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The CARS IT Workgroup Committee recommends four (4) projects out of 37 target opportunity suggestions from the agencies.  These recommended projects conform to the June 30, 2010 guidelines provided by the Executive Committee and are believed to be capable of implementation in FY12-13. 
·  The four projects templates are numbered for reference and consistency with progress reports, but  do not represent priority until the Executive Committee decisions:
1. Cross Agency Mobile Data/Voice Communications Contract Consolidation
2. Cross Agency IT Help Desk Services Consolidation

3. Cross Agency Language Translation Services Cooperative

4. Interagency GIS Strategic Plan-2010—Implementation Phase

· A summary of other potential project types for discussions at a future date.  The details are not included as the suggestions do not fit the CARS charge for FY12, may require using technology not yet at proper mature levels for us, large upfront costs, or insufficient organizational budget and staff resources.  
· The CARS IT progress report referring to the possibility other CARS initiatives may require IT resources, and if so, our time frames may need to be adjusted.  

The CIO’s on the committee are strong advocates of good project management including business analysis and collection of requirements as the first step. Especially on large projects the value of outside or third party involvement is important and a best practice in agencies and ITPCC.  This includes experience elsewhere, best practices, assessment of IT and user area available resources, success criteria, and agency specific requirements such as legal or charter considerations, mandates, and reporting.  An outside viewpoint helps in the coordination with all agencies to support the lead agency, reaffirms goals and project milestones for a successful implementation and therefore included in our large projects. 
We look forward to the opportunity to discuss the recommendations with the Executive Committee, and if there are questions please contact me at dick.leurig@montgomerycollege.edu, or (240) 567-2028.
Proposed Project/Target Opportunity/Action #1: 
· Cross Agency Mobile Data/Voice Communications Contract Consolidation

Description/Purpose: 
All agencies currently utilize a variety of mobile voice and data services and devices to meet a variety of business needs.  While there are differences in provisioning these services within agencies, the IT Workgroup believes a coordinated approach may be feasible.  This project intends to determine if a central consolidated approach can save money, improve efficiencies, and result in better customer services.  

This project will require outside support and funding for an interagency requirements analysis to:  review and compare practices, perform a ROI analysis for alternate models, and recommend an optimum business process model for provisioning requirements for these services in a cross-agency fashion to obtain the best price point and maximum efficiency for services.  Requirements and feasibility of a totally outsourced service model providing a single point of service for mobile data and voice services and equipment for the agencies will also be analyzed and documented.  Success would consist of simplified, responsive, and efficient provisioning process for  all required mobile voice and data services across all agencies, at a reduced cost using a single point of services model—either internally administered, or outsourced.
Preliminary Implementation Steps or any Obstacles/Issues to be resolved: 

· Initiation and feasibility assessment phase is underway; 

· Planning Phase —agency CIOs concur that professional services contract is required to document agency requirements, analyze options, perform ROI analysis for alternatives, and recommend a business process model for implementation acceptable across all agencies. 

· Existing contracts, agency specific procurement constraints, and agency specific business processes will need to be reconciled.

· Funding for a professional services contract to develop this will be needed; staff resources will be required from each agency; future costs and benefits remain to be determined; if adopted, a binding commitment to fund ongoing costs is needed.

· Execution Phase depends on outside resources, funding, and staff resources to perform this project.

Level of Service Potential:  
· Same LOS (to public); improved LOS (internally)

Cost Containment/ Estimate of Annual Savings:  

[Unknown at this time; will depend on final scope, requirements, results from a Planning Phase Study, and selected solution.  Current “normal” expenditures for agencies are not known-making RIO statements speculative]

____ Less than $100,000 

 ____More than $100,000 but less than $500,000

 _X_ More than $500,000 but less than $1M—[Speculative]

____ More than $1M but less than $3M

____ More than $3M
Reasonable Timeframe for Successful Implementation:

____ Midyear FY11 

____ FY12

__X_ Midyear FY12

____ FY13

____ Post FY13

Level-of-Work Required to Implement:

__X__ Significant    ____ Moderate   ____Minimal
Up-front Implementation Cost (if any)

____No     __X__Yes       If yes, what are the estimated costs? _Planning Phase estimate for professional services contract is approximately $100,000.

