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2. Project Cost Management 
• The project cost forecast was presented in the pack.
•  noted that the forecast costs for this financial year are not budgeted for but

can be absorbed and the costs for next financial year are budgeted for.

3. Governance 
• The project governance was outlined in the pack and the steering committee

terms of reference was attached.

ENDORSEMENT: The steering committee endorsed the steering committee terms of 
reference. 

ACTION:  to send her endorsement as SRO to  when she has had time to 
have a final review of the document. 

4. Key Risks 
• The top three risks were presented in the pack.
•  noted that she is reviewing the risks and risk ratings with  from

Corporate & Finance so these may change.
•  asked about whether we had a resource risk.  said yes this was the next

key risk and there are resource risks for Levy Systems and Processes, Technology
and SME support.   noted that Steering Committee members are all
supporting the project to get resourcing.
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From:
Sent: Friday, 13 June 2025 11:47 am
To:

Subject: RE: Mail house transition steering committee - June meeting

Good morning 

Here are the minutes from today’s Mailhouse transition project steering committee. 

Apologies: 

  delegate

Key discussion points: 
  noted that the project is going well, but as expected there are several issues that we are managing.

o Following discussions with Marketing Impact this week, we are moving the dates for release one out by two weeks to 14th September and for release
two by one week to 1 December.

o We will do a replan of the remaining releases in late July/ early August and present this to the steering committee at the August meeting.
  asked about potential impact on project end date of the current delays and whether we should extend the incumbents’ contracts a couple of months

longer to mitigate this. Currently we have asked for extensions to 31 July 2026 and the project is planning to be completed by 30 June 2026.
  asked about managing leave and backfill should  or other key BAs be unavailable.   said we had allowed for three weeks leave at

Christmas but no other capacity.  said that options are being explored.
  checked when the next committee meeting is – it is on Tuesday 15th July . If we identify issues earlier, we will keep the committee informed.
  said that there are challenges with the Guidewire non-production environment as it mostly has Personal information in it. This is being worked through 

by our test lead and is a risk for release one.

Decisions: 
 The Steering committee endorsed the recommendation to decline the change request to bring a change to the EOS Claims Assessment file into scope of

the project.

Actions: 
 Consider whether we should extend the incumbents’ contracts by 13 or 14 months instead of 12 months to manage the risk of further delays - 
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 Add an overall project Green/ Amber/ Red to the reporting and steering committee packs going forward -  
 
 
Have a great weekend 

 
 
 

, (She/Her) 
Project Manager  
ACC 
 
 
Tel  
 
ACC Website | ACC Newsroom | Facebook | Instagram | LinkedIn | YouTube | Twitter 
 
-----Original Appointment----- 
From:   
Sent: Thursday, 8 May 2025 8:39 am 
To:  
Cc:  
Subject: Mail house transition steering committee - June meeting 
When: Friday, 13 June 2025 9:30 am-10:00 am (UTC+12:00) Auckland, Wellington. 
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting; ~Justice 12.02 - Cricket ~ 12 max 
 
This is a time for our monthly steering committee meeting. 
 
I will circulate the pack a couple of days before the meeting. 
 

 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

Microsoft Teams Need help?  

Join the meeting now  

Meeting ID:   
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Passcode:  

Dial in by phone 

# New Zealand, Wellington

Find a local number  

Phone conference ID:  

For organizers: Meeting options | Reset dial-in PIN 

Please note that some calls to ACC are recorded for training or compliance reasons. 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

[Out of scope]

[Out of scope]

[Out of scope]





Agenda

1. Overview

2.   Delivery risks and impacts

3.   Decision - EOS file changes for Claims Acceptance letter

4.   Cost update

2

 

















Appendix

• Project plan

• Marketing Impact transition plan and solution design

• List of mail house jobs in scope

• Current target milestone dates (published on Project sharepoint site)

• Project gant chart

• Risk and Issue register

• Decision register

10

Key project deliverables

 





•  said that additional issues were often found in the second round of
proofing.  noted that insufficient time for the required additional rounds of
proofing is one of the key gaps in the timeline.

•  asked whether Marketing Impact could help to fill the gap.  said
that in release one, the team have identified errors in 54 business rules during the
first round of proofing – this was after Marketing Impact had already proofed. This
demonstrates ACC needs to do its own proofing.

•  suggested that it could be better to bring on more people now if resourcing
is an issue.  noted that the proofers need experience in the field and that
where we are using a new staff member he is not finding a lot of issues.   
commented that the capacity in his team is spread across two big pieces of work,
so to increase resource on this project will require pulling people off the invoicing
issues.

•  suggested two other options relating to risk based testing with different
jobs getting different level of proofing.

3. Project risks 
•  drew attention to the risks on slide 8. These risks could impact our ability to

achieve release one dates. She also noted that End to end testing timelines are
also very tight for release one.

