» From Configuration Debt to Citizen Confidence
» 3:45 PM-4:45 PM
» Operations and Regulations - IPS Suite

» A combined story of standardizing O&R while improving portal experience, contact quality, and user trust
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Session objectives

» Recognize the operational symptoms of configuration debt.

« Distinguish valuable configuration from avoidable complexity.

« |dentify where configuration debt affects the citizen experience.

* Prioritize cleanup around portal, contact, address, workflow, and reporting pain.
 Build a phased standardization roadmap that does not disrupt daily operations.

» Put governance in place so the same problems do not return.

infor



From Configuration Debt to Citizen Confidence
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STANDARDIZING O&R ‘ |

WITHOUT LOSING WHAT | IR

- /" OUR PLAN (WITHOUT THE DRAMA)
; KEEP WHAT e ——

[PraEs BN, Fsouzs e o, @)

DITCH WHAT DRAGS
DISTINGUISH VALUABLE CONFIGURATION

YOU DOWN.
- FROM AVOIDABLE COMPLEXITY.

IDENTIFY WHERE CONFIGURATION DEBT
AFFECTS THE CITIZEN EXPERIENCE.

PRIORITIZE CLEANUP AROUND PORTAL,
CONTACT, ADDRESS, WORKFLOW, AND
REPORTING PAIN.

ANER & BUILD A PHASED STANDARDIZATION
CLE ROADMAP THAT DOES NOT DISRUPT

SMARTER DAILY OPERATIONS.

PUT GOVERNANCE IN PLACE SO THE
SAME PROBLEMS DO NOT RETURN.




Standardizing O&R Without Losing What Makes Your Agency Work
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Do any of these resonate?
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Staff need too many clicks to complete basic work
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Citizens create duplicate portal accounts or records
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Address, contact, and owner data are inconsistent
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Departments follow different versions of the same process

infor



Reports don’t meet the needs of the business
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We are not trained or have training materials
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Every change risks breaking something
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The data quality is poor
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Upgrades and modernization projects feel risky
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It’s too hard to use
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Too hard to maintain
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How did we get here?
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Business needs
have changed

EV?_"Y department
We ask optimized |
lExceptions during ien?pi;c;:nteostn:um e
ation .
ec.ame the Go-live became _
design the finish line Reporting needs
e contract didm't c were solved
eC ustOm' .
make the right goals easjer t,;:f;tlon was downstream
clear managemenc:ha" e
_ Product capabilitie
Integrations locked ie"°'Ved, but the °
in old assumptions Mplementation did not
Nobody owned the
whole process after go- :he people who
live hew “why”
on y~ moved Testing focused on

whether it worked, not
whether it was
maintainable
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Two O&R truisms
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Outcomes based heavily on configuration in O&R

Just because you can, doesn’t mean you should!
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How to simplify O&R, improve usability, and rebuild trust without
starting over.
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Five kinds of config debt

Not all debt is equal. Know which kind you're dealing with before you fix it.

P k that gets stuck bet t d 't icat
rocess work that gets stuck between steps ordoesnit communicate With Al, this will be more critical than ever. Data
Data records nobody fully trusts —— |5 the oxygen for your operations in an agentic
world

Reporting numbers people argue about

Customization clever code only one person understands

o & DN =

Enterprise architecture pieces that don't connect, so data gets keyed twice
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Process debt: when work gets stuck.

Too many paths through the same job, and nobody owns the handoff.
What it looks like:

+ Adozen ways to run one workflow

« Multiple tasks and owners for each step

+ Statuses that mean different things to different teams

* No clear owner when work changes hands

What it costs:

Work stalls, answers don't match, and the reports can't be trusted.
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Data debt: when nobody trusts the record.

Duplicates, half-filled fields, and addresses typed five different ways.
What it looks like:

» Duplicate contacts and accounts

+ Addresses with no standard format

* Free text where structure should be

+ Stale records and weak matching

» Users don’t enter information as it’s too hard

What it costs:

Search hurts, portal and back office disagree, and staff stop trusting the data.
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Reporting debt: when nobody agrees on the number.

Five versions of the same report, and no one sure which one is right.
What it looks like:

+ The same report rebuilt in five places

+ Excel quietly doing a system's job

* No clear owner for the numbers

+ Definitions that shift from team to team

* Insights, what insights?

What it costs:

Leadership loses confidence, and staff argue over whose number is right.
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Customization debt: when nobody dares touch it.

Hard-coded rules and one-person logic nobody can safely change.
What it looks like:

+ Custom code only one person understands

* Rules hard-coded deep in the system

»  Workarounds stacked on workarounds

* No tests, so nobody dares change it

What it costs:

Slow changes, expensive testing, and painful upgrades every time.
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Enterprise architecture debt: when systems don't
connect.

Systems that don't talk to each other, so people bridge the gaps by hand.

