of one having been done and could not find the information.   
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After making the request, the MCCGJ received an evaluation done specifically because 

of our request - albeit, nine years after the project was completed. 

 
Project Ownership: Initially, the v3.7 project oversight and delivery were owned by 

CAO’s Office, as was recommended by Coplan.  However, once v3.7 started, 

responsibility and project management were transferred to the AC with the support of an 

Executive Steering Committee (ESC) and remained there throughout v3.10.  The AC 

took the lead and was the primary communicator with the BoS and the ESC.  It was not 

clear how the concept of the ESC team worked with v3.10, as the AC seemed to make 

the decisions and was the single spokesperson to the BoS.   

  
Currently, the responsibility for the ERP falls under the Director of ITD as directed by 

the BoS in 2018.30  There is not an active new ERP project underway at this time, but 

maintenance and update work are ongoing.  As v3.10 reaches the end of its life cycle in 

the next two to four years and the County begins to plan for the next version, it will need 

to decide how to structure for the best implementation.   

 
When questioned, most County interviewees were either unable to answer who should 

take the lead for the next version or suggested a steering committee approach.  Some 

indicated that, with the recent upgrades in the ITD, it should reside there.  Based on 

industry best practices31, ERPs are business projects and are best served with a 

business sponsor not an IT sponsor, although IT must work closely with the sponsor to 

execute a project to meet the business needs. 

 
There are two sets of responsibilities involved in delivering a technology project like the 

ERP – strategy and execution – that are generally structured as follows:  

• Owner/Sponsor:  Responsible for strategic and key business decisions, has 

full budget responsibility of the overall project, is the project champion, reports 

to the BoS, and is the leader of the ESC. 

• Leader/Program Manager:  Responsible for delivery on time and in budget, 

obtains all strategic departments’ scope and requirements for integration into 

project delivery, manages project team, reports to the ESC. 

 

                                                 
30 BoS Meeting Feb. 6, 2018  
31 Gartner Group “Why CIOs Must Refuse the ERP Project Sponsor Role”, by Carol Hardcastle, Denise 
Ganly, Published Feb. 24, 2016. 
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Key Facts: 
 

✓ Both the AC’s and CAO’s offices are responsible for significant areas of input 

for the ERP system: 

o Payroll, accounting, and finance report to the AC. 

o HR (who negotiates MOUs with bargaining units), ITD, and budgeting 

report to the CAO. 

✓ The AC’s and CAO’s offices and BoS were not able to provide a final or 

approved Project Charter for v3.10 that would have defined objectives, roles 

and responsibilities, and success measures 

✓ Neither the AC’s nor CAO’s offices were able to provide a post-analysis of the 

success measures associated with v3.7.   

✓ There was no regular project reporting provided to the BoS, Budget 

Committee or Capital Improvement Committee for v3.10. 

✓ Industry best practices suggest the sponsorship for the ERP should reside 

within a business department rather than the ITD. 

✓ There is neither clarity nor agreement in the County as to the appropriate 

structure and ownership of the next ERP iteration. 

Crisis Management 

ERP-related decisions have been generally focused on the short term rather than being 

made with a strategic eye toward the future.  One example is that, although the County 

knew and began planning for both versions of the ERP several years in advance, they 

both ended up being done in real or perceived urgent – or crisis - situations.   

While the need for an upgraded financial system was identified as early as 1999, it was 

not until CGI announced the 2005 discontinuation of support for the County’s payroll 

system that the CAO agreed the need should be funded.  The project was not started 

until 2007 and the contract and budget were not approved until 2008.  At that point, the 

need was immediate due to the imminent product retirement of the payroll system being 

used.  Due to the immediacy of the need, it was determined that the County would not 

go out for an RFP but instead use CGI, the incumbent vendor of the payroll system who 

also offered complete ERP systems.  While using the incumbent vendor may have been 

the most expedient choice, the decision meant that no future planning or searching for 

the best vendor and the best ERP system was done. 
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The need for v3.10 was similar in that it was positioned as a crisis need due to the end 

of life cycle of v3.7 and the 2014 report of the pending failure of the County’s existing 

hardware.32  In addition, it was reported that the upgraded ERP version could not run on 

the hardware being used in the County.  While the MCCGJ was unable to validate the 

pending hardware failure, the need for the upgrade was nonetheless presented to the 

BoS as a crisis need.  The BoS approved the project in March of 2016 and the system 

was implemented by the end of 2018. 

When v3.7 launched, payroll errors due to the inaccurate overtime calculations and 

undocumented special pay practices had to be amended immediately.  This happened 

at the end of the calendar year and became another crisis to be managed when all of 

the overtime and special pay practice errors had to be fixed at the same time that year-

end W-2 reporting had to be done, the regular business of the County had to go on, and 

there were no additional resources added to do it all.   

The County then created yet another crisis for itself when changes made to correct the 

special pay practices were made outside the CGI system and were not documented by 

the County and not shared with CGI. The special pay practices that had been 

undocumented when v3.7 launched were still undocumented.  Thus, the County was 

not able to write an SOW for v3.10.  In fact, they had to pay CGI to do an analysis of the 

Monterey County system to identify the extent of changes or customizations that would 

be required for v3.10.  Through CGI’s analysis, they determined that the changes would 

be too extensive for an upgrade and there would actually have to be a new 

implementation with a much higher cost than a simple upgrade. CGI’s evaluation cost 

the County $570,000 that could have been avoided had the time been taken to 

document the post-v3.7 changes. 

