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METROPOLITAN KING COUNTY COUNCIL

LABOR, OPERATIONS AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE

Staff Report 

AGENDA ITEM:  4
DATE:  February 25, 2003
PROPOSED NO:  2002-0502
PREPARED BY:  David Randall

SUBJECT:  MOTION 2002-0502 would approve a Strategic Technology Plan for King County for the period 2003 through 2005.  

SUMMARY:
This motion would approve the proposed Revised King County Strategic Technology Plan that would establish the strategic direction for technology investments for King County for the three-year period 2003 through 2005.   The Revised King County Strategic Technology Plan is the Executive’s alternative approach to the King County Strategic Technology Plan completed in May 2002 by Moss Adams Advisory Services.  The Strategic Technology Plan recommends 23 strategies to improve technology management and operations for the County.  Full implementation of the Strategic Technology Plan would take three years and would require $73.56 million in capital funding and $8.36 million in additional operating funding.  These costs include full implementation costs for two very large enterprise programs: the Law, Safety and Justice Integration Program and the Changing Finance and Human Resource/Payroll Business Practices Program.

The Executive recognized the resource constraints that the County currently faces and revised the consultant’s plan.  The Revised Strategic Technology Plan maintains all policy recommendations that the consultant recommended, but institutes an incremental approach to implementation that is more cost-effective and manageable than the consultant’s approach.  The Revised Strategic Technology Plan recommends that 6 priority strategies begin planning or implementation in 2003 and the remaining 17 strategies be implemented incrementally in 2004 and 2005 if resources are made available.  

BACKGROUND:
The King County Code provides that a strategic technology plan with annual updates shall be produced by the Office of Information Resource Management (OIRM) and approved by Council (K.C.C. 2.16.0757A).  In addition, the Strategic Advisory Council (SAC) shall develop and recommend strategic objectives for information technology (IT) deployment countywide (K.C.C. 2.16.07582).   A legislative history of strategic technology planning may be found as Attachment Four.
The Executive has complied with code provisions that a strategic technology plan be produced and that the SAC develop and recommend strategies for technology deployment.  The approval process for the Revised Strategic Plan has been as follows:

· In April 2002, the SAC endorsed the guiding principles contained in the Plan that provide the policy framework to promote a standard and cost-effective approach to delivering and operating technology. 

· In May 2002, the County received the King County Strategic Technology Plan under a contract with the consulting firm Moss Adams Advisory Services. 

· In July 2002, the Council adopted the guiding principles contained in the Plan (Motion 11482).

· In July 2002, the Committee received a briefing on the Strategic Technology Plan from the consultant as well as a briefing on the Revised Strategic Technology Plan by the County’s Chief Information Officer (Briefing 2002-B0135).
· In September 2002, the SAC reviewed and endorsed the Executive’s alternative approach, conditioned that the Executive take the lead to get the county’s separately elected officials to agree on an approach to identify internal resources to work on those strategies that are not funded.   Both Council representatives to the SAC (Councilmembers Constantine and Hague) endorsed the Executive’s alternative approach subject to the aforementioned condition.  

Strategic Technology Plan Description

The Strategic Technology Plan consists of a vision statement and guiding principles to guide technology investments.  The Plan also includes detailed assessments of the County’s business and technology environments and provides 23 strategies to provide strategic direction for technology at the County over the next three years.  The Plan provides a recommended high-level road map for the County to follow over the next three years to achieve a more standard and cost-effective approach to technology investments.

Vision

Since 1997, King County has operated without strategic direction for its significant investments in technology.  The Strategic Technology Plan offers King County an important opportunity to move from a reactive operational approach to a forward-thinking strategic approach for managing its business processes and technology investments.  The vision statement contained in the Strategic Technology Plan was developed by key stakeholders across the County as part of the technology strategic planning process.  The technology vision for King Count states that:

“All County information and information-based services are cost-effective, easy to access and use by the public, by private companies, and internal staff through Web-based technologies with appropriate security and privacy controls.”