What it looks like:

+ Integrations that quietly fail or were never built

* The same information keyed into two systems

+ Spreadsheets and email filling the gaps between tools

* No clear ownership of data

What it costs:

Double work, records that don't match, and errors nobody catches until later.
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One question. Ask it every time.

Does this add value?

Or just add work?
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Keep what matters. Cut what doesn't.

The test: if you can't name the value in one line, it's just work.

|. Keep it when .I Challenge it when
 ltis legally required * The only reason is “we've always done it this way”

It protects revenue, safety, or access The logic lives in one person's head

It fills a real, measurable need It duplicates the standard product

« The business can't run without it Only exists as a trust issue
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Duplicate contacts are a trust problem

When one person shows up as three records, everyone loses the thread.
Where it breaks:

» Multiple profiles for the same person

» Applicant, owner, and contractor modeled inconsistently

+ Addresses with no standard format

« Portal and back office drifting apart

What good matching needs:

« Explainable matches and confidence scoring

» Human review before records merge

» Clear ownership and privacy rules

Matching isn't a tool. It's an operating model.
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Status is a trust signal.

A clear status says we've got it. A vague one makes people call.
Where it goes wrong:

» Too many statuses, half meaning the same thing

» No owner and no next action

» Nothing for 'waiting on customer’, no aging or SLA

* Closed with no outcome

Aim for:

« Fewer, clearer statuses, each tied to an owner and next step

*  What staff see kept separate from what citizens see

+ Aging and exceptions defined, and all of it reportable
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The standardization
playbook
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Step 1: Organizational change management

Standardization only sticks when the people inside the business come along
with it.

Manage the change internally, not just the systems
* Communicate early and often with staff

» Sell the wins, so teams want the change

* Name change champions and executive sponsors

« Train and support people through the transition
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Step 2: Stabilize the front door

Get the front door right, and half the mess never gets in.
» Portal, mobile, and back office intake rules

* How contacts get created

» Address validation

+ High-volume transaction review

+ Common data definitions, one shared language
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Step 3: Clean up the operating model

Make the everyday flow obvious, so work stops getting stuck.
* Workflow statuses

Milestones
*  Ownership

Handoffs

Notifications

» Aging and escalation
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Step 4: Rationalize configuration

infor

Less to maintain means less to break. So cut hard.
* Remove unused forms, fields, rules, and reports

* Remove more rules!

» Consolidate duplicate process paths

* Replace unsupported customization where practical

* Consider Infor’s process catalogs



Step 5: Rebuild trust in data and reporting

When everyone trusts the number, the arguing stops.
Define report ownership
Retire duplicate reports
Establish authoritative datasets

Check the metrics against how the process really works
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Step 6: Connect the systems
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Stop bridging gaps by hand. Make the systems work as one.
» Step back and map how the systems really connect

» Give the whole architecture one owner

* Integrate once, then reuse everywhere

* One source of truth for shared data

+ Set standards before bolting on anything new



Step 7: Govern future change

Lock in the wins, so the debt can't creep back.
Change intake
Configuration standards
Data governance

Release and regression testing
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Days 1-30: Discover

* |dentify top 5 citizen-facing transactions.

Inventory related workflows, statuses, forms, notifications, reports, and portal steps.

Identify duplicate contact/address pain.

Capture staff workarounds.

Identify top manual cleanup activities.
Recording user interactions in teams or
similar, then reviewing them
objectively, can help
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Days 31-60: Decide

« Classify configuration: keep, refactor, replace, retire, defer.
* |dentify which process variants are legitimate.

» Define target statuses and ownership.

» Choose first portal and data-quality fixes.

» Assign owners for contact, address, workflow, and reporting decisions.
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Days 61-90: Act

 Clean up one high-volume process.

» Reduce unnecessary portal steps or fields.
 Define duplicate contact handling.

* Retire or consolidate low-value reports.

» Create regression tests for the improved process.

 Establish governance gates for future changes.
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Heath Check Anecdotes

Example 1: The duplicate contact problem

“An agency had citizens creating new portal accounts because matching was unclear. Staff could still process the work, but the
data became fragmented. The fix was not just deduplication. It required rules for matching, exception handling, ownership, and
portal messaging.”

Example 2: The status problem

“A department had many statuses that sounded similar but meant different things depending on the permit type. Staff understood
the tribal logic, but citizens and supervisors did not. Simplifying the status model improved transparency and reporting.”

Example 3: The report sprawl problem

“Leadership had several reports answering the same question with different numbers. The root cause was not the reports. It was
inconsistent process definitions and unclear ownership of the underlying data.”

Example 4: The portal friction problem

“A portal form was designed around internal data collection needs instead of the citizen journey. Reducing required fields,
clarifying attachment requirements, and aligning portal steps to staff review improved intake quality.”
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