As previously mentioned, the hiring of eCare was done on an emergency basis to keep 

the project moving ahead.  This was needed due to the lack of internal planning, hiring, 

or training for project management skills.  The crisis decision to hire without an RFP 

ended up delaying the project and costing additional money when it was required that 

the County go out for an RFP and changed project management vendors. 

  

                                                 
32 BoS Meeting, Jan. 31, 2018, AC’s Office presentation. 
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Key Facts: 

✓ County employees created work-arounds to the CGI system to resolve 

employee pay errors after v3.7 launched but did not document the changes 

that were made and did not share them with CGI. 

✓ eCare was hired on an emergency basis because there were no internal 

resources with project management skills to do the work. 

✓ The lack of documentation of changes made by the County to v3.7 post-

launch resulted in the need to pay CGI $570,000 to assist with determining 

County needs and writing an SOW for v3.10. 

Inconsistent and Inaccurate Reporting 
 
Over the course of the v3.10 project from 2014 through 2018, there was inconsistent 

communication with and reporting to the BoS regarding project status, risks, and costs.  

The scope of the project evolved from the original plan of implementing a “simple” 

upgrade to a full new implementation.  As discussed above, between March 2016 and 

February 2018, ERP presentations by the AC’s Office to the BoS were few and far 

between.  Additionally, much of the information reported was in inconsistent formats and 

did not provide comprehensive updates regarding status, risks, and costs.  Most 

updates were made to the BoS verbally and in narrative form in written board report 

discussions.  Given the significant changes in scope and spending and the infrequent 

board updates, confusion by the BoS regarding the final spending is understandable. 

 
The MCCGJ received BOS-approved budget information that was consistent from all 

departments, and is reflected in Appendices A, B, H, L, and M.  To verify the actual 

expenses in comparison to the approved budgets, we reviewed actual spending 

numbers received from both the AC’s and CAO’s offices.  The MCCGJ found the 

following two incidences relating to the ERP project, both of which compare costs 

presented by the CAO’s office in comparison to those presented by the AC’s office: 

 
Comparison of v3.10 Costs Presented by  
CAO’s and AC’s Offices to BoS Jan. 2018 

3.10 Actual Expenses CAO’s Office AC’s Office 
CGI SOW 11 $570,000 $590,250 

CGI SOW 12 $10,942,243 $10,701,138 

eCare $796,282 $826,631 

Plante Moran $1,684,910 $1,684,910 

Internal Staff $3,910,135 $3,697,628 
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Overhead / Depreciation $518,144 $592,277 

Sub-total Capital Expense $18,421,714 $18,092,834 

   

County Staff Redirected $936,560 N/A 

COWCAP $5,666,971 N/A 

TOTAL v3.10 EXPENSES $25,025,245 $18,092,834 

 
NOTE: These numbers will not necessarily match the budget numbers in the appendices because they 
are actual spending as compared to budget. 

 

• In January 2018, the CAO’s office presented a total v3.10 cost to the Budget 

Committee of $25,025,425.  At the same time, the AC’s Office presented a total 

cost of $18,092,834.  The differences can be explained in that the CAO’s office 

included expenses that were not part of the capital project budget and included 

one-time accounting adjustments that affected the 2018 year-end budget.  The 

AC’s Office only included direct expenses of the capital project.  It is clear, 

though, that the differences in definitions of “cost” and the different focuses of 

the two offices added confusion to the BoS. 

 

Comparison of v3.7 and 3.10 Costs Presented by  
CAO’s and AC’s Offices to CGJ Mar. 2019 

V3.7 and 3.10 Actual Expense CAO’s Office AC’s Office 

v3.7   

CGI $12,100,000 $12,100,000 

County Staff and OH $5,300,000 $5,300,000 

Subtotal Capital v3.7 $17,400,000 $17,400,000 

V3.10   

CGI $11,512,243 $11,291,388 

ECare $796,282 $826,632 

Plante Moran $1,684,910 $1,684,910 

County Staff and OH $4,428,279 $4,289,906 

Subtotal Capital v3.10 $18,421,714 $18,092,836 

Subtotal Capital Expenses $35,821,714 $35,492,836 

Unbudgeted County Staff $936,560 - 

COWCAP Charge $5,666,971 - 

Subtotal Other Expenses $6,603,531 - 

 
TOTAL ERP EXPENSES 

 
$42,425,245 

 
$35,492,836 

 
NOTE: These numbers will not necessarily match the budget numbers in the appendices because they are actual 
spending as compared to budget. 
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• In March 2019, the MCCGJ requested a final cost of v3.10 from both the AC’s 

and the CAO’s office.  At that point the project was finalized, and all costs 

should have been available to reflect that.  The responses were not the same, 

though, partially due to the difference in accounting for the County staff and 

the internal accounting charge.  It is unclear and the MCCGJ was unable to 

discover why the capital expenses do not match.   

 
The MCCGJ has identified several areas of inconsistent information reported to the BoS 

over the course of the both ERP implementations, including: 

 
▪ The BoS was told that, in the emergency situation after the launch of the 

inaccurate payroll in 2010, there were no funds for CGI to assist in fixing the 

problems. There was, however, at least $304,000 approved for this which 

was SOW6.  (See Appendix L for details of 3.7 budget.) 