The Guiding Principles for Information Technology

As mentioned above, the SAC has endorsed and the Council has approved these guiding principles.  The guiding principles provide the policy framework to promote a standard and cost-effective approach for delivering and operating information technology at the County to achieve the goals of improving:

· Efficiency;

· Public Access to Our Government;

· Customer Service; and 

· Transparency of and Accountability for Decisions.

1. Central Review and Coordination of Technology.  This principle recommends that technology investments should be coordinated at a Countywide level to leverage development efforts, reduce duplicative costs and ensure compatibility of systems. 

2. Technology Enables Effective and Efficient Service Delivery.  This principle recommends that the County make investments in technology based on performance-based management.  Funding decisions for technology will be based on sound business cases, cost-benefit analyses and measurable results that have been approved through the technology governance process.  Commercial off-the-shelf software solutions are preferable to custom developed applications.  Investments in legacy systems should be limited.

3. Technology Standards.   This principle recommends that the County develop and adhere to standards approved through the technology governance process.  Development and adherence to standards will result in significant results in improved performance, efficiency and cost-avoidance.  Standardization will also help lessen the risk that large technology projects will fail to be implemented.
4. Access to Information and Services.  This principle recommends that citizens have improved access to County government and that Web-based technologies should be used that may reduce costs of providing public services while improving public services.
5. Business Process Improvement.  This principle recommends that the County redesign and align business processes across organizational boundaries in contrast to the current “business as usual” decentralized approach.  

6. Privacy and Security.   This principle recommends that the County should adopt and implement privacy policies and measures to protect data privacy as well as provide for auditable security measures to protect data, hardware and software from inappropriate or unauthorized use, alteration, loss or destruction. 
Business Environment

As part of the strategic planning process the consultants reviewed the County’s short-term business needs, strategic goals and objectives as identified by County agencies.  Key business findings are:

· Decentralized Organizational Structure.  There is currently no single coordinated technology management model in use at the County.  There are nineteen separate technology groups at the County employing over 380 technology personnel.  Very little top-down countywide planning has occurred to establish an optimum organizational model.

· Changing Environment.  Some departments have been reorganized recently and the County has attempted to change some business practices.  Effective change management may be a challenge for County management.

· Resource Constraints.  The County is under dramatic budget constraints that restrict the ability of the County to maintain and upgrade its technology investments and retain technology staff and management.

· Dated Business Processes.  Some existing business processes are not ideally suited to meet current business needs in an optimal way.  Some business processes could be streamlined and automated to improve service levels while reducing administrative costs.

· Need for Skill Improvement.  Many technology staff are very competent with respect to operating existing technology.  However, there is a need to migrate to newer more efficient technologies, such as the Web, which will require new skill development.  Management needs to improve its leadership, strategic development, performance measurement, cross-departmental coordination, business analysis and project management capabilities.

· Funding and Accounting Issues.  While technology capital funds are being requested and provided, frequently agencies are not paying enough attention to ongoing operations and maintenance.  The result of not planning is that funds are often not available when needed, costs incurred are often higher than need be, and computer assets are sometimes neglected.  The lack of operating funds is particularly apparent in current expense agencies.

Technology Environment

The consultants conducted an in-depth assessment of the County’s technology environment.  The assessment provides a baseline against which to compare agency needs and assists in setting the County’s new direction.  Key technology findings are:
· Staff Commitment.  Technology staff has taken ownership for operating current systems.
· Foundation Architecture in Place.  Much of the County’s technology infrastructure was established in the 1980s and 1990s.  Through the variety of architecture utilized, the County’s infrastructure provides solid support to deliver information services.
· Basic Operations Activities.  While some of the County’s technology is obsolete, the County is able to conduct basic computing operations.
· Lack of Standards.  Few standards exist in the County for technology infrastructure, hardware, software, Web-based technology, standard operating procedures, system administration and business practices.  
· Behind in e-Government.  While the County has a rich Web site and is implementing some e-commerce pilot projects, the County is behind other local governments and the state of Washington in offering services and information over the Web.  Citizens are demanding that government services and information be available over the Web as an alternative to waiting in line.  
· Dated Technology.  Some computer equipment, much of which is located in smaller current expense funded agencies, is dated.  
· Disparate and Legacy Systems.  The County’s government operations are disaggregated and nonstandard which contributes to redundancies and inefficiencies in both systems management and business practices.  This is most notable in the Law, Safety, Justice functions and the Finance, Human Resource and Payroll functions.   
· Poor Data Management.  The County has lacked significant data management efforts over the years and information is rarely available at an enterprise level which reflects the decentralized organizational structure in place.  Data management is essential as it reduces redundant data entry and improves sharing of information needed by agencies.
Consultant Recommended Strategic Approach

