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QUESTIONNAIRE

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4 5

1. Our human resources unit / division 
administers access to training.

1 2 3 4 5

2. Human resource management is 
best managed at the line manager
level in my organisation. 1 2 3 4 5

3. There is a trend, in my 
organisation, towards using
individual employment contracts. 1 2 3 4 5

4 .1 involve the Human Resources 
Manager in all major strategic
decisions affecting the 1 2 . 3 4 5
organisation.

5. In my organisation’s position 
descriptions it is more important to
detail an individual’s specific 1 2 3 4 5
duties than describe the role the 
position plays in the organisation.

6. In my organisation the 
performance appraisal system is
integrated with other aspects of 1 2 3 4 5
human resource management eg. 
training, succession planning, 
mentoring etc.

7 .1 require a return rate on the
financial investment in human 1 2 3 4 5
resource preventative programs 
such as stress management courses.



116

Never
1

Rarely
2

Sometimes
3

Often
4

Always
5

8. I can achieve better outcomes by 
using my personal networks than 
by using organisation procedures, 
for example with recruitment.

1 2 3 4 5

9 .1 consider my employee’s daily 
practices reflect the stated values of 
this organisation. 1 2 3 4 5

10. I spend at least 1 hour each week 
reading contemporary 
management literature.

1 2 3 4 5

11. I have an ‘open door’ policy with 
my Human Resource Manager / 
Director. 1 2 3 4 5

12. I maintain a close relationship 
with unions. 1 2 3 4 5

13. Knowing the knowledge and skills 
profile of my organisation is more 1 2 3 4 5
important than having an accurate 
organisation chart.

14. I strongly encourage formal
research to be undertaken by my 1 2 3 4 5
organisation.

15. I value negotiation skills in my
managers more than facilitation 1 2 3 4 5
skills.

16. Managing the administration of 
the payroll is more important than
the customer relationship between 1 2 3 4 5
the Human Resource Unit and 
business managers.
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Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4 5

17. I have established consultative
processes to help manage 1 2 3 4 5
communication.

18.1 spend at least one hour per week
walking around my organisation 1 2 3 4 5
talking to staff other than my
managers.

19.1 place an emphasis on following
policies and regulations in my 1 2 3 4 5
organisation.

20. I am able to ascertain the tangible
value of my organisation within 1 2 3 4 5
24 hours (including human 
resource liabilities).

21. An analysis of why employees
leave this organisation has assisted 1 2 3 4 5
in reducing recruitment costs.

22. The analysis of HR information
strongly influences initiatives in 1 2 3 4 5
the Enterprise Bargaining 
Agreement and / or Australian 
Workplace Agreements.

23 .1 consider reporting position
occupancy to be more important 1 2 3 4 5
than absences and turnovers.
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Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4 5

24. My Human Resource Manager
spends more time managing 1 2 3 4 5
transaction processing than 
leading change

I take time out each week to reflect
on what I have learned. 1 2 3 4 5

26. I have practical strategies in place
to capitalise on the organisation’s 1 2 3 4 5
corporate knowledge

What human resource management information is critical to operating your 
business effectively and efficiently?

What human resource management information would add value to your 
business?

Any Other Comments?

Thankyou
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RESEARCH PROCESS CHRONOLOGY
The chronology of the process included several phases that were applied including:

Stage 1: Scouting 

Timeframe:

Feb. 1999-M ar. 1999

Several organisations were originally approached with 

respect to appropriateness for conducting Action 

Research.

The general plan was to conduct research to identify 

the nature of the relationship / role between the human 

resource management division and executive decision 

making.

Inherent in this study is the type of information 

provided by HRM to the Executive Management Group 

and its perceived usefulness. In addition, the HRM 

information management system was a critical factor in 

the study.

The general plan identified the need to find out what 

role Human Resource Management (HRM) played in 

the organisation and to what extent the HRM division 

could meet or exceed their information needs for 

executive decision making.