▪ The level of work necessary for v3.10 demonstrated that it was no longer 

going to be an upgrade but must actually be a full implementation at a 

significantly higher price than an upgrade. 

▪ The total cost of the project had escalated to $18,092,834 (per the AC’s 

Office) from an original estimate of $4,350,000. 

▪ The AC requested a retroactive contract approval for eCare in the amount of 

$2,066,000 well after the vendor had begun working for the County. 

▪ In February 2018, the AC requested a retroactive contract change and an 

additional $409,325 for CGI work completed in 2016.  The AC presented it as 

a contract change that did not require additional funding as it was included 

elsewhere; however, it actually did become an incremental cost.33 

▪ The total cost of the project was $25,025,425 (per the CAO’s Office) for 

County budgeting purposes.34 

 

Key Facts: 

✓ Project costs were not reported the same way by different County 

departments. 

✓ Project and budget updates to the BoS during v3.10 were infrequent. 

✓ Between March 2014 and February 2018, there were only 10 public BoS 

meetings at which v3.10 was discussed: nine were to request incremental 

                                                 
33 BoS meeting, Feb. 6, 2018 
34 BoS Budget meeting, Jan. 31, 2018, BoS meeting Feb. 6, 2018) 
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funds, but the total project cost was only discussed at four.  (See Appendix H 

for details of v3.10 progression reporting and budget details.)  

 
Interdepartmental Working Relationships 
 
As reported by all interviewees, there was not a good working relationship among some 

senior level managers (specifically AC’s Office and ITD, and AC’s and CAO’s Offices) 

and between the AC and the BoS.  Much of this stemmed from the fact that the County 

did not have the necessary skills or resources to manage an ERP project of this size 

and scope.   An additional exacerbating factor was the continual mode of crisis 

management.  This opened the door for finger pointing as tasks were not done or not 

done well, such as:   

 

• Changes made by the County to resolve v3.7 payroll issues were 

undocumented and became an issue for v3.10.  No department assumed 

responsibility and departments blamed each other. 

• Communication between departments was poor and requests for information 

or updates went unanswered.  

• Board members received infrequent and inconsistent updates from different 

sources and departments which created surprises, causing confusion and 

mistrust.35 

• When eCare was hired as external project manager, there was mistrust as to 

the unknown reasons why the formal RFP process was not followed, and a 

vendor was unilaterally selected.   

 
Key Fact: 

✓ All County interviewees, representing multiple departments, expressed 

opinions that interdepartmental working relationships were not good. 

 

  

                                                 
35 Video from BoS meeting Feb. 6, 2018 
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FINDINGS 

F1) Decisions were made by the BoS and members of the offices of the AC, CAO, 

and County Counsel that created confusion, delayed the projects, added costs, 

and created employee dissatisfaction. 

 
F2) Throughout the ERP project, the BoS did not demonstrate adequate 

responsibility for ensuring the taxpayers’ monies were spent effectively and 

appropriately.   

 
F3) The BoS assumed an arms-length association with the AC and did not exert 

sufficient oversight of the ERP project. 

 
F4) The BoS did not create and enforce a policy of comprehensive, consistent, and 

timely ERP project updates.  As a result, they were not adequately informed or 

kept up to date by the AC’s Office regarding project risks, status, and budget and 

were surprised by changes. 

 
F5) The cumulative effect of infrequent and ineffective communication, inaccuracies, 

inconsistencies, and the requests for approval after money was spent created a 

lack of awareness and confusion.  With the ERP system, the MCCGJ would 

expect that consistent information would be readily available and provided by all 

parties. 

  
F6) The offices of the AC and CAO made the decision to knowingly launch v3.7 with 

OT calculations that were inaccurate in comparison to agreed-upon MOUs.  

 
F7) The number of unique pay practices and compensation requirements that must 

be programmed create significant complexity and therefore cost to the County’s 

ERP system.  

 
F8) The lack of documentation in departments, including HR and ITD, was one of the 

most significant hurdles for developing and launching the ERP system. 

 
F9) Numerous changes in project managers caused delays and resulted in 

inefficiencies and added costs for v3.10. 
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F10) Both versions of the ERP systems were implemented in crisis mode, resulting in 

greater focus on immediate execution rather than strategic planning. 

 
F11) There is an overall lack of consistency in reported ERP project costs between the 

offices of the AC and CAO. 

 
F12) The implementation of both the v3.7 and v3.10 versions of the ERP lacked 

effective management from the offices of the AC, CAO and ITD.  

 
F13) The lack of communication and trust between departments and between 

departments and the BoS had a negative impact on the County’s ability to 

effectively and efficiently launch both ERP versions. 

 
F14) The County was unprepared and unable to write RFPs for either ERP version. 

 
F15) With new ITD leadership and the new skills being developed in the department, 

the County will be much better positioned to provide adequate project 

management for the next ERP iteration.  

 
F16) The AC was not the appropriate owner of the ERP because the position is not 

responsible for the strategic and administrative management of the County and is 

not accountable to the BoS. 

 
F17) As the County prepares for the next ERP, there was ambiguity among County 

employees and leadership about whether there should be one business owner 

and if so, who it should be. 

