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Business Process Analysis Consulting Workshop 
Work Session #2 Meeting Notes

	12/14/2007
8:00 AM – 12:00 PM

DOR Room 467 
	Attendees: Vickie Warner, Tim Avilla, Darin Rand, Sean McSpaden, Darren Wellington, Virginia Alster, Matt Matson, Teri Watanabe


Information Resource Request (IRR) Business Process Analysis — Current Process Part 2
This session focuses on the “as is” process — from IRR requests for additional information to completed project/lessons learned report 

Define the process for requesting and obtaining additional information.
· Some needed information isn’t asked for by the form.
· Need to identify alternatives agencies considered.
· How did the agency arrive at the selected solution?

· At times, it is apparent the selected/proposed vendors and technology have already been chosen (apparent bias is present).
· Project summary is pretty good.

· Need an overall picture of the agency’s analysis – need to outline a high-level strategy.

· Frequently, IRRs don’t include estimated TCO, impact on total lifecycle (rough order of magnitude).

· If appropriate, how long is the investment going to last? E.g., is it an incremental part of an ongoing system?

· Focus on payback; what are the long-term investment savings/benefits?

· EISPD needs the above for reporting for Portfolio Management (statute listed in policy 184.473 – 184.477).

· Requests for more info become a road-blocker because agencies are already in project execution mode.

· The information requested will vary greatly depending on whether the IRR focuses on a business transformation project with multiple purchases vs. upgrade of current technology vs. new procurement focused on buying one piece of hardware/software (procurement with or without a project).
· Need to define “project” and “procurement.”

· Opportunity: Revise IRR to accommodate different information needs for the various types of projects.
· Determine when feasibility studies are needed.
· When analysis was performed, was risk assessment done and was quality assurance a line item provided for within the estimated budget?

· Larger agencies build that into budget and process.

· Recommend 4%. Sometimes a barrier because this is identified so late in the process.

Opportunity: Checklist for Agency IRR creation/EISPD IRR review.
· Is there a checklist for what EISPD is reviewing in an IRR?

· This would be helpful for both agencies and EISPD.

· Current process requires human interpretation of policy to determine what’s missing.

· Would cover basic business case items:

· What’s the problem the agency is trying to solve?

· What alternatives have been considered?

· What are the financial metrics? Cost? Does it pay for itself (ROI)?

· What’s the alignment with agency’s mission, Governor’s Principles?

· Is a range for TCO included?

· What is the long-term impact of this investment?

· Business case elements such as schedule and budget are not tracked or recorded within IRR process.

· There is no current review of submitted IRRs vs. actual outcomes. Only budget and schedule tracking after IRR approval occurs on major IT projects tracked via the Quality Assurance oversight process.
· ODOT tracks and compares project performance.

IRR Refresh
· Opportunity: Identify a process to follow up on the IRRs where scope, budget or schedule increase beyond original estimates or thresholds for cost benefit analysis ($125,000) or Quality Assurance (varies as described within the QA policy).

· What happens when the dollar amount increases after the IRR has been approved?

· E.g., after bids have been obtained.

· Current process envisions notification of contract amount at time of contract execution/signature. That doesn’t happen consistently. 
· IRR updates don’t occur as contract amendments are made or as project costs change over time. 
· Chunking a huge project into smaller increments (a number of IRRs) is a problem.

· Types of dispositions for IRR:

· Denied

· Approval
· Conditional approval

· Approval is given based on certain parameters. 

· EISPD does not currently have a project tracking process in place after the time of IRR approval (assuming project does not reach QA thresholds). 

· Agencies would not want to complete more forms to assist EISPD in tracking projected vs. actuals.

· Due diligence checking (would entail minimal contact to obtain information):

· Quality assurance thresholds.

· Demonstrable change to scope and budget.

· Legislature has obligated EISPD to oversee IT investment process. 

· Policy indicates that this is a responsibility.

· EISPD considers different issues than the agency.

· EISPD answers to different constituents.

· Expectation is the EISPD can report on statistics that are currently not being gathered, e.g., the projects that agencies initiated. Info from project initiation is the only way to gather info.