Need for Coordination with any Other Working group or Outside Agency/Entity?

____No   __X__Yes   If yes, what group/s__All ITPCC Agencies; Council, OMB; professional services contractor; mobile data and voice services providers.

This Proposed Project was recommended by the following Subcommittee members:

1. Dick Leurig (Chair)-Montgomery College

2. Mike Russell-Montgomery College

3. Henry Mobayeni-MNCPPC

4. Sherwin Collette-MCPS

5. Steven Emanuel-MCG

6. Paul Coverstone-WSSC

7. Scott Ewart-HOC

8. Costis Toregas-County Council

This Proposed Project was not endorsed by the following Subcommittee members:

N/A.

Documentation (if any):  
N/A at this time.

Proposed Project/Target Opportunity/Action #2: 
· Cross Agency IT Help Desk Services Consolidation

Description/Purpose: 
All agencies currently utilize help desk services to meet a variety of business needs.  While there are differences in systems, applications, and customer base, the CARS IT Workgroup believes the processes and outcomes could result in a consolidated help desk approach. This project will determine if a central consolidated approach can save money, achieve efficiencies, and result in better customer services.  

This project will require outside support and Planning Phase funding for an interagency requirements analysis to: review and compare practices, perform a ROI analysis for alternate models, recommend an optimum business process model for provisioning requirements for these services-including agency specific and unique requirements aligned to business mandates and current deliverables, and provide a recommended implementation plan, including resource requirements, applicable consolidation best practices and change management techniques for a more global help desk effort.  Determining the feasibility, requirements, and best solution for consolidating the help desk business functions in a manner that meets requirements of all agencies at the best price point is a desired outcome.
Preliminary Implementation Steps or any Obstacles/Issues to be resolved: 

· Initiation phase is underway; 

· Planning Phase —agency CIOs concur that professional services contract is required to document agency requirements, analyze options, perform ROI analysis for alternatives, and recommend a business process model for implementation acceptable across all agencies. 

· Existing contracts, service levels, agency specific agency procurement constraints, and agency specific business processes will need to be reconciled.

· Funding for a professional services contract to develop this will be needed; staff resources will be required from each agency; future costs and benefits remain to be determined; if adopted, a binding commitment to fund ongoing costs is needed.

· Execution Phase depends on funding and staff resources to perform the project.

Level of Service Potential:  
· Improved LOS (internal); Same LOS (public-external)

Cost Containment/ Estimate of Annual Savings:  

[Unknown at this time; will depend on final scope, requirements, results from a Planning Phase, and results of pilot project implementation.  Current “normal” expenditures for agency help desk services are not yet determined, therfore impact-making RIO statements are speculative]

____ Less than $100,000 

 __X_More than $100,000 but less than $500,000 [Speculative]

 ____More than $500,000 but less than $1M

____ More than $1M but less than $3M

____ More than $3M
Reasonable Timeframe for Successful Implementation:

____ Midyear FY11 

____ FY12

__X__ Midyear FY12

__X__ FY13

____ Post FY13

Level-of-Work Required to Implement:

__X__ Significant    ____ Moderate   ____Minimal
Up-front Implementation Cost (if any)

____No     __X__Yes       If yes, what are the estimated costs? _Planning Phase estimate for professional services contract is approximately $100,000.

Need for Coordination with any Other Working group or Outside Agency/Entity?

____No   __X__Yes   If yes, what group/s__All ITPCC Agencies; Council, OMB; professional services contractor; help desk service providers.