 
F18) The County should not plan on a low-cost off-the-shelf implementation for the 

next ERP iteration due to the high level of customization required by the payroll 
system. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

R1) By September 1, 2019, the current ERP Program Manager, in conjunction with all 

department heads, should perform a post v3.10 implementation review to 

evaluate: were the project requirements delivered; are there outstanding issues 

that need resolution in the future; was the project delivered with quality, on time, 

within budget; was the process efficient; and, efforts that worked well and those 

that didn’t.   
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R2) Beginning immediately, the BoS should assign ownership for the next ERP 

implementation to the CAO who reports to the BoS as the County begins to 

prepare for the next iteration.  

 
R3) Beginning immediately, the CAO should assign responsibility for project 

management and execution to the Director of ITD.   

  
R4) Effective immediately, the HR and CAO directors should not make any changes 

to programmed pay and/or benefits resulting in differences without documented 

approval in advance by the corresponding union(s).       

 
R5) By September 1, 2019, the Director of ITD should implement a strong change 

management structure and process to ensure all ERP programming is 

documented and updated as changes are made.    

 
R6) By September 1, 2019, the Director of ITD should clearly identify and assign 

responsibility for all system documentation needs in job descriptions and in the 

ERP Roles and Responsibilities document.    

 
R7) Beginning September 2019, the Director of ITD should provide quarterly reports 

to the CAO on the different technology and vendors for ERP hardware and 

software.   

 
R8) Beginning September 2019, the CAO should provide quarterly reports to the 

BOS regarding evaluations and recommendations of new ERP hardware and 

software. 

 
R9) By December 1, 2019, the CAO and Director of ITD should perform an evaluation 

regarding internal ERP Program Manager experience and ability to lead the next 

ERP project.      

 
R10) By December 1, 2019, the CAO should assess whether to hire an ERP Program 

Manager externally if internal capacity or expertise constraints are identified after 

conducting the internal evaluation and recruit one if needed.   
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R11) By March 1, 2020, the CAO and Director of ITD should ensure that there is 

always a back-up ERP Program Manager in the County to fill-in should the need 

arise.   

 
R12) By March 1, 2020, the next ERP Program Manager should gather input from all 

County stakeholders to define the County’s short-term and long-term ERP needs.  

 
R13)  By September 2020, the next ERP Program Manager should write a 

comprehensive scope document prior to distributing an RFP to potential vendors.  

 
R14) By November of 2020, the BoS should require an RFP for the next iteration of an 

ERP that meets the project needs identified in the scope document.   

 
R15) Once the next project scope and budget are approved by the BoS, the BoS 

should immediately mandate quarterly updates from the CAO (project owner) to 

the BoS, Budget Committee, and Capital Improvement Committee of the overall 

ERP project clearly highlighting and describing changes to scope and total 

budget.  

 
R16) Beginning in July 2019, the CAO should ensure plans for the next ERP are 

forecasted in the capital projects budget.  

 
R17) Beginning in July 2019, the CAO should identify a method for and begin accrual 

of costs for the next ERP.  

 
R18) By January 2020, the BoS should mandate a standardized ERP project reporting 

template from the CAO (project owner) for regular reporting to the Budget 

Committee, the Capital Improvement Committee, and the BoS that includes 

costs, risks, and status.  

 
R19) By December 2019, the CAO, HR Director, and AC should analyze all special 

pay practices that require ERP program customization and make 

recommendations for areas of reductions in customizations including any related 

fiscal impact to the County.   

 
R20) Beginning with the next MOU negotiations, the CAO and HR Director should 

identify ways to reduce the number of customizations in payroll by negotiating 

common pay practices with unions while ensuring FLSA compliance.   
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R21) Within three months of completion of the next ERP project, the CAO and Director 

of IT should require the ERP Program Manager, in conjunction with all 

department heads, to perform a post-implementation review and present it to the 

BoS.  

 
R22) By December 2019 and periodically thereafter, the CAO should develop and 

implement a program to address and improve communication and trust among 

County elected and appointed department heads to ensure respect and 

alignment of goals.  

 
R23) By December 2019, the AC should conduct and/or complete the external audit of 

the previous ERP processes (including costs) as requested by the BoS at the 

February 6, 2018 board meeting and report the results to the public. 

REQUIRED RESPONSES 

Pursuant to Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05, the MCCGJ requests responses to 

the Findings and Recommendations as follows: 

 

From the following governing body within 90 days: 

• Monterey County Board of Supervisors:   
Findings:  F1, F2, F3, F4, F6, F9, F10, F11, F12, F13, F16, F17, F18 
Recommendations:  R1, R2, R3, R4, R7, R8, R14, R15, R16, R17, R18, R19, 
R20, R21, R22, R23 
 

From the following elected County official within 60 days: 

• Auditor-Controller:   
Findings:  F1, F3, F4, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12, F13, F14, F15, F16, F17 
F18 
Recommendations:  R1, R2, R4, R12, R13, R14, R15, R16, R17, R18, R19, R20, 
R21, R22, R23 

  

INVITED RESPONSES  
 

• County Administrative Officer:   
Findings:  F1, F4, F6, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12, F13, F14, F15, F16, F17, F18 
Recommendations:  R1, R2, R4, R5, R6, R7, R8, R9, R10, R11, R13, R14, R15, 
R16, R17, R18, R19, R20, R21, R22, R23 
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• County Counsel:   
Findings:  F1, F6 
 