The consultants during the strategic planning process developed 23 strategies in four major functional areas: service delivery, operations, architecture, and management and organization. These strategies flow from the guiding principles. 

The consultant recommends implementing the 23 strategies in three phases over three years from 2003 through 2005.

Phase One: “First things first.” Establish a proper management and technology foundation for subsequent growth, enhancement, and implementation processes.

Phase Two: “Beginning the march.” Deploy new enterprise and e-government applications and invest in new infrastructure.

Phase Three: “Long-term initiatives.” Once a foundation is established, deploy major and complex technologies.  

Proposed Revised Strategic Technology Plan
The policy framework and strategic approach in the Executive’s Revised Strategic Technology Plan is consistent with the consultant’s report.  However, the Executive revised the pace of implementation set-forth in the consultant’s Plan to address concerns identified by the technology governance structure and the reality of the County’s financial condition.  The Executive developed criteria to prioritize which recommendations should be implemented, selected six priority strategies, and developed an approach to make progress on the remaining 17 strategies.

The Executive developed the following criteria for strategic investments.  Strategic technology projects should address one or more of the following:

· Enable the County to achieve defined strategic business objectives;

· Provide for critical and essential health or life-saving services for citizens;

· Streamline business operations using cost-effective technology;

· Achieve direct cost savings over the cost of current operations;

· Leverage existing investments; and

· Provide technology to meet federal and state mandates.

Infrastructure and operational technology projects should address one or more of the following:

· Repair or replace defective or failing systems;

· Achieve cost-effective compliance with legally-mandated, vendor support, or licensing requirements;

· Upgrade or replace systems that will result in documented cost savings;

· Prevent disruption to business operations; and 

· Accommodate employees with special needs.

The Executive selected six priorities among the 23 recommended consultant strategies to begin work on implementation in 2003.  The Executive’s priority projects in order of priority are as follows:
1. The Law, Safety and Justice Integration strategy will streamline justice agency operations, and improve public safety, through the improved access to and management of criminal case information.  This strategy is urgent since it will identify significant savings opportunities, is emerging as a requirement for effective public safety and to meet homeland security needs.

2. The Business Continuity strategy will establish and implement a Countywide business continuity plan for critical operations.  This strategy is urgent since there is currently no information technology business continuity plan in place to support mission critical operations in the event of an emergency or disaster.   

3. The Information Security and Privacy strategy will secure County information and systems by making employee security roles clear, providing for training and awareness, and implementing policies, procedures, and improvements.  This strategy is urgent since there is currently no Countywide plan to address current information technology security deficiencies and there is a lack of clarity on roles and responsibilities for technology security and privacy.

4. The Network Infrastructure Optimization strategy will develop a strategic plan to optimize the existing network infrastructure with a phased implementation plan.  This strategy is urgent since it will identify significant savings opportunities, will reduce increases in overhead rates and there is currently no management plan in place.

5. The E-commerce strategy will deliver e-commerce services that are accessible, fast, reliable, secure, cost-effective and will streamline services to the public.  This strategy is urgent since the public is demanding that government services and information be available online.