This Proposed Project was recommended by the following Subcommittee members:

9. Dick Leurig (Chair)-Montgomery College

10. Mike Russell-Montgomery College

11. Henry Mobayeni-MNCPPC

12. Sherwin Collette-MCPS

13. Steven Emanuel-MCG

14. Paul Coverstone-WSSC

15. Scott Ewart-HOC

16. Costis Toregas-County Council

This Proposed Project was not endorsed by the following Subcommittee members:

N/A

Documentation (if any):  
NA at this time.

Proposed Project/Target Opportunity/Action #3:  

· Cross Agency Language Translation Services Cooperative 

Description/Purpose: 
All agencies have an ongoing and permanent need to translate information into various languages.  This project will pilot an interagency translation services cooperative that explores ways to extend the business model and technical advantages already used by MCPS for language translation services to reduce future costs and enhance services.  

Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) Language Assistance Services Unit (LASU) has implemented a state-of-the-art translation management system (TMS) to increase productivity, efficiency, and quality while limiting costs for written translations. TMS automates many human actions in the translation workflow, makes previously translated content immediately available to translators working on revised or new documents, archives and manages translated content, and thus significantly improves efficiency, accuracy, and consistency for translated documents.  There is no system of centrally archiving translated documents in the county so that these documents, which are the county’s intellectual property, can be easily retrieved and reused in the future.  The lack of centralized document management causes waste when documents that may only need minor editing are being translated again due to lack of easy access to past translations.  At this time, only MCPS has an effective and efficient process supported by technology to accomplish this.  They are currently the knowledge experts for this.  The CARS IT Workgroup sees potential for extending this on an interagency basis.
Preliminary Implementation Steps or any Obstacles/Issues to be resolved: 
This project was initially planned as ITF Project (FY08) until funding was not approved, and then finally eliminated (FY10). Initiation and feasibility analysis was well underway before funds were eliminated.  Preliminary cost estimate to implement a limited scope pilot project was $100,000, but requires additional refinement.  The Planning Phase for this project requires professional services assistance to conduct and document a full  interagency requirements analysis, review and document current agency practices, document the current costs and estimate future needs, analyze and document requirements and processes for a centralized cross-agency translation services model, perform a ROI analysis, determine agency service level requirements, develop program implementation plan including implementation costs and ongoing resource costs that must be supported in a full implementation environment.  Appropriation and staff resource commitment to implement a pilot project is required.

Level of Service Potential:  
· Improved LOS 

Cost Containment/ Estimate of Annual Savings:  

[Unknown at this time; will depend on final scope, requirements, results from a Planning Phase Study, and results of pilot project implementation.  Current “normal” expenditures for agency language translation services are not known due to recession impact-making RIO statements speculative]

____ Less than $100,000 

 _X__More than $100,000 but less than $500,000 [a guess]

 ____More than $500,000 but less than $1M

____ More than $1M but less than $3M

____ More than $3M
Reasonable Timeframe for Successful Implementation:

____ Midyear FY11 

____ FY12

__X__ Midyear FY12 [Pilot phase milestone completion; decision to fully implement]

__X__ FY13

____ Post FY13

Level-of-Work Required to Implement:

__X__ Significant    ____ Moderate   ____Minimal
Up-front Implementation Cost (if any)

____No     __X__Yes       If yes, what are the estimated costs? Estimated at $100,000--Planning Phase professional services; full deployment costs and future fiscal impacts are unknown at this time.

Need for Coordination with any Other Working group or Outside Agency/Entity?

____No   __X__Yes   If yes, what group/s:  ALL  ITPCC agencies; Council; OMB; Consultant.

This Proposed Project was recommended by the following Subcommittee members:

17. Dick Leurig (Chair)-Montgomery College

18. Mike Russell-Montgomery College

19. Henry Mobayeni-MNCPPC

20. Sherwin Collette-MCPS

21. Steven Emanuel-MCG

22. Paul Coverstone-WSSC

23. Scott Ewart-HOC

24. Costis Toregas-County Council

This Proposed Project was not endorsed by the following Subcommittee members:

N/A.