• Assistant County Administrator Officer:   
Findings:  F6, F8, F11, F12, F13, F14, F17 
Recommendations:  R1, R5, R6, R12, R13, R14, R17, R18, R21 
 

• Director of Information Technology Department:   
Findings:  F7, F8, F9, F10, F15, F16, F17, F18 
Recommendations:  R1, R3, R5, R6, R7, R8, R9, R10, R11, R12, R13, R14, 
R20, R21 
 

• HR Director:   
Findings:  F6, F7, F18 
Recommendations:  R4, R15, R19, R20 
 

• Purchasing and Contracts Manager:   
Findings:  F12, F14 
Recommendations:  R13 
 

• Deputy Sheriffs’ Association 
Findings:  F1, F6, F7, F13 
Recommendations:  R4, R19, R20 
 

• Service Employees International Union 
Findings:  F1, F6, F7, F13 
Recommendations:  R4, R19, R20 
 

Reports issued by the Civil Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal Code section 929 
requires that reports of the Civil Grand Jury not contain the name of any person or facts leading to the 
identity of any person who provides information to the Civil Grand Jury. 
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APPENDIX A BOS-APPROVED BUDGET BY ERP PROJECT 

 

 BoS Approved Spending* 

Capital Expenses

ERP v3.7

CGI 10,920,141$                                                      

County Staff and OH 7,736,000$                                                         

  Subtotal Capital v3.7 18,656,141$                                                      

SOW11 CGI 570,000$                                                            

ERP v3.10

CGI 11,022,020$                                                      

eCare 804,824$                                                            

Plante Moran 1,825,920$                                                         

County Staff and OH 4,116,991$                                                         

   Subtotal Capital v3.10 17,769,755$                                                      

Subtotal Capital Expenses 36,995,896$                                                      

Operating Expenses Related to Implementations

ERP v3.7

County staff  153,214$                                                            

P. Murphy consulting 600,000$                                                            

CGI pre-work 863,838$                                                            

Legal fees, fines, penalties 378,495$                                                            

ERP v3.10

County staff for planning 564,000$                                                            

eCare quality pre-work 99,750$                                                              

Unbudgeted county staff 936,560$                                                            

Subtotal Operating Expenses 3,595,857$                                                         

Total ERP Expenses 40,591,753$                                                      

*  Refer to Appendix B for Sources

All Board Approved Spending Related to ERPs*
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APPENDIX B 
 

BOS-APPROVED BUDGET RELATED TO ERP PROJECTS 
 
 

 
  

Date Internal External Total Description Reference

1-May-07  $           153,214  $                     -    $             153,214 Internal staff needed for ERP effort B.U.No. 06/07-183

3-Jul-07  $                      -    $          863,838  $             863,838 

CGI pre-implementation services 9/1/07-

1/31/08

Board Agreement # 

A-10987

28-Aug-07  $          600,000  $             600,000 

P. Murphy & Assoc, Inc. System support svcs 

for IT 

Board Agreement 

#A-11006

From 1-Apr-08 

to 11-Jul-13  $       7,736,000  $    10,920,141  $       18,656,141 

CAPITAL PROJECT:  CGI v3.7 ERP internal 

staff, overhead and contingency.  External CGI 

SOWs 1-10 and all amendments See Table 8

17-Sep-14  $           564,000  $                     -    $             564,000 

Additional labor costs needed to prepare work 

on upgrade to v3.10 File ID: 14-1022

21-May-15  $                      -    $            99,750  $               99,750 

ECare to provide quality assurance services 

regarding upgrade

Standard 

Agreement, signed 

Apr 24,2015

1-Aug-15  $                      -    $          570,000  $             570,000 

CGI SOW11 for pre-implementation support in 

prep for upgrade, to define amount of MoCo 

specific modifications to baseline software File ID: 15-0842

From 22-Mar-

16 to 6-Feb-18  $       4,116,991  $    13,652,764  $       17,769,755 

CAPITAL PROJECT: CGI v3.10 ERP internal 

staff, overhead and contingency. External CGI 

SOW12 and all amendments, ECare and 

Plante Moran for project management services See Table 9

28-Jun-17  $           936,560  $                     -    $             936,560 

Internal staff  that was unbudgeted and 

unfunded. 

File ID: RES 17-

093

From 30-Sep-

11 to 31-Mar-

14  $             46,240  $          332,255  $             378,495 

Legal fees, fines, penalties resulting from 3.7 

Pay and OT Errors. NOTE: This includes low 

end of cost range.  See XX for more detail.