· If a “refresh” process is initiated, it needs not to bog the process down with documentation.

· What purpose would an update of the form serve?

· Does this apply to low-dollar value projects?

Opportunity: Define a process for agencies to provide information about the disposition of a project.
· Issue: EISPD does not currently know the status of project at project close (e.g., termination vs. change in scope).
· Possible solution: Create an IRR webpage with the ability for the agency to update key fields of information (actuals) with clear knowledge of what was proposed at the time of IRR approval.
· Top 10 to 15 agencies probably could provide disposition information easily.

· Data from smaller agencies may be harder to glean (but the number of projects initiated by smaller agencies is minimal).
· There is a difference for top 12 agencies (based on size and technology staff size and composition). 
· Systems Development Life Cycle Example: $5M project with the following segments
Assessment ->Initiation ->Requirements->Design->Build->Implementation->Close

· EISPD expects IRR in planning (assessment through requirements) phase.

· QA – requires a lessons learned report in the closing phase.
· ODOT may have a soft launch (implementation) and then take a few months before closing out the project.

Additional Opportunities
· Opportunity: Define a process for planning for QA review and obtaining and distributing a lessons learned report.

· No portfolio management system is in place to authoritatively track project status through execution or to indicate that project has been “closed” appropriately, e.g., receipt of a lessons learned report.

· In the process overview, EISPD should receive a lessons learned report.

· Opportunity: Better align project management process for IRRs.

· EISPD expects an IRR in the project planning stage – currently IRRs may arrive at various points including weeks/days before scheduled release of an RFP.

· EISPD and agency plans together.

· Intention is not to create multiple IRRs during project implementation, but to track scope and budget along touchpoints to make QA and other determinations.

· Need a common thread through one IRR with clearly identified touchpoints along the way to reconcile differences that may occur from assessment to close.

· Touchpoints need to be transparent and unobtrusive.

· Opportunity: Tie the IRR process later on to 107BF14 (pre-project initiation during the biennial budget development process).

· Opportunity: SDC would want to be involved in the assessment phase of a project.

· Service provider role with the SDC agencies.
· Recommendation within IRR’s conditional approval to interact with SDC. If an agency does this prior to IRR submission, it will streamline EISPD review.
· Can help determine whether project is out of scope for SDC and avoid delays.
· Opportunity: Define EISPD and SDC early involvement in IRR development process.

· From a practical perspective, EISPD isn’t likely to mandate its early involvement due to staff size and possible delays (same issue with SDC).

· However, some early involvement may be necessary/helpful due to scope and size of project.

· A heads-up regarding an IRR serves EISPD and SDC well.

· Opportunity: Change to IT Investment Review and Approval Policy to make an SDC support request part of the IRR initiation process (e.g., for SDC defined agencies).

· Opportunity: In looking at future e-form implementation, an e-form could present the original IRR and ask for updates or a new form (addendum) could be generated by the agency.
· Questionnaire format is easier than free text.

· Automate information.

· May be a version 2 or 3 endeavor. 

· Opportunity: Create a list of FAQs.
· Utilize institutional memory to create FAQs/documentation.

· Opportunity: Provide examples of common IRRs (sanitized – without agency or project name).
· Opportunity: Define points of contact.

· Does SDC, SPO, ESO, GEO, E-Gov need a control point?

· Centralize a single point of contact? Agency? SDC?

How and when does EISPD request additional info?

· Requests for add’l info occur after IRR submission.
· Opportunity: There is no documented follow-up process. Defining a process would standardize how an IRR could be supplemented or revised.

· EISPD contacts agency contact person, generally via phone followed up via e-mail.

· Since info isn’t on form, discussions may reveal a lack of understanding or preparation for completing the IRR.

· Face to face meetings may be necessary.

· Agencies may be overwhelmed with the amount of information still needed.

· Frustration occurs because agencies believe they have finished the IRR and EISPD’s perspective is that they are just starting.

· EISPD has to wait for agency response.
· Opportunity: Need to document the follow-up conversation
· Perhaps for inclusion in the IRR documentation.

