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Who I Am

Carolyn Gallo - librarian, Methanie – she geek; http://www.surveymagnet.com/2009/12/independent-woman/

Flickr image

Librarian in 

public and 

academic 

libraries

KM for global 

marketing and 

interactive 

media firm

Sr. KM for 

strategy 

consultancy
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Who We Are

Company

KM

Technology

• 200-member global 

strategy consulting firm 

in Britain, India, US

• Education, private 

equity, consumer, 

industrial, media, and 

technology practices

• Heavy and devoted use 

of Outlook folders, email 

and file shares
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Who We Are

Company

Technology

• KM Program 

under Corporate 

Communications 

launched in 2008

– PHASE I – Company 

Intranet

– PHASE II – Case Data and 

Document Collection and 

Dissemination

– PHASE III – Case 

Management and Team 

Sites

KM
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Who We Are

Company

KM

• Microsoft shop, MOSS 

07 Enterprise CAL –

single farm and site 

collection

• Two person IT 

department with 

revolving Help Desk

• External SharePoint 

technology partner

Technology
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Who We Are

What We Had

KM “Form”

What it does

• Collects billing and finance info 

for Finance System

• Assigns case code

• Stored in Outlook public folders 

for future reference

• Emails notify teams of case 

codes
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Pros

Who We Are

What We Had

KM “Form”

• Easily accessible

• Standard across geographies

• Provides a limited snapshot of 

client industry data
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Cons

Who We Are

What We Had

KM “Form”

• Difficult to search

• Proposal not captured

• No reporting capability

• Vague/non-standardized 

metadata

• No versioning

No standard process 

for submitting
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Who We Are

What We Had

Proposal Database

What it 

does
•Repository for Accepted Proposals 

and some lost proposals
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Pros
•Easily searchable and reportable

•Applies metadata

Who We Are

What We Had

Proposal Database
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Cons

•Does not give comprehensive view of 

client work; not everything has 

proposal

•Each document must be extensively 

cataloged and renamed for search

Who We Are

What We Had

Proposal Database

No standard 

process for 

collecting 

proposals
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What We Wanted

From Finance form to Project Tracker – form 

becomes Engagement record for life of project

Migrate existing forms

Eliminate duplicate effort by exposing 

Finance data on KM Form

Capture project documentation

Incorporate staffing model

Incorporate professional 

development/case team reviews
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What We Knew

Develop the Existing Excel KM Form

1

2

3

OOB SharePoint

InfoPath form with SharePoint 

library

.Net form with MS Access 

reporting
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Data Collection Experience Capture

What We Knew

Case Lifecycle

CDA Proposal
Case 
Work 

Streams
Readouts

Post 
Mortem

Case 
Code
Case 
Code
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What We Knew

Requirements

• KM Forms collect initial client and staffing information

• Data and documents associated with case must be collectable, 

securable and searchable

• Must collect data for multiple functional areas: KM, Finance, Staffing

• Restricted sharing for some metadata and documents, e.g., Private 

Equity

• Process must be simple and easily adopted

• Extensive metadata needed for successful searching by multiple 

departments 

• Email notifications needed 

• Standardized terms needed

• Limited budget
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What We Did

Straw Man: Out-of-Box SharePoint Form

Something on the Board to Introduce Idea to Stakeholders
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Cons

• Specific information not secure

• All users have the same form

• Case team needed notice of case 

code assignment

• Libraries with unwieldy number of 

columns to search & sort

Pros

• Easy to create and modify form

• Document attachment with form 

• Multiple library views for different 

users

• Excel downloads for reporting and 

metrics

• Improve existing Excel form, e.g., 

No “other” category for work done

• Help stakeholders visualize 

possibilities

What We Did

Straw Man: Out-of-Box SharePoint Form

Need more flexibility in securing information, 

notifying team & uploading documents
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What We Did