4. Next meeting 
• The steering committee requested that the next meeting be longer to allow for

further discussion.
• A revised plan will be presented at this meeting.
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5. Release Order Approach

•  noted that all dates are now slipping .

• Release three dates are now coming up against the EOS to Cloud freeze period and other
releases will need to be rescheduled to avoid seasonal peaks.

• To reschedule  needs new assumptions to be finalised as outlined on previous pages.

•  said that date changes impact incumbent providers as well. Western Mailing has said that
they are flexible on go-live dates.

6. Summary of suggested changes

•  summarised the recommendations in the pack. She said that she was confident that the
project timeline will move well beyond June 2026. Until the resourcing and proofing approach
recommendations are finalised its not possible to replan the project.

•  asked whether proofers get faster over time and  said that some improvement can
be expected.  noted that the jobs get more complex as the project proceeds so this offsets
the increased competency.

•  said real thought needs to be put into sharing proofing results in real time so that we don’t
get double up and rework.

•  and  discussed the stress on other project team members with continual test file
creation and proofing and whether the team members will need to be rotated off the project to
address this.

•  noted the estimated costs of the additional resourcing and that these would need covered
out of one of his cost centres.

•  commented on the need to add back up/support for  to the recommendations.

Action points 

What Who When 
1 Provide  with required skill details for requirements 

writing 
 Done 

2 Check with  for potential resources in service 
delivery, pending  skill requirements.    

 18/8/25 

3 Discuss backup support options for  with  and add 
to the recommendations so that  can include additional 
resourcing and recognition in paper to    

 18/8/25 

4 Expand the resourcing paper to  to include all resource 
requests following  feedback 

 TBC 

5 Kick of review of proofing approach with  and   15/8/25 
6 Book a follow-up meeting next week after  review and 

conversations with    
 15/8/25 

7 Assess and provide a new project timeline, including job order 
when recommendations and proofing approach is agreed. 

 TBC 
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Agenda

1. Overview

2. Release One 

3. Requirements and test file creation recommendations

4. Proofing recommendations

5. Release order approach
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Release one

• Despite additional resourcing being applied, proofing for job #5 CPX PC was not approved by the due date and we are not able to enter end to end testing as 
planned for release one. 

• We are now looking at how to replan the go live date.  It is not simply a matter of moving the date out by a week to allow another round of testing. The following 
considerations will impact the replan:

• How many more rounds of proofing will be required and how long that will take

• Decisions to be made about questions relating to address cleansing and archive files arising out of round two of proofing

• Availability of E2E test environments at ACC

• Availability of Marketing Impact resources to run end to end testing (our primary contact is on planned leave in September)
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Release order
• The release order and timing has a significant impact on Marketing Impact revenue as we have planned smaller easy jobs early in the project and high volume jobs 

start from release 3. (see job volumes over page). 

• Release 2 – currently planned for go live on 1 December 2025

• With additional resourcing and focus from all SMEs and additional proofers, release 2 may still be able to go live before Chr istmas, as planned, depending on 
how much we are able to constrain the proofing timeline.

• Release 3 – currently planned for 14 February 2026. However, with the increased timelines, even with reduced scope (remove #12 a nd #14), release 3 is unlikely to 
be able to go live before EOS to Cloud.  This release will need to be rescheduled to after June 2026.

• Release 4, 5 and 6 are the complex invoice jobs – they all have black out dates relating to seasonal peaks which need to be considered in a plan.

• Therefore we will be doing a complete replan of the order that jobs are released over the coming week or so.

• The key impacts of delaying releases are: 

• Project cost

• Vendor impact
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1. Actions from previous meeting

2. Resource requests

3. Draft recommendations from proofing review

4. Workflow change requests

5. Updated release one and two timing

6. Marketing Impact costs
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•  noted that  has already gone back with some feedback for  and they're having a 
good conversation. He said getting  involved has been a really positive step for the project. 
There is still a bit of work to do there in terms of what will work and meeting in the middle as  
has the technical knowledge and needs to remain involved. 

•  requested that the risk framework that is developed is brought back to the steering 
committee. 

•  said if any material changes were made to the recommendation, she would bring that back to 
the steering committee 

Endorsement: 
•  endorsed the direction of the recommendation to provide the backing of the steering 

committee to the work. 

4.  Workflow change requests 
•  noted that we are learning that its important to be clear what we don’t want as well as what 

we do want, as the way Marketing Impact have delivered the workflow is different from what was 
expected. 

•  talked through each change request. Key discussion points and decision are recorded below. 
•  asked if Marketing Impact was likely to request more change requests, and  clarified 

that these change requests are from ACC not from MI.  noted that MI does not require these 
change requests. 

Change 
request 

Discussion points Decision 

Address 
cleansing 

•  noted that this risk needs to be run past Privacy 
•  asked if Levys send much by post to overseas 

addresses as Service Delivery prefers to use email for 
overseas.  replied that there are minimal overseas 
addresses in release one jobs. 