Stage 2: Entry 

Timeframe:

Mar. 1999-A pr. 1999

The research required the identification of research 

group members and the development of a collaborative 

relationship
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Stage 3: Data collection 

Timeframe:

Apr. 1999 -  Oct. 1999

The research group planned:

• Focus groups to identify issues and problems / 

strengths and weaknesses.

Stage 4: Data Feedback 

Timeframe:

Jun. 1999 to Dec 1999

It was negotiated with the client that feedback would 

include a report in a suitable format and include 

recommendations for tabling to the Executive 

Management Group.

Feedback presentations were prepared for focus group 

participants, the sector wide HRM Forum and 

management boards. Whilst the report was available in 

June the presentations were not completed until August 

1999.

Stage 5: Diagnosis 

Timeframe:

Jul. 1999-A ug. 1999

Aug 1999-S ep . 1999

The diagnosis of the results was conducted 

collaboratively with the Action Research Group using 

Senge’s Systems Thinking, (Senge,1992).

Further data collection in the form of interviews and 

surveys identified the impact of organisation culture, 

decision-making processes and management styles. In 

addition a survey of CEOs regarding the role of HRM 

was disseminated to Public Sector CEOs Australia 

wide to determine generality of findings.
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Stage 6 & 7: Action

Planning

Timeframe:

Aug. 1999 -  Oct 1999

Action Plans were developed and discussed with the 

General Manager HR with a view to implementation. 

A number of recommendations at the strategic level 

required negotiation with the CEO and the 

Commissioner for Public Employment.

Stage 8: Evaluation 

Timeframe: Dec. 1999

A review of the implementation progress and results 

provides a report on the intervention outcomes.

(Frohman, Sashkin, Kavanagh, 1976)



CHAPTER 5 

FINDINGS
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CHAPTER 5 
FINDINGS

PURPOSE

The purpose of Chapter 5 is to draw together and detail the findings of both data 

collection stages. The findings take into account the specific evaluation of the PIPS 

system, which underpins much of the HR function and the dynamics and the cultural 

impact on the division.

In general terms the most significant findings of the data collection analysis 

identified that:

• The organisation culture is power oriented and reactive

• Decisions are primarily intuitive and made on the basis of soft data.

• The information management system is principally for payroll and leave 

administration.

• The organisation’s systems are underdeveloped. As such, the supply / demand 

relationship between the organisation system and the information management 

systems are poor. (Information management systems are only as good as the 

organisation systems they feed.)
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• Senior management’s recognition of, and / or commitment to, the role of 

contemporary HRM have compounded this.

• HRM is primarily a transaction-based service within the NTPS and as such does 

not have a strategic relationship with senior executives. This in part is related to 

the renewable supply of labour, which does not represent a critical resource.

• Culturally / historically IT systems have been the responsibility of technology 

specialists. The management relationship between HR and its primary business 

system is poor. Ownership of the system is essential to be in a position to 

provide customer service and accurate information.

• The HR division has a systemic learning disability:

The level of skills and knowledge within junior ranks is poor to average 

representing financial risk to the organisation

The level of skills and usefulness of HR managers is perceived to be poor 

to average and unable to fulfil a strategic role.
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PIPS EVALUATION FINDINGS 

FOCUS GROUP FINDINGS

It was identified that the support resources for PIPS users were of limited use, with 

staff having minimal access to manuals, training and people support.

Manuals

The few manuals that exist were described as not being user friendly, with 

information being difficult to find and often not providing sufficient detail. As a 

result, staff have been creating their own “cheat sheets” with referral to peers for 

answers.

Training

Users identified a high need for training, which is currently not provided. Previous 

training related specifically to functions (eg) the Staff Training & Development 

module, and was often rushed and incomplete.

People

Major issues were raised with regard to the lack of support available to users. Users 

often utilise the skills and knowledge of peers and workgroups as the formal support 

structure is incomplete or too time consuming. Comments were made that the help 

desk was often too slow to respond and as a result employees refer to experienced 

PIPS users for quick responses. Substantial volumes of queries are referred to the
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organisation’s system administrators, highlighting the inadequate number of 

experienced users within the NTPS.