See Table Legal 

Fees, Fines, 

Penalties Pg 14

 $     13,553,005  $    27,038,748  $       40,591,753 

Total and Related Costs of ERP Since 

Inception

Costs Presented to/Approved by Board

Total and Related Costs of ERP Approved By Board of Supervisors Since 2007 Inception
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APPENDIX C – COPLAN FINDINGS 
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APPENDIX D – GFOA FINDINGS 
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APPENDIX EV3.7 PROJECT CHARTER
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APPENDIX F 
PAY PRACTICES BY BARGAINING UNIT
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APPENDIX G 
PAY EVENT COMPARISONS 

Client Payroll 
cycle 

# paid 
employees 

Unique pay 
events 

Pay Policy 
Event 
Type 
(PPET) 

# of pay 
events divided 
by # employee 

County of 
Monterey, CA 

Bi-weekly 5,290 889 35,301 0.168 

Los Angeles 
County, CA 

Semi-
monthly 

120,179 1,020 32,660 0.009 
  

State of 
Wyoming 

Monthly 9,500 126 344 0.013 

Anne Arundel 
County Public 
Schools (MD) 

 Monthly / 
Weekly 

15,000 320 2,906 0.021 

City of Mesa, AZ Bi- weekly 4,100 167 634 0.041 
  

State of 
Michigan 

  51,000 519 2,358 0.046 

Baltimore 
County, MD 

Bi-weekly 
and Semi-
monthly 

11,000 110 800 0.010 
  

Aldine 
Independent 
School Dist. (TX) 

 Semi-
monthly 

10,000 2,180 2,278 0.218 
  

Wake County, 
North Carolina 

Semi-
monthly 

4,000 53 367 0.014 

Baltimore 
County Public 
Schools 

Monthly 22,178 699 37,728 0.032 

 

Source: CGI customers as reported to Monterey County Payroll Department and AC’s Office  
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APPENDIX H  
 PROGRESSION AND REPORTING OF V3.10 PROJECTED COSTS

 
 

Baord Date Board File ID

Amount 

Requested to 

Spend

Internal County 

Costs

External 

Vendor Costs Total ERP Cost Description of Meetings and Expense Explanations

17-Mar-14 14-233  $                    -    $          1,700,000  $     2,650,000  $      4,350,000 

Provided report to Capital Improvement Committee (consisting 

of 2 board members). Presented the need for an upgrade to 

the ERP system for an estimated cost of $4.350M. No money 

was requested, this was just an update.  NO ACTION TAKEN

16-Sep-14 14-022  $          564,000   --   --  None Provided 

ACO requested the Board to increase the budget of the ACO 

office to add incremental staff to backfill positions being 

assigned to work on the ERP. No other update on ERP costs 

were presented.  BOARD APPROVED SPENDING

28-Jul-15 15-0842  $          570,000  $          2,400,000  $     4,680,000  $      7,080,000 

ACO presented the need for CGI to do an analysis in the 

county of ERP needs to assist in writing a Scope of Work for 

an upgrade. ACO requested approval for the contract and 

$570K spending for the project, and provided the full Board 

with an updated estimate of an upgrade of $7.1M.   BOARD 

APPROVED

22-Mar-16 16-343  $       8,218,497  $          4,416,991  $   10,389,773  $    14,806,764 

Once the work in SOW11 was completed,it was determined 

that the work needed to be done for the county would require 

a new system implementation instead of an upgrade.  CGI 

provided a proposal for a the system of $8.218M. The ACO 

presented the total estimated cost of the new system to the 

board of $14.806M ($4.4M for internal staff and overhead and 

$10.4 for CGI and Project Management contractors). ACO 

requested contract approval for CGI.  BOARD APPROVED 

contract

22-Mar-16 16-059  $          804,824   --   --  None Provided 

ECare was hired by ACO to provide project management 

services and worked for 5 months without a contract. The 

ACO requested approval for the contract of $2.066M; the 

Board declined and requested the work go out for an RFP. 

The Board did approve $.805 for work previously done by 

ECare. No other update on ERP costs were provided by the 

ACO. BOARD APPROVED contract and payment of 

services to date only.

26-Jul-16 16-914  $       1,825,920   --   --  None Provided 

An RFP was conducted for project management services and 

Plante Moran was selected as the new vendor.  The ACO 

requested approval for a $1.825M 18-month contract for them, 

and did not provide any additional update on the cost of the 

ERP.  BOARD APPROVED contract.

31-Jan-17 17-065  $       1,589,908   --   --  None Provided 

During implementation of the ERP v3.10, delays were incurred 

when project managers changed which required additional 

time from CGI. ACO requested approval of an amendment to 

the CGI $8.2M contract of $1.59M.  BOARD APPROVED 

amendment and spending

16-Jun-17 17-093  $          936,560   --   --  None Provided 

During the time that project managerment providers were 

changing and Plante Moran was coming up to speed, county 

employees whose costs were allocated to the ERP project 

were working on other projects instead, but their salaries and 

benefits had to be charged somewhere.  The ACO requested 

an additional $937K in labor expenses in the department to 

support the ERP.  BOARD APPROVED spending.

29-Aug-17 17-0808  $          804,290   --   --  None Provided 

The ACO came back to the Board to request another 

extension in implementation deadline with CGI with 

Amendment 2 to the contract for $804K. There was no 

additional update on the total project cost made.  BOARD 

APPROVED SPENDING

26-Feb-18 18-094  $          409,325  $          4,442,385  $   14,120,885  $    18,563,270 

The ACO presented a project budget update to the Board, the 

first since March 22, 2016.  Total projected cost was $18.563 

(excluding SOW11) for $4.4M internal staff and overhead, and 

$14.1M external vendor costs.  Also requested approval for a 

retroactive change and budget increase to the CGI contract 

for work that was done in 2016 for $409K.  BOARD 

APPROVED CONTRACT AMENDMENT AND SPENDING.

