The Guiding Principles for Information Technology
1. Central Review and Coordination of IT.  This principle recommends that IT investments should be coordinated through a centralized approach.  This approach would reduce IT costs in the long-run by lessening duplicative costs, ensuring compatibility of systems and development of uniform standards.  This principle would also strengthen management accountability to coordinate IT investments among current expense and non-current expense agencies.
2. IT as Enabling More Effective and Efficient Delivery of Services.  This principle recommends that the county make investments in IT based on performance-based management.  Funding decisions for IT will be based on sound business cases, cost-benefit analyses and measurable results that have been approved through the IT governance process.  

3. IT Standards.   This principle recommends that the county develop and adhere to standards approved through the IT 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 IT projects (e.g., FSRP) will fail to be implemented.
4. Access to Information and Services.  This principle would improve citizen access to county government.  Web-based technologies, such as the Internet, 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 strengthen its system and business continuity capabilities.   This principle is especially important considering current events and the fact that the county does not have a disaster recovery plan.  Lack of such a plan puts the county at risk of not providing essential public services in times of an emergency.
BACKGROUND:

· In 1996 the council county completed the first an 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 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.  This office resides administratively in 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.
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