· Opportunity: Identify the information that is needed for IRR creation (checklist).

· Gather institutional memory and leverage FAQs from the past.

· Improve checklist over time based on those FAQ discussions.
· Provide simple narrative examples.
· Opportunity: From a retention perspective, the information from the IRR should be collected and stored appropriately.

· Additional information is often submitted via e-mails that are then attached along with the IRR submission.

· Opportunity: E-form fields could be required to head off missing information.

· Agency perspective — Often agencies are waiting for approval and, when requests for additional information are made, are annoyed that more time is needed.

· Opportunity: Need to know where the IRR is in the process.

· Current method for distribution is e-mail.

· Opportunity: Address variability of distribution methods within a defined, consistent workflow.

· Project managers deal with this portion of the workflow:
· Do not understand time consumption during IRR review.
· Do not understand request for additional information.

· Opportunity: Agency includes a written interaction with SDC and program leaders for EISPD to use in its analysis.

· Can be conditional.

· EISPD needs confirmation or assurance that SDC and program leader involvement has occurred.

· Opportunity: Provide a transparent (perhaps online) method for agencies to know where they are in the knowledge gathering process.

· EISPD staff can be available for questions.

· Suggestion: Have a progressive checklist that the agency could add to as the IRR is completed.

· Different than the IRR creation or IRR review checklist.

· Could be a list that “lives” within the document.

· Opportunity: Publish documentation and a revised IRR.

· Scale the IRR’s help or instructions based on “pro” user vs. newbie.

· Provide user information that would be helpful in filling out the IRR when and where that information is needed.

· Opportunity: Make it easier to locate form and its documentation.

· DHS contracts changed its policy to ensure that IRR approvals occur. ODOT has had this requirement for some time.
· Current process of reviewing IRR and requesting additional information is a setup for conflict because the agency CIO/program leader has already approved it before submission.
· SDC shares same issues.

· In addition to basic project review criteria, EIPSD considers different issues than the agency does. Pressure comes from constituents.

· Opportunity: Determine what the signature “means”.

· Signatures from key stakeholders generally demonstrate support.

· Has the approver actually read the documents?

· Has the signer verified the information?

· Ultimate check: If you were the state CIO or an approver and all you had was the information in front of you, would or could you approve it?

· Opportunity: Define the criteria by which EISPD is reviewing, e.g., budget numbers.

· EISPD does read through the information provided and cross-references financial references between documents.

· Opportunity: EISPD seeing drafts of IRR may head off delays down the road.
When and in what forms does discussion occur between the agency, EISPD, and DAS SMEs?
· EISPD and SDC expect to receive different info.
· Opportunity: Define the information EISPD and SDC expect to receive.

· Is this a guideline or policy rewrite?

· What does the support request ask for?

· There are generally two circumstances: SDC as SME or SDC as SME and service delivery provider.
· SDC as an SME (not a service delivery provider):
· Technical expertise is provided.
· Questions are related to technology architecture.

· Usually not enough detail is provided in the business case/project documents provided.
· Questions are related to alternatives and how a recommended solution/approach was determined..
· E.g., Alternative/third party hosting provider identified as agency recommended solution – decision did not involve SDC as the agency service provider of choice
· Maturity level of SDC affects project proposal.
· Opportunity: Need to provide a feedback loop to the agency related to the SDC providing a solution.

· SDC as an SME AND a service delivery provider:
· Vendor-provided solution where certification issues may arise.
· Opportunity: SDC would like to provide feedback on internal development and hosting platform combination.

· SDC is currently identifying hosting/service packages of what can be provided to agencies.

· Opportunity: Define EISPD and SDC early involvement. 
· SDC is made aware of project prior to IRR submission as the agency’s service provider 
· SDC provides high-level agreement to support. 
· Offer opportunity to assess SDC’s ability to support and refine requirements along the way toward implementation.

· SDC involved early with a support request would look like:
· Move away from proposals that demand requirement for a specific server with a specific configuration. Instead, the agency would express the application needs and the SDC would then have an opportunity to propose how it intends to meet the need. 