Documentation (if any):  
N/A at this time.

Proposed Project/Target Opportunity/Action #4:
· Interagency GIS Strategic Plan 2010—Implementation Phase

Description/Purpose:  

The CARS IT Workgroup believes the soon to be completed ITPCC GIS Strategic Plan -2010’s  focus on Countywide GIS workflows and processes will address approaches to the potential  consolidation of GIS services for the agencies of Montgomery County government. The objective of the plan is to offer a rational strategy for achieving lower costs and enhanced GIS service delivery.  

The Interagency GIS Strategic Plan is expected to be completed for approval by December 2010.  Implementation of the approved ITPCC CIO sub-committee and Principals recommendations are expected to commence after December. A primary recommendation of the draft ITPCC GIS Strategic Plan is that the County establishes an inter-agency GIS Policy/Governance Committee tasked to coordinate County GIS initiatives.  

Preliminary Implementation Steps or any Obstacles/Issues to be resolved: 

ITPCC Interagency GIS Strategic Plan – 2010, is expected to be completed and approved by the ITPCC by the end of 2010.  The Implementation Phase of the recommendations will commence at that time.  Establishment of an interagency governance group will be an essential and early implementation item.

Level of Service Potential:

· Improved LOS
Cost Containment/ Estimate of Annual Savings:  

[Unknown at this time; will depend on final scope, requirements, results from a Planning Phase Study, and selected solution.  Current “normal” GIS expenditures for agencies are yet not known until plan is completed; therefore making RIO statements speculative]

____ Less than $100,000 

 __X_More than $100,000 but less than $500,000 [Speculative]

 ____More than $500,000 but less than $1M

____ More than $1M but less than $3M

____ More than $3M
Reasonable Timeframe for Successful Implementation:

____ Midyear FY11 

____ FY12

__X_ Midyear FY12

__X_ FY13

____ Post FY13

Level-of-Work Required to Implement:

__X__ Significant    ____ Moderate   ____Minimal
Up-front Implementation Cost (if any)

____No     __X__Yes       If yes, what are the estimated costs? _ [Unknown at this time]

Need for Coordination with any Other Working group or Outside Agency/Entity?

____No   __X__Yes   If yes, what group/s_MCG-GIS; MNCPPC-GIS; WSSC GIS; and agencies utilizing GIS services and applications; County Council; OMB; MC-MAPS membership; consultants and contractors.

This Proposed Project was recommended by the following Subcommittee members:

25. Dick Leurig (Chair)-Montgomery College

26. Mike Russell-Montgomery College

27. Henry Mobayeni-MNCPPC

28. Sherwin Collette-MCPS

29. Steven Emanuel-MCG

30. Paul Coverstone-WSSC

31. Scott Ewart-HOC

32. Costis Toregas-County Council

This Proposed Project was not endorsed by the following Subcommittee members:

N/A.

Documentation (if any):  

ITPCC GIS Strategic Plan – 2010—[MNCPPC completion, CIO Subcommittee review, and ITPCC approval expected by end of 2010].
List of Potential Post FY 12 Ideas/Target Opportunities:

The CARS IT Workgroup agencies submitted a number of potential target opportunities for consideration at the August 13, 2010 workgroup meeting. Four projects were selected by unanimous vote that meet an FY12 implementation criteria specified by the CARS Executive Committee on June 30, 2010.  These are submitted for Executive Committee decision on September 22, 2010.

Projects that fell beyond the FY12 requirement were discussed but no decision to recommend the projects to the Executive Committee was made.  These projects were grouped into several general categories for future consideration.  Specific project recommendations for target opportunities/projects beyond FY12 will require additional analysis and decision by the IT Workgroup agency representatives.  The categories used were:

1. Mobile and Wired Voice/Data Communications  

2. Contractual and Procurement Cooperative/Consolidations 

3. Joint Use and Data Center Consolidations 

4. Miscellaneous Other 
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