6. The Performance Measurement strategy will establish a standard framework for proposing, approving, implementing and maintaining technology investments, as well as to ensure that the forecasted benefits and value of the technology investments are realized.  This strategy is urgent since there is currently no Countywide consistent way to measure that technology projects achieved their forecasted outcomes.  Council has expressed interest in the past that technology projects it funds be held accountable for documenting their forecasted efficiency savings.  This strategy would assist in providing this information to Council to assist in determining if technology projects met their stated outcomes.

Table One presents all 23 strategies grouped by the consultant’s recommended implementation phases.  The table also notes which strategies the Executive selected as the highest priorities in the Revised Strategic Technology Plan. 

Table 1:  Strategy Phasing

	Phase/Strategy
	Executive

	
	2003 Priority

	
	Phase One – First Things First (Begin in 2003)
	

	A1.
	Utilize service-level agreements as a standard way of doing business.
	

	A3.
	Utilize the State of Washington’s Digital Academy to promote learning.
	       

	B1.
	Establish a comprehensive asset management function.
	

	B2.
	Develop standard operating procedures to guide all agencies’ technology staff.
	

	B3.
	Strengthen system security.
	       3

	B4.
	Strengthen business continuity capabilities.
	       2

	C1.
	Standardize technology including infrastructure, hardware, and applications software.
	

	C2.
	Standardize Web-based technology used on the intranet, Internet, and extranet.
	

	C3.
	Standardize County technical approach for application integration.
	

	C4.
	Purchase and integrate top quality, commercially packaged software where possible and cost effective.
	

	C7.
	Institute Countywide best practices for enterprise data management.
	

	D1.
	Institutionalize performance measurement for technology.
	       6

	D2.
	Develop technology design/plans for significant initiatives and projects.
	

	D3.
	Establish a comprehensive project management methodology.
	

	D5.
	Strengthen technology management and delivery capabilities through specialized training.
	

	
	Phase Two – Beginning the March (Begin in 2004)
	

	A2.
	Reorganize the help desk function around a more centralized, streamlined, and coordinated model.
	

	A4.
	Use the Internet as a primary mechanism to deliver public information and services.
	       5

	A5.
	Promote and support the development of the intranet and extranet to improve information services and business processes.
	

	C5.
	Consolidate hardware around the County.
	

	
	Phase Three – Long-Term Initiatives (Begin planning in 2003)
	

	C6
	Use broadband technology and fully integrated phone architecture as the future centerpiece to converge data, voice, and video transport.
	      4

	C8.
	Design and implement a common architecture to integrate workflow between Law, Safety, and Justice agencies.
	      1

	C9.
	Implement a standardized integrated portfolio of enterprise Financial and HR/Payroll applications.
	

	D4.
	Reorganize technology functions around the County.
	


ANALYSIS:
Both the Executive and Council have made great progress in transforming the way the County governs technology.  The Executive and Council created a new technology governance structure and recruited new strategic leadership during 2001.  The results of these efforts may be seen in the quality of both the consultant’s Strategic Technology Plan and the Executive’s Revised Technology Plan.  The Council requested that a strategic plan be developed to guide the County’s significant technology investments since 1997 (See Attachment 4).  The Council now has a policy framework and roadmap to bring a new strategic approach to transforming the way the County conducts its business.

The Revised Strategic Technology Plan maintains the vision, policy framework, findings and all 23 recommended strategies that are contained in the consultant’s Plan.  However, the Executive’s Revised Strategic Technology Plan differs from the consultant’s Plan in the approach to implementation.  The consultant recommended implementing all 23 strategies at a total estimated cost of $73.56 million in capital funding and $8.36 in additional operating costs.  Most of the work identified would be completed within 3 years, however, the consultant’s approach in some cases involved consultant-led plan development and did not include time and county resources to complete implementation efforts.  The consultant’s estimated costs include full implementation for two very large enterprise programs: the Law, Safety and Justice Integration Program and the Changing Business Practices Program.