Knowledge

Two major forms of knowledge were identified as being significant for users to 

competently perform their duties. These elements were categorised into computer 

literacy skills, most specifically on the PIPS system and a knowledge and ability to 

interpret industrial awards and the Conditions of Service.

The views on user knowledge relating to PIPS system skills differed significantly:

• Regular users of the system rated user knowledge as average, rating at approximately

4-5 out of a scale of 10.

• Stakeholders and several branch heads perceived user knowledge to be reasonably 

high, rating it at approximately 7-8 out of a scale of 10.

The knowledge of industrial awards interpretation and Conditions of Service 

knowledge was rated by all to be reasonably high:

• Salaries and Recruitment staff were assessed as having high levels of knowledge of 

awards and Conditions of Service, with a rating of 8 out of a scale of 10.
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Data Integrity

• Management Stakeholders felt confident of data integrity until the transfer of their 

HR staff to the new Department in November 1998, rating the data at 8-9 out of 10. 

However, they commented that their confidence level decreased from the creation of 

the new department.

• Branch heads and PIPS administrators rated the integrity of the system data between

5-7 out of 10. One reason for this lack of confidence in the data integrity is the 

knowledge that data is not up to date.

• PIPS user’s on the other hand rated their confidence in the data integrity to be low at 

approximately 4 out of 10, commenting on the fact that data is often manipulated in 

order for the system to accept it.

• The host organisation’s HR Managers felt that 75% of the data was correct and that 

the remaining 25% required modification.

Audit Functions

• PIPS administrators confirmed that PIPS audit functions are regulated by control 

documents, identifying audit requirements.

• Internal audit functions are completed. However, they have not been used recently 

due to high workloads.



• Users were not aware of audit requirements and the majority was not aware of the 

existence of control documents.

•  Team Leaders and senior officers in the functional area were identified as the only 

users that had access to audit reports.

Benefits of PIPS

• Participant’s remarked that PIPS, as an HR system, was effective where employee 

circumstances did not vary from the standard Conditions of Service.

• Comments were made that PIPS was an improvement on the manual card system 

and generally performs satisfactorily in paying salaries.

• The introduction of PIPS has resulted in a decrease of paperwork and has improved 

the approval process and reduced the volume of forms being lost in the system.

• There are a range of opinions from managers and frequent users of the systems 

regarding its performance. In general, managers believe the system’s performance 

and accuracy to be higher than the frequent users believe. An example of this 

discrepancy includes stakeholders identifying the PIPS projection of Long Service 

Leave (LSL) as being a benefit. However, users identified LSL as a problem area of 

PIPS as it provide incorrect data in some circumstances.
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Disadvantages of PIPS

PIPS is inflexible and does not readily allow for the various awards that exist in the 

NTPS. Some of the problems include:

• Some part-time employee conditions can not be entered directly into the system; 

instead data is manipulated prior to being entered.

• The leave module does not accommodate family leave.

• Long Service Leave can not be altered to take into account employees receiving 

Workers Compensation.

• Participants felt that most problems were a response to changing legislation, awards 

and Enterprise Bargaining Agreements. The parameters cannot be modified within 

PIPS without completing major program enhancements at a significant cost.

It is an incomplete system in that:

• Several available modules are not being used. These include Recruitment, 

Entitlements, Training & Development and OH&S.

• Areas like Worker’s Compensation don’t have a module available.
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• Modules are not used largely because of their complexity and time constraints.



• The overall view of PIPS is that it is not user friendly, particularly for infrequent 

users, as a result employees are not using the system to its full capacity.

Diminishing confidence of data integrity and reporting facilities has resulted in:

• Individual areas creating their own databases and defacto systems rather than 

utilising information from PIPS.

• Reports are not often used, as accuracy of data is questionable.

• Management users objecting to the fact that specific report numbers are required to

extract any data

• The data provided is often invalid or incomprehensible

• The reporting facility is not being used as often due to the time delay in receiving

reports and difficulty in retrieving data.