· Provide feedback for internal development/hosting platform combination.

· If the agency intends to purchase an off-the-shelf solution, it would be difficult for SDC to provide a quote early in the project lifecycle.

· Can provide a rough estimate only because solution hasn’t been built/bought yet. 

· Identify components, type of environment (platform), computing infrastructure involved in the system, hosting and associated costs for internal development work.

· Examine IRR submission at procurement vs. SDC input during assessment.

· Two key concerns:

1 – SDC engagement with agency starts with determination of SDC as the service provider vs. a third-party alternative.

2 – Architecture – is it feasible for the SDC to support it?

·  Agency contact with SDC would occur to determine the following:

· SDC is limited as to what it can provide. Can/should agency go to outside vendor, contractor, etc.?

· Agencies are looking to “order” services from SDC, but often need to pursue multiple alternatives to implementing the project.

· Opportunity: If SDC as a hosting provider is not appropriate, how can the decision process with SDC concurrence be speeded up?

· Huge project churn right now.

· Exceptions are not identified.

· Lack of process.

· Lack of agreement.

· Opportunity: EISPD, Agency, and SDC could create common language in procurement documents.

· Create a long-term plan with complementary contracts that start out with third‑party providers with a plan to transition hosting/infrastructure support services back to SDC at the appropriate time.

· This is currently outside the IRR process, but feeds into the provider relationship.

· Opportunity: Need to align agency awareness vs. SDC awareness of what is “out of scope.”

· This knowledge feeds into the IRR.

· EISPD cannot be the “middle man” between agency and SDC.

· This is part of the alternatives analysis process. The details need to be worked out.

· Opportunity: SDC needs to be made aware of IRR and given the opportunity to provide recommendations for approval or modification to EISPD as necessary.

· When SDC and agency conflict, it would be better to occur after multiple conversations have been taken place vs. first conversation happening after an IRR has been submitted. The latter can be an antagonistic encounter.

What does the agency need to do to acquire additional information? (And how long can this take?)
· May take 1 day to 1 month depending on project.
· EISPD may never get the information, but usually some kind of accommodation is made.

· Result is not a denial. More likely result is a conditional approval.
· Minimal due diligence from EISPD is to document questions and responses, agency commits to take future action to resolve issue.

· Currently, agency doesn’t provide further information and EISPD doesn’t have a documented process to follow up on the conditional approval items.

Opportunity: Create documented process for tracking conditional approval items. 
· Analysis needs to occur prior to, not just jump to a solution.

· Alternative examination.

· ODOT enforces the opportunity evaluation process 

· Decreases chances that more info is requested.

· ODOT also tracks and compares project performance
· Delays of up to 30 days may ensue if needed information is not provided the first time (at time of IRR submission).
· Project team is already in place, signatures have been acquired.

· Project momentum may be lost.

· May lose resources — resources are not utilized or may be cannibalized for other projects
· Obtaining signatures again may take time. 
· Basic EISPD review takes into account the alignment of document(s) submitted along with IRR.
· Agency doesn’t use IRR as an internal document.
· Some agencies have tried to ensure that internal documents contain all required IRR fields of information (i.e. ODOT opportunity evaluation) to streamline submission.
· IRR then is filled out with notations (i.e. See section 1 in Opportunity evaluation)
· Issue - Agency Business case may not be updated over time (internally or update to EISPD).

· Agencies submit an IRR with references to attached business case document that was developed many months in the past. All are aware that new information exists but IRR has been submitted based on old information or new info included in IRR does not match info included in attached business case document.
· Opportunity: Identify who should follow up with an agency that has agreed to take future action.
· Currently, EISPD simply waits, incurring long wait times.
· 90% customer service goal is not being met.
· Perception could be changed if EISPD checks back; demonstrates commitment to working with agency.
Action item – EISPD: Define the recommendation process. 
· Do all types of requests need to be reviewed given operational changes over the last four years? (E.g., mainframe, midrange, server requests from SDC agencies?)
· Opportunity: Need to have a conversation with the SDC for non-SDC agencies about EISPD review.

· When is SDC review applicable?