Executive Revisions

The Executive recognized the County’s resource constraints and revised the consultant’s plan in two ways.  First, the Revised Strategic Technology Plan limits the use of consultants, thereby reducing the direct cost for implementation.  Second, the Revised Strategic Technology Plan proposes implementation in a less aggressive manner that will take longer than three years.  The Revised Plan proposes to begin implementation of four high priority strategies in 2003 and to begin planning for implementation for an additional two high priority strategies in 2003.  The remaining 17 strategies will begin implementation dependant upon departments and agencies identifying resources.  While the Revised Plan contains a high-level approach for work on the remaining 17 strategies, it does not contain a detailed plan or detailed budget for their implementation.

Technology Governance Process

The Executive plans to work through the technology governance process to fine-tune the approach for the remaining 17 strategies and to identify resources for their implementation.  The annual update to the Strategic Technology Plan will revisit priorities and implementation approaches for 2004 along with funding strategies and will be presented to the SAC for their endorsement.  The Council will also receive further details of projects proposed to implement priorities and the related proposed funding through the Annual Technology Business Plan that will be transmitted to Council as part of the Executive’s proposed 2004 budget.

SAC Approval and Funding

The SAC gave conditional endorsement to the Executive’s Revised Strategic Technology Plan on the condition that the Executive would work with departments and agencies to find resources to work on those strategies that are not funded.  However, the Executive’s proposed 2003 budget included only $1.34 million for 6 strategic technology projects.  The number one priority project, Law, Safety and Justice Integration, was not funded in the proposed 2003 budget, but was partially funded in an errata to the budget.  The Council’s adopted 2003 budget included $2.5 million for partial funding of the Law, Safety and Justice Integration Program, bringing the total adopted 2003 capital budget for strategic technology projects to $3.8 million.   The Executive has transmitted a corrections ordinance increasing funding for the Law, Safety and Justice Integration Program to a total of $3.2 million in capital funding. The remaining 17 strategies identified in the Strategic Technology Plan were not funded.  Work to complete implementation for the Law, Safety and Justice Integration Program as well as to complete implementation of the other high priority strategies is also not funded at this time.  

After the work that has begun in 2003 is further along, the Executive will provide more detailed plans and related cost estimates from which to prioritize additional information technology investments.  The annual update to the Strategic Technology Plan and the 2004 Technology Business Plan will provide additional details in formal transmittals to the Council.  

POSSIBLE ISSUES:

There are two possible issues before the Committee:  first, does the Committee agree with the Executive’s priorities; and, second, are there resources to implement the plan?

1. Priority Strategies 

The consultant’s Plan recommends first establishing a proper management and technology foundation.  Once the foundation is laid, then the County may deploy new applications, invest in new infrastructure, and begin deployment of major and complex technologies, such as the Law, Safety and Justice Integration Plan.  

The approach in the Executive’s proposed Revised Strategic Technology Plan is consistent with the consultant’s recommended approach.  The Revised Strategic Technology Plan recommends establishing a foundation and beginning to plan for some long-term initiatives before deploying new applications or implementing long-term initiatives.  

Three of the Executive’s priority strategies help set a technology foundation for the County: business continuity, information security and privacy, and performance measurement.  Two of the Executive’s priority strategies begin planning for long-term initiatives: network infrastructure optimization and law, safety and justice integration.  One of the Executive’s priority strategies begins partial deployment of e-commerce capabilities.

E-Commerce

The Revised Strategic Technology Plan does recommend that e-commerce be a priority strategy in 2003 while the consultant’s recommend that deployment of new technologies, such as e-commerce occur in 2004.  The Executive stated that this strategy is establishing the foundation for e-commerce capability and is not full deployment of a new application.  The e-commerce strategy will develop e-commerce standards, policies and guidelines and will implement pilot projects to determine the feasibility of e-commerce deployment.  This strategy is consistent with the e-commerce plan that the Council adopted in 2002.  

Reasonableness

It appears reasonable to implement the strategic plan.  Council staff also concurs with the Executive’s recommended priorities.  The Network Infrastructure Optimization and Law, Safety and Justice Integration Programs will generate significant operational savings for the County as it grapples with its fiscal constraints.  The Business Continuity, Information Security and Privacy and Performance Measurement strategies are key foundation strategies that are crucial for maintaining core County business operations.  The E-commerce strategy is one that the public and Council has been demanding.