•  said that she wholeheartedly endorsed moving 
everything to email. 

•  asked how we would know if an address was 
cleansed incorrectly.  replied through complaints. 

•  and  discussed that there has been one address 
cleansing error in the last year.   said Privacy were 
were not very worried about this risk and it would be low to 
manage. 

•  noted that one of ACCs architectural principles is 
not to customise code where possible, so should we 
consider this. 

•  asked whether MI use this approach for their other 
customers to send overseas mail and  said this is the 
same process for all their customers. 

Declined the change 
request. 
 

 to take an action to 
revisit this risk with the 
Privacy team for future 
releases considering the 
letter/ invoice content and 
volume of overseas 
addresses in the job. 
 

 to discuss any 
opportunities to investigate 
switching overseas 
addresses to email with Levy 
team. 

Email copies 
in the archive 
file  

• No discussion points raised Endorsed recommendation 
to accept the risk and not 
request a change 

Client debt 
letter 
processing 
time  

•  noted that from a Service Delivery point of view 
she is not concerned as clients are generally told that it 
will be sent out in due course. 

•  noted that if we don’t do this it will make it harder for 
 team.  agreed that it would result in more 

questions to the team and he would prefer it to go ahead. 
But with more resource in the team it be less of an issue. 

•  said we would come back to this decision. 

A decision was not reached 
in the meeting, however 
subsequently the CR was 
declined via email. Email 
approvals are stored here  
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Batched run - 
resupplying 
files (Client 
Debt letters) 

•  said he was comfortable not to do this one, but 
queried whether contact with Marketing Impact would be 
managed by email or phone.  said we would need to 
confirm this, but that currently most communication is via 
email. 

Declined the change 
request. 
 

 to confirm the process 
for communicating with 
Marketing Impact to  

More than 
one data file 
sent  

•  noted that this is an extremely rare event. 
•  commented it was up to ACC to manage this 

Declined the change 
request. 
 
 

Combined 
processing of 
data files 
and/or 
suppression 
files  

•  commented that we could remove the manual risk 
from our side, but then the manual risk would be on the 
Marketing Impact side. 

•  asked if it could be fixed with a change to business 
process. 

•  said this was the one he was most concerned about 
as it is more likely than the others and that he believed 
errors in this space had happened before. It came down to 
well documented processes being followed to the letter. 

•  asked if we were confident that a business process 
could be set up for this and  said he was confident in 
his team but that they would need some time and some 
other team members to work on it. 

The committee initially 
declined the change request 
 
However, following the 
meeting, further discussions 
were held about this CR with 

 about the impact on his 
team, and a request to 
change the 
recommendation to Approve 
was endorsed via email. 
Email approvals are stored 
here  

5.  Updated release one and two timing 
•  noted that there are a number of different factors that have driven the delays as outlined in 

the pack. A plus side is it creates time for us to work through the proofing review and resourcing. 
•  asked what the overall impact was and  said she doesn’t know yet but that we can see 

release two is 2 to 3 months late so the overall impact is at least that but likely to be a lot more. We 
will definitely push into next financial year. 

•  noted that, even with all of these proposals that we're looking in terms of resourcing, 
reviewing the systems and the processes, there would be delays but without the changes, it would 
be considerably longer and riskier with complex releases still to come. 

•  asked about release 3 jobs and  said that we could not get it in before EOS to Cloud, 
and so she will be replanning to get some other high volume jobs in as soon as possible.  

•  noted that timing will also be impacted by other priority work for the 2026 Levy consultation 
changes and they are working to get really clear on the touchpoints. 

6.  Marketing Impact costs 
• Marketing impact cost increases for project management and the SER Info sheet job were 

presented. 
•  said that he hoped with the planned changes, the Marketing Impact project management 

charge could come back after three months. 
•  noted that  and  had a good discussion with Marketing Impact about the delays this 

week and Marketing Impact they are now realising how complex the work is. 
Decision: 
• The steering committee approved the project management change request for three months 
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Action points from this meeting 

What Who Status 
1 Share the resourcing paper with the Steering Committee  Open 
2 Make sure mail house transition is included in finances for next financial year  Open 
3 Bring the proofing risk framework and any material changes to the proofing 

recommendations to the steering committee  
Open 

4 Revisit address cleansing risk with the Privacy team for future releases 
considering the content and volume of overseas addresses. 

Open 

5 Discuss options for investigating switching overseas addresses to email with 
Levy team. 

Open 

6 Confirm the operational process for communicating with Marketing Impact 
and discuss with  

Open 

Open actions from Previous meetings 

Meeting 
date 

What Who Status Updates 

13/6 Assess and provide a new 
project timeline, including job 
order when recommendations 
and proofing approach is agreed. 

 In 
progress 

21/8 – updated timelines for R1 and R2 
presented to the committee.  
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