22-May-18 18-182   --   --  None Provided 

The ACO presented a request for approval of Amendment 3 to 

the CGI contract to extend terms to complete the Human 

Resources module.  No additional money was requested, and 

no update to costs was provided.  BOARD APPROVED 

AMENDMENT 

Board Update on Estimated Total ERP 3.10 Cost

Summary of ERP Spending Requests and Budget Updates to Board of Supervisors for v3.10
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APPENDIX I  
 

COUNTY BARGAINING UNITS & # OF EMPLOYEES 
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APPENDIX J 
DEPUTY SHERIFFS’ ASSOCIATION (DSA) – GRIEVANCE AND SETTLEMENT 
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APPENDIX K 

SEIU ARBITRATION SETTLEMENT
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APPENDIX L 

BOS APPROVED BUDGET DETAIL V3.7 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Date

Board 

Reference Internal External Total Description

1-Apr-08

Agreement 

A-11135  $   7,736,000  $      8,184,352  $    15,920,352 

CGI SOW 1 for v3.7 implementation, license, 

maintenance costs. Internal staff, overhead, 

contingency

10-Mar-17

Agreement 

A-11135  $                  -    $          817,388  $          817,388 

CGI SOW 1 Amendments 1-6 and SOW 2&3 for 

additional hours

2-Jul-10

Agreement 

A-11135  $                  -    $          408,000  $          408,000 

CGI SOW 1 Amendments 7&8 for extension. Includes 

authorization for $200,000 additional work to be 

approved by Purch Mgr if needed.

8-Feb-11

Reference 

on SOW 7 

& 8  $                  -    $          198,360  $          198,360 CGI SOW 5 for additional hours

28-Mar-11

Agreement 

A-11135  $                  -    $          304,000  $          304,000 

CGI SOW 6 to reconfigure system changes resulting 

from overtime calculation union agreements and other 

payroll topics

26-May-11

Agreement 

A-11135  $                  -    $          185,350  $          185,350 

CGI SOW 4 to reconfigure HRM and SOW 1 

Amendment 11 for finance modifications

15-Sep-11

Agreement 

A-11135  $                  -    $            70,300  $            70,300 

CGI SOW 7 to support development, project 

management services

13-Oct-11

Agreement 

A-11135  $                  -    $          152,000  $          152,000 CGI for SOW 8 to configure poll workers stipends

24-Jan-12

Agreement 

A-11135  $                  -    $          157,691  $          157,691 

CGI SOW 1 Amendment to cover services not 

mentioned in original agreement

12-Mar-13

 File ID: 13-

0132  $                  -    $          252,700  $          252,700 

CGI W 10 and Amendment 1 for HRM post 

implementation configuration and support

11-Jul-13

File ID: 13-

0816  $                  -    $          190,000  $          190,000 CGI SOW 10- Amendment 2 for added hours 

7,736,000$    10,920,141$     $    18,656,141 Total v3.7 Costs

Costs Presented to/Approved by Board

All Expense Requests Approved by BoS for v3.7
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APPENDIX M 
BOS APPROVED BUDGET V3.10 

 

 
 
 
  

Date

Board 

Reference Internal External Total Description

22-Mar-16 File ID: 16-343  $     4,116,991  $       8,218,497  $      12,335,488 

CGI SOW 12 Internal staff, overhead and 

contingency. External CGI implementation. 

Excludes project management.

22-Mar-16 File ID: A16-059  $                    -    $          804,824  $            804,824 Ecare contract cost for time worked "at risk"

26-Jul-16 File ID: 16-914  $                    -    $       1,825,920  $        1,825,920 

Plante Moran for 20-month project 

management services

15-Feb-17 File ID: 17-0065  $                    -    $       1,589,908  $        1,589,908 

CGI SOW 12 Amendment 1 to extend 

implementation date

1-Sep-17

File ID: 17--

0808  $                    -    $          804,290  $            804,290 

CGI SOW 12 Amendment 2 to add testing 

and training support for delayed go-live

6-Feb-18 File ID: 18-094  $                    -    $          409,325  $            409,325 

CGI SOW 12 retroactive approval for 2016 

project management services provided

 $     4,116,991  $    13,652,764  $      17,769,755 Subtotal Capital Expenses

28-Jun-17

File ID: RES 17-

093  $         936,560  $                      -    $            936,560 

Internal staff  that was unbudgeted and 

unfunded. NOTE: This expense was an 

operating rather than capital expense.

 $     5,053,551  $    13,652,764  $      18,706,315 Total v3.10 Costs Approved by BoS

Costs Presented to/Approved by Board

All Expense Requests Approved by BoS for v3.10
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APPENDIX N  
COUNTY COUNSEL LETTER
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APPENDIX O 

SEIU MOU DEFINITION OF OVERTIME
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APPENDIX P 

SEIU SIDE LETTERS 
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APPENDIX Q 
RFP PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
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APPENDIX R  
PLANTE MORAN TERMINATION LETTER 

 
 

  



Enterprise Resource Planning 
 

 
2019 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury 99 

APPENDIX S 

Budget and Capital Improvements Committee Meetings 

Date Committee Subject Comments 

2014 

1/24/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

1/29/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

2/24/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

2/26/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

2/26/14 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

3/17/14 Capital Improvements ERP Report discussing 

CGI upgrade 3.7 to 

3.10, est. cost $4.4M + 

$0.1 capital lease cost 

Attachments with 

overview and 

individual dept. 