Standards

One area that the Council has been concerned with is the County’s lack of standards for technology equipment and the way it conducts its business.  The Strategic Technology Plan concurred with Council concerns finding that few, if any, standards exist at the County and recommended a series of strategies for standardization.   These standardization strategies are not part of the high priority strategies in the Revised Strategic Technology Plan to be implemented in 2003.  

The Executive has outlined an approach where existing resources from the projects that have been funded will be leveraged to include development of standards where appropriate.  For example, standards for network equipment, such as routers and switches, will be developed along with the Network Infrastructure Optimization Program so that when new equipment is purchased, it will work within the plan and design of the future optimized network.  The Executive has stated that, while he supports the consultant’s recommendations, when the county’s resource constraints are considered, including staffing and funding limitations, a more realistic plan is to target work on the technology standards related to the areas being actively assessed and worked on.  The consultant’s recommendation was more of an ideal approach if resource limitations did not need to be considered. 

2. Funding to Implement Plan  

As mentioned above, the SAC gave conditional endorsement to the Revised Strategic Technology Plan contingent that the Executive work with departments and agencies to identify resources for implementation of the Plan.  The Executive was able to identify in the proposed 2003 budget $1.3 million in resources to begin implementation of five of the six high priorities.  After working with the Council, the Executive was also able to identify an additional $2.5 million to begin planning for implementation of the Law, Safety and Justice Integration Plan.  
This raises the question how the remaining 17 strategies and how the balance of the Law, Safety and Justice Integration Plan will be funded.  The Executive’s plan is to work through the technology governance process to identify which of the remaining 17 strategies should be implemented in 2004 and to strategize on how resources may be identified.  A list of priorities to be implemented in 2004 along with a funding strategy will be discussed at the SAC in April 2003 with their endorsement on a proposed list to be requested in August 2003.  The Council will receive notification of 2004 priorities and funding details as part of the Executive’s proposed 2004 budget. 

The Council will, therefore, have two opportunities to provide information technology policy direction to the Executive on an annual basis.  First, the Council representatives to the SAC (Councilmembers Constantine and Hague) will have the opportunity at SAC meetings to review and provide input to the Revised Strategic Technology Plan.  Second, the full Council will have the opportunity to review and change the annual Revised Strategic Technology Plan that will be formally submitted to Council during the annual budget process.

High Level Plan and Implementation Strategy

It is important to note that the Strategic Technology Plan is a high-level strategic planning and resource forecasting document; it is not an implementation plan.  The plan provides a roadmap for the County to follow to improve its government operations.  Once the roadmap is approved and then each strategy along the way will receive an in-depth financial analysis to determine accurately each strategy’s cost.

The Executive is approaching financing of the Strategic Technology Plan in a similar, high-level manner.  While the consultant’s estimated cost for full implementation of the Strategic Technology Plan would be $73.6 million, this is a high-level estimate to be used for resource forecasting and not for implementation.  The Executive will prepare detailed financial plans related to full implementation of each priority strategy as part of the 2003 work efforts now underway.  Each of the priority strategies has different timelines for when sufficient information will be available to estimate the “not-to-exceed” full implementation cost.  For example, the Committee will see detailed financial planning to support the Law, Safety and Justice Integration Program that will come before the Committee next month.

The Executive’s approach will implement the Strategic Technology Plan in a slower manner than recommended by the consultants.  However, the slower pace appears to be a reasonable choice.  First, the County has not demonstrated the ability to change business practices at the quick pace that the consultant’s plan recommended.  The Strategic Technology Plan has a greater chance of success through implementation in manageable pieces.  Second, the County’s fiscal constraints indicate that implementation of the plan using less consultant resources and more in-house available resources would be prudent.  
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LEGISLATIVE HISTORY:

· In 1996 the council county completed the first  information technology (IT) strategic plan.  This plan provided a short-term plan for 1996 and part of 1997.  While the council did not formally adopt the plan, the council approved the recommended initiatives and technology bond funding. The County has not had a plan to guide spending on IT since 1996.