The approval/denial process — EISPD and the State CIO.
· IRR is approved/denied and a memo is submitted to State CIO with recommendations.
· IRRs are processed through the EISPD ITIP executive assistant.

· Conditional approval may be given based on X, Y, Z.

· Recommendations are provided if exceeds QA threshold.

· State CIO might provide oversight questions or may generate a request for information prior to approval of the IRR.
· When answered, State CIO approves/denies/conditionally approves.

· Partial IRR documents are sent to agency. May send IRR and memorandum, but not the underlying documentation.

· In theory, EISPD scans and sends docs back to agency. BUT not all of the additional documents (draft RFPs, project plans, e-mail communications, etc.) are sent back.
· Additional documents are placed in IRR folder in file cabinet.

· Opportunity: Consistently package the key documentation and return to agency.

· Opportunity: EISPD needs to enforce consistency in communicating with agency.

· If State CIO does not sign, EISPD communicates with agency (phone or e-mail).

· If State CIO asks for more info, EISPD does not have a consistent process for documenting and recording the information asked for.

· Overview of process:

· Memos/e-mails from SMEs or from agencies answering questions back to analyst (not part of the IRR record).
· Memo 1 – When EISPD ITIP analyst believes all info has been received, a memo is created from analyst to State CIO that outlines the project, the analysis completed, any outstanding issues and a recommendation. EISPD/ITIP manager reviews and signs the memo before submission to the State CIO. If State CIO has additional questions: 
· EISPD requests info from agency/or other SMEs (phone/e-mail). Response can take the form of:
· E-mails

· SOW for procurement

· Project plan

· Project info

· Other

· When EISPD/ITIP receives and decides that questions have been answered, EISPD/ITIP creates a Memo 2 that refines Memo 1. State CIO approves/denies/conditionally approves and EISPD/ITIP scans and sends information back to agency point(s) of contact.
· Agency does not currently receive Memo 1 or Q/A back and forth information. The Agency’s record of what happened throughout the process is incomplete. 
· Opportunity: Need to record/memorialize information gleaned/summary. 
· Perhaps added as an addendum to the IRR.

· Opportunity: Identify milestones within review process to be able to include Memo 2 or similar document as part of the final documentation with the IRR. No need to include detailed back and forth information between milestones…but need to summarize in some way. 
· Some agencies rework the IRR.

· Current process is a workaround.

· EISPD does not believe it is always appropriate to include full e-mail discussion thread as it may contain extraneous information. 

· Supporting “documentation” is attached to the IRR for State CIO review, then filed in a file cabinet.
· Some documentation may not be electronic (e.g., hard copy sent from agency).

· Some may be confidential and need to be shredded (e.g., draft RFP documents)
· It is not DAS’s responsibility to send agency back its own documents.
· It is the PM’s responsibility for the most part, especially e-mailed conversations.

· Opportunity: Need to re-craft this process to formalize the method of obtaining feedback. Official addendum to IRR could be created and then provided online.

· Opportunity: An electronic approval could speed signature inclusion.
· There is currently no system for IRR retrieval.

· Opportunity: Provide an online method to look at IRRs.

· There may conflicting workflow paths for agencies asking for the same information and for signatures. EISPD tries to deal with the agency single point of contact.

· Central Office knows when the IRR was mailed. Others within the agency do not. When EISPD communicates with agency point of contact (program manager or project manager) on specific follow-up issues, agency central office isn’t aware that those communications are taking place. EISPD may not hear back about where the agency is in the process.

· Opportunity: Notification system and identification of where the IRR is within the process:
· Submitted

· Request for additional info

· Requested SME input

· Analysis completed

· Sent to CIO for signature

· State CIO requests input

· EISPD coordinates with agency to obtain input

· Complete IRR (loop back)

What are the challenges within the approval/denial process?

· If EISPD asks for specific feedback from SDC, could there be a centralized conduit for providing that information?

· SDC needs documentation of the recommendation/feedback sent to EISPD (i.e., SDC needs to know what the SDC manager/SME recommended to EISPD).
· Opportunity: SDC