allocations 

4/3/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

4/7/14 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

4/10/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

4/30/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

5/28/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

6/2/14 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

6/20/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

7/14/14 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

7/17/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

7/23/14 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

7/30/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

8/13/14 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

8/27/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

9/8/14 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

9/24/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

10/13/14 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

10/16/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

11/7/14 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

12/3/14 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

2015 

1/28/15 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

3/2/15 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

3/25/15 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

4/10/15 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda 

5 Year CIP Summary 

ERP included on 

‘15/’16-‘19/’20 
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summary - $4.48M 

funded 

4/29/15 Budget Century Link ERP 

disaster recover on 

agenda 

 

5/29/15 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

6/24/15 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

7/22/15 Budget SOW 11 on Agenda 

w/attachment $570K 

Also attached, System 

Components / Costs 

recap  

Actual 3.7 Components 

and Costs build (2008) 

– Go-Live (2010) - 

$16.3M.  Since 2010 – 

$1.1M additional 

interfaces, modules, 

CGI consult = $17.4M 

7/29/15 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

9/2/15 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

9/18/15 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

9/30/15 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

10/28/15 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports on Agenda 

Attachment with all 

Standing and F/U 

Reports due; ERP not 

included 

11/9/15 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

11/12/15 Budget ERP on Agenda.  

Requested support for 

ACO to prepare SOW 

w/CGI for 3.10 upgrade 

and implementation. 

Timing and costs TBD 

 

12/16/15 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

2016 

1/27/16 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports on Agenda 

Attachment with all 

Standing and F/U 

Reports due; ERP not 

included 

2/24/16 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

3/2/16 Budget ERP on Agenda:  

1) eCare contract 

$2.06M (11/1/15-

6/30/17) 
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2) CGI SOW 12 $8.22M Preceded Board of 

Supervisors review on 

3/22/16 

3/14/16 Capital Improvements ERP on Agenda:  

1) eCare contract 

$2.06M (11/1/15-

6/30/17) 

2) CGI SOW 12 $8.22M 

 

3/30/16 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

ERP now listed in 

Standing and F/U 

Reports 

Standard Report: 

Quarterly ERP Report 

listed as due 3/2/16.   

Status = Pending 

4/20/16 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

4/27/16 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports attached 

Standard Report: 

Quarterly ERP Report 

Status = Pending 

5/25/16 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

6/20/16 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

6/29/16 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports attached 

Standard Report: 

Quarterly ERP Report 

Status = July 

8/31/16 Budget ERP Quarterly Report 

on Agenda.  No 

attachment. 

Standing and F/U 

Reports attached 

Standard Report: 

Quarterly ERP Report 

Status = August 

 

9/12/16 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

9/28/16 Budget ERP not on Agenda Standard Report: 

Quarterly ERP Report 

Status = Pending 

10/26/16 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports attached 

Standard Report: 

Quarterly ERP Report 

Status = October 

11/14/16 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

12/9/16 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

12/12/16 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/u 

Reports attached 

Standard Report: 

Quarterly ERP Report 

Status = December 
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2017 

1/25/17 Budget ERP status report 

update on Agenda 

SOW 12 Addendum 

incremental $1.59M 

CGI Power Point 

status, timing, 

overview and SOW 12 

addendum cost 

increase report 

presented.  Preceded 

Board of Supervisors 

review on 1/31/17 

2/13/17 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

2/22/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

3/8/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

3/29/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports on Agenda 

Attachment with all 

Standing and F/U 

Reports due; ERP not 

included 

4/10/17 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

4/28/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports on 

Agenda/Attachment 

5 Year CIP Plan 

Reviewed / Attachment 

ERP not included on 

Reports 

5 Year CIP includes ERP 

slide 

5/31/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports on Agenda 

Attachment with all 

Standing and F/U 

Reports due; ERP not 

included 

6/28/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports on Agenda 

 

8/16/17 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

8/24/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

8/30/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

9/18/17 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

9/27/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

10/25/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

11/13/17 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

11/15/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

11/27/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda  
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12/11/17 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

12/15/17 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

2018 

1/19/18 Budget ERP Status – Reconcile 

Project Expenses, 

Timeline, SOW 12 

 

1/31/18 Budget Finish Receiving ERP 

Status – Reconcile 

Project Expenses, 

Timeline, SOW 12, CGI 

Change Request 

($409,325) 

Miller signed / dated 

CGI Change Req. 

7/25/16 

3/8/18 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

3/12/18 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports on Agenda 

Attachment with all 

Standing and F/U 

Reports due; ERP not 

included 

3/25/18 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

4/16/18 Capital Improvements ERP not on Agenda  

5/2/18 Budget ERP not on Agenda 

Standing and F/U 

Reports on Agenda 

Attachment with all 

Standing and F/U 

Reports due; ERP not 

included 

5/30/18 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

7/25/18 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

10/10/18 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

10/31/18 Budget ERP not on Agenda  

11/13/18 Budget ERP not on Agenda  
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APPENDIX T – Monterey County Organizational Chart 
(Names included may be different from individuals involved in the ERP Projects) 

 