Requirements

Case code assignment must be secure

Accessibility

Staffing & email notifications

Security matrix
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What We Did

Requirements

• Security matrix for individual data and documents
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What We Did

Version 1.0: InfoPath Form 
with SharePoint Form Library
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What We Did

Version 1.0: InfoPath Form 
with SharePoint Form Library

Multiple Library views accommodated different users
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Cons

• Developers and coding required

• Forms would not open from URL

• Multiple views very unwieldy

• Could not secure specific form 

data or documents

• Email entry burdensome

• No document upload

Pros

• Simple, linear process

• Automatic notifications to team 

members

• Data populated from one form 

state to next form state

• Views for different audiences, 

personal views available

What We Did

Version 1.0: InfoPath Form 
with SharePoint Form Library

Need better email notification, document upload and 

more security on individual metadata
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What We Did

Version 2.0:  .Net Form
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Case Data Collected

• Initial Case Data Provided by the CCR includes:

− Client and Project Name

− Revenue and Expense Information

− Staffing

− Practice Area(s)

• Key case documents may be submitted with the 

CCR, including:

− Final proposals

− Final CDA decks

Documents Collected

What We Did

Version 2.0: .Net Form

A Case Code Request to Finance Starts the Data Collection Process

Team Member 

Submits CCR

Finance Notified, 

Assigns Code
Team Notified
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What We Did

Version 2.0: .Net Form

The Case Data Form Filled Out at Case End Provides Complete Case Data

End Date Lapse Sends 

CTL Request for CDF

KM Closes Case or Requests

Further Information

Case Data Collected

• Critical case metadata collected by the CDF 

includes:

− Client Specific

− Revenue and Expenses

− Project Specific

− Staffing

− Experience Capture

• And key case documents include:

− Final proposals

− Final CDA decks

− Industry primers

− Final interim client readouts

− Final client readouts

Documents Collected

CDF Submission 

Notifies KM
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Pros

• Forms attractive and user friendly

• All data stored in SQL and secure

• Forms can be shared and 

accessed by URL

• All documents collected separately 

from their form

• Keyword search results

What We Did

Take Two: .Net Form
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What We Did

.Net Keyword Search Results

• Specific data pulled into search results 

Project Type

Documents 

Available

Date

Partner

Industry
Client Name



THE PARTHENON GROUP

The Parthenon Group ©2011 29

Cons

• Developer-dependent for even 

simple changes

• Access skills essential

• Views difficult to create

• Deleting duplicates or incorrect 

forms a process

Pros

• All data stored in SQL and secure

• Forms attractive and user friendly

• Forms can be shared and 

accessed by URL

• All documents collected separately 

from their form

• Keyword search results

What We Did

Take Two: .Net Form

Xxxx??
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What We Did

What We Got

From Finance form to Project Tracker – form 

becomes Engagement record for life of project

Migrate existing forms

Eliminate duplicate effort by exposing 

Finance data on KM Form

Capture project documentation

Incorporate staffing model

Incorporate professional 

development/case team reviews









Start from this day forward

Separate from Finance to achieve KM objectives

All case related documents 

Staffing reports only

Separate system managed by HR


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What We Learned

Lessons

SP is a platform not an application so anything 

is possible with enough time and money

Don’t let existing processes dictate your efforts

You may rely heavily on developers – make 

sure they are SharePoint developers that 

package their solutions to ease upgrade
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Contact Information

Glynys Thomas

Senior Knowledge Manager

The Parthenon Group

glynyst@parthenon.com

LinkedIn: 

http://www.linkedin.com/in/glynysthomas

mailto:glynyst@parthenon.com
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BACK-UP
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(extra slide with screenshots of forms)
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CDA Proposal
Case 
Code

Case 
Work 

Streams
Readouts

Post 
Mortem

What We Did

• From KM Form for Finance to “Project Tracker”

• Three choices:

- OOB SharePoint

- InfoPath form with SharePoint form library

- .Net form with MS Access reporting

$

$$$$

$$