Summary of Focus Group Findings

Users identified the reason for the development of inconsistent work practices, 

misinformation and bad habits being passed on was due to the limited support. This 

particularly applied to the lack of training in both Awards interpretation / Conditions 

of Service administration and PIPS system usage. Users recognised they are applying 

a method of learning by trial and error, which is resulting in modified procedures.
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The modifications attempt to make the system accept information ensuring that pays 

can be processed.

Several issues of concern arose from participant’s comments. The first is that 

Treasury regularly accesses reports from PIPS using data that is not up to date. The 

second identified the lack of business rules/standard procedures and guidelines 

stipulating the work practices (including what is to be entered by whom, when and 

how) to ensure data is current and accurate.

Participant’s comments highlighted the fact that knowledge of audit procedures and 

requirements is minimal. Audit functions are not seen as a priority by users, partly 

due to a lack of understanding of their role. Participants confirmed that at the time of 

the focus group no audit/control functions were being performed due to workloads. 

Team leaders and certification officers only can access audit reports for the purposes 

of amendments.

Overall, each focus group perceived PIPS as being beneficial in providing quick 

access to information regarding their individual salary details and personal history. 

These modules were described as being reasonably user friendly for frequent users.

The majority of system deficiencies identified by all three focus groups are 

connected to lack of training and speed/response time in relation to mainframe 

performance.

The specific disadvantages raised by the focus groups’ participants were due to the 

system’s inflexibility and difficulty of use. Poor management reporting in terms of
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timely accessing the correct report, being able to interpret it and the waste of paper 

involved was a major concern by all parties.

ACCURACY AND CURRENCY OF HR DATA

The highly selective audit (random sample of 50 employees’ entitlements) was 

considered to be another problem symptom and represented one jig-saw piece in the 

overall picture of the organisational dynamics. It was of significant concern that the 

information was easily ascertainable by supervisors and managers within the HR area 

but had not previously been accessed or assessed on a regular basis.

SKILLS GAP / NEEDS ANALYSIS QUESTIONNAIRE

The following results of the PIPS / Interpretation of Awards Skill Gap Analysis is 

summarised:
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Functional HR stream Average No. Correct 
Answers

Standard Deviation

Salaries 64% .27
Recruitment 63% .28
HR Other 62% .24

The level of skills and knowledge in the human resource administration area is less 

than adequate for the function the area is expected to perform.

The highest proportion of staff using the PIPS system is employed at junior 

classification ranges: AOl and A02. Whilst there is mix of maturity, the highest
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proportion are under twenty five years of age. The experienced staff (A04) 

represent the supervisory level. While this is not an uncommon profile in a 

processing environment, additional indicators are present:

❖ Younger staff leave because they cannot cope with the pressure and abuse from 

disaffected payees.

❖ The unit is under pressure from staff turnover and the high proportion of trainees 

at any one time

❖ Low level Awards and the Conditions of Service knowledge leading to mistakes 

in pay

❖ Additional workload for supervisors due to recruitment demand

❖ Lack of formal training for use of the system

❖ No formal training programs for Awards interpretation and Conditions of 

Service.

Following this result the Group sought financial information about the level of 

unrecovered salary over-payments; another performance indicator. It appears 

that on average per year this amount reaches a seven digit figure, representing a 

considerable loss. The information provided the Action Research Group with 

evidentiary support for many of the comments offered by the User Focus Group. 

This factor demonstrated that the confidence rating given by the Management 

Stakeholder Focus Group and the HR Branch Heads Focus Group was considerably 

overestimated.

It should be noted that the functional area for delivery of PIPS training and 

Interpretation of Awards training was located in the finance division and previously



outside the authority of HR units. Upon investigation it was found that the area was 

not familiar with training needs analysis nor was management familiar with human 

resource management imperatives.

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT PRACTICES

The review team concluded that PIPS has evolved to a considerable extent through 

committee management. The dislocation of essential expertise and a lack of business 

ownership by HR management has reduced the ability of executive management to 

ensure a holistic, business management approach to the system.