· The 1997 adopted budget contained a proviso requiring the information technology services division (ITS) to forward to the Council, by July 1, 1997, “a detailed plan laying out the specific responsibility for project management of Information Technology Services as distinguished from the responsibility of the operating departments.”  It does not appear that such a plan was ever transmitted to the Council for its review.

· The 1998 adopted budget contained a proviso requiring ITS to submit an analysis, by June 30, 1998, of how service demand for products from departments and agencies corresponded to the division’s staffing levels and rate charges.  ITS did not submit this analysis in 1998.

· The 1999 adopted budget contained a proviso that required ITS to submit by September 1, 1999, a long-range plan for addressing technological change, the county’s response to these changes, as well as a mission statement, goals, objectives and benchmarks to measure the success of the long-range plan.  This long-range plan was never received.

· On February 9, 1999, the Auditor’s Office submitted a financial audit of the ITS Infrastructure Operating and Maintenance charges.  Though the 1998 proviso had asked ITS to study this issue, the financial audit found that County agencies were overcharged for infrastructure services (revenues exceeded expenditures by an estimated $1.3 - $1.6 million) and that substantial differences existed between budgeted and actual account expenditures.

· On May 11, 1999, the Auditor’s Office submitted a management audit of IT Planning, Development and Implementation Processes.  Though the 1997 proviso had asked ITS to resolve this issue, the management audit found that project management responsibilities were still unclear and that managers were not held accountable for meeting project performance goals.  The management audit also underscored the need for an IT strategic plan and found that projects were approved without a clear understanding of their relationship to strategic goals or of their associated costs, benefits or risks.
· On October 19, 1999, the Executive submitted a ‘report’ on King County Information Technology Strategic Planning.  Though meant to satisfy the 1999 proviso and address the concerns of the management audit, this document was described by Executive staff as ‘a plan to prepare a strategic plan’.  A broader planning process was proposed by this report, but no timeline for its production or submittal was provided.

· Also in 1999, ITS devised a cost allocation model to support rates charged for services to address the issues raised in the 1998 budget proviso and the 1999 financial audit.  This model was implemented with the adoption of the 2000 Budget.  

· The 2000 adopted budget contained a proviso that directed the Executive to prepare an information technology strategic plan for Council review.  The proviso also directed the Executive to convene a peer review panel to assist in developing the information technology strategic plan.  The proviso stated that $2,000,000 of the 2000 appropriation for ITS may not be “expended or encumbered until the council has received, reviewed and approved a strategic plan for the agency.”   The Executive submitted another plan, but the Council found that the plan simply repeated the issues and goals of the 1999 report and failed to achieve the purposes of that report’s envisioned strategic planning effort.  Council did not approve the plan.

· In December 2000 the council created the Office of Information Resource Management (OIRM) to vision, plan and oversee the deployment of information technology countywide (Ordinance 14005).  This ordinance also created the position of Chief Information Officer (CIO) to head this office.  The office was set up administratively within the Department of Executive Services, although the CIO directly reports to the County Executive.  The council approved the executive’s appointment of David Martinez as the County’s Chief Information Officer in July 2001.

· In July 2001 the council created and adopted a new IT governance structure (Ordinance 14155).  Ordinance 14155 established the Strategic Advisory Council (SAC), the Business Area Council (BAC), the Technology Management Board (TMB) and the Project Review Board (PRB).  The purpose of these groups is to advise the CIO in the establishment of countywide policies for IT planning and management.  This ordinance also directed the SAC to review and endorse the strategic information technology plan.  Councilmembers Constantine and Hague represent the council on the SAC.

· In December 2002, the council approved a reorganization of Executive agencies (Ordinance 14561) including a clarification of the roles, responsibilities, and reporting structure of the Chief Information Officer (CIO) and the Office of Information Resource Management (OIRM).  The reorganization eliminated the dual reporting relationship that had caused some administrative confusion for the new office.

