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	On-going Lessons Learned Project Diary



Project Name:
FAME –Virtual integrated Mental Health Record
Identifying Officers: Val Banks, Nita Boolauky and Claire Valentine-Hall
	Date(s)
	Issue
	Resolution
	Lessons Learned
	Notes

	13-07-04


	Lack of understanding by Liquid Logic of recording on CareFirst  - this impacted significantly on the messages being sent back to the Developer and therefore the way vIMHR pages were initially put together.

	When a lack of understanding was recognised, the CareFirst area was then explained fully. This was not however easy as the person had pre-conceived ideas which were difficult to get beyond.

	 A great deal of time appeared to be spent by Liquid Logic looking at the way practitioners worked, however time wasn’t spent then translating those processes into the recording taking place on CareFirst.
	

	13-07-04


	Sometimes what was agreed and thought possible in the User Interface meetings was then not what was delivered.


	Needed to go over old ground repetitively to get what was originally agreed
	It would have been useful for the Liquid Logic Developer to have played a part in the User Interface Meetings. This would also have given him/her more of an understanding on which to base questions / logic and assumptions.


	

	15-07-04
	Involvement Of Suppliers: Lack of communication between Technology partner and core system supplier has lead to unacceptable delays in a generic interface so much so that 2 months before end of project , no generic solution is in sight
	Emergency meeting took place in Birmingham and OLM has now agreed to deliver a beta version of product.  This is not a solution in itself as the product does not give us all the fields that we require in FAME anyway.  
	This issue should be resolved before authorising start of project.  All parties involved should have met and agreed deliverables and target dates 
	

	15-07-04
	Delay in setting up the backbone of MultiAgency Working:
Legal documents to underpin cross-agency working defined too late in the process


	These are being ticked off as soon as is humanly possible
	Legal documents like Memorandum of Understanding, Information Sharing protocol, Script Sharing Agreement need to be agreed upon BEFORE making resource commitment
	

	15-07-04
	Resources and Roles:

Hierarchy of project Resources to be clearly defined. Equally important is the clear definition of roles
	 4 tier hierarchy put in place:

     Project Board

     Stakeholder SubGroup

     Clinical Governance SubGroup

     ICT Subgroup

With the project manager attending all to give an update and find out issues.   Shropshire and Staffordshire Strategic Health Authority also involved from day one.
	Unless members of project board and other subgroups understand are clear about their roles and responsibilities, the danger is that the project manager ends up shouldering a lot more than he/she should.
Involving SHA is to be recommended
	

	15-07-04
	Turnover of Staff:

The project manager resigned early on in the project because of demands of the post. Chair of Clinical Governance subgroup resigned due to the pressure of demands from her day-to-day job. The Project Board chair left in July due to promotion. The project support officer is due to leave on maternity leave soon.
	Project Board appointed 2 members of staff (half time each) already involved in FAME to step into the project manager’s job. 

Clinical Governance Subgroup was merged with Stakeholders Group.

Clinical Governance and Stakeholders chair became chair of project board and project champion has assumed the role of stakeholders chair as well as project champion. The gap left by the project support officer is an unresolved dilemma
	Contingency planning vital.  A flexible, resourceful workforce which can adapt to different roles is a valuable asset
	

	16-07-04
	Contracts and IPR:

Shropshire forwarded the contract with the technology partner to Lewisham to have an input and to advise on IPR.  This was not asked of other strands. No standard procedure was conformed to and hence no standard agreement  
	
	Procedure in national projects where there are so many parties/strands /organisations involved is vital
	

	16-07-04
	Specifying and Definition of User Interface:

Agreeing what the FAME software would  actually deliver in terms of data items , look and feel of system, usability of system is crucial to the success and take-up of the product
	Shropshire established a “User Interface Group” in the early analysis stages of the project. Practitioners, a service user, admin, project managers, team managers, LiquidLogic analyst, project champion, representatives from each partner authority made up this crucial group where every detail down to each data item and the background colour of the application was discussed , revisited and finally approved 
	A special task group as used by Shropshire has great long-term benefit  and is advisable
	

	21-07-04
	Specification Of Requirements:

The whole application (tangible product) of this exercise rests on the specification. Clear definition of what is required, what partner systems will be interrogated and integrated, the number of likely users, the training requirements, the minimum technical spec required at each site for system to work, the deliverables, the payment schedule , the phasing of deliverables and timescales  have all got to be unambiguous to all parties 
	Shropshire spent considerable amount of time on this document and was time well spent 
	Vital piece of work which ,on hindsight, could be improved further 

Eg to specify that technology partner should have remote access to support application specifically NHSNET link
	

	28-07-04
	Hosting:

Is system going to be internally hosted or externally hosted? Costs involved and implications
	LiquidLogic advised Shropshire to go with IOKO but costs were prohibitive. Involved our Strategic Health Authority in the project and with their help/guidance the Telford and Wrekin PCT (one of our partners) decided to do the hosting for us at considerable savings
	Exploring other avenues before committing huge sums of money advisable. However, Shropshire could do this as we were only implementing a READ ONLY functionality.  Hosting arrangements to be carefully thought of where bi-directional functionality required

Eg Holding of core data in an external environment is a main issue + backup+ disaster recovery etc
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