Central Processing Unit (CPU) Usage statistics have been analysed demonstrating an 

increased trend which is forecasted to continue.

In July 1997 PIPS used 47,234 CPU. By July 2000 PIPS is forecasted to use 

1,400,000 CPU. Investigations into the reasons for the increase pattern revealed that 

different and unconnected events occurred approximately every two months (PIPS 

Evaluation Report attached at Attachment 3). The probability of this recurring is

PIPS CPU Usage
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high. The net result being a continual requirement for mainframe capacity upgrades.

Mainframe business interruptions over a twelve-month period in 1998/99 averaged 

66 minutes per month. It represents a productivity loss of approximately $5,700 per 

month.

Operational downtime, determined by user survey, estimates lost productivity at 

$31,000 per month.

Business interruptions during the working week due to maintenance and upgrades of 

PIPS have not occurred to date. All upgrades and maintenance occur on weekends.

PIPS Downtime
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Mainframe performance has been difficult to quantify, due to the way data is stored. 

In order to assess the identified information it was necessary to run 3,050 tapes from 

migration at a rate of 1,525,000 megabytes and 21 days of operational time.

On the basis of the cost / benefit the information was not retrieved. However, it does 

highlight that suitable and summarised information is not being kept on performance 

of mainframe systems for evaluation and audit purposes.

The specific performance indicators considered as part of the evaluation included:

• Central Processing Unit usage rates per month compared over time

• Data storage costs per month compared over time

• Business interruption rate per month compared over time

• Frequent user error rate per month compared over time.

Collecting performance data proved difficult in that no one area monitored the 

overall performance of the system. Certainly, the technical area was able to compile



some data upon request but with considerable difficulty as some of it had previously 

not been requested and had to be extracted manually.

Whilst the Group was interested in specific performance information it was more 

interested to understand the overall management system of PIPS. The Action 

Research Group considered that PIPS had evolved to a considerable extent through 

committee management with no clear or strategic direction for management or 

development of the system. To some degree this has been in response to the need for 

consultation between the vendor, the system administrators and the agency based HR 

managers. However, it appeared that the sense of ownership and responsibility had 

dissipated. The committee has no direct authority for the funding or line 

management of the system. The dislocation of essential expertise and a lack of 

business ownership by HR management had reduced the ability of executive 

management to ensure a holistic, business like approach to the system.

The risk analysis provided further support for some of the information offered by the 

focus groups. Whilst a risk analysis is subjective, it identifies concerns about the 

level of support and understanding of its requirements as an organisational system. It 

was the view of the Group that PIPS is used primarily as a transactional processing 

system with little regard for management reporting requirements other than those 

concerned with financial reporting of personnel payments.

SYSTEM COSTS

The collection of cost information proved to be difficult. The expenditure for a 

number of elements of PIPS maintenance was spread across a range of programs.
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There was little evidence of any one area monitoring the overall budget and 

expenditure in the system. The true PIPS operating cost of $12.4M to administer 

17,5000 employees’ entitlements represents a cost of $709 per person per year. The 

cost was a surprise to the majority of senior executives, who were provided with the 

report. The Action Research Group considered that the unawareness of the costs 

together with the level of risk represented a major management issue that needed to 

be addressed.

A full breakdown of the costs over 5 years is attached at Appendix 5 

PIPS EVALUATION CONCLUSION

The results of the evaluation provide an early indication that the Human Resource

Management division may have a systemic learning disability.

“It is no accident that most organisation learn poorly. The way they are 
designed and managed, the way people’s jobs are defined, and, most 
importantly the way we have all been taught to think and interact (not 
only in organisations but more broadly) create fundamental learning 
disabilities. These disabilities operate despite the efforts of bright 
committed people”. (Senge, 1992 pi 8).

There was ample anecdotal evidence that the poor performance of PIPS has been in 

situ for some time without major operational disruption to salaries payments. The. 

evidence suggests the original management expectations of the system were short 

sighted, which led to an implementation that was generalised, incomplete and not 

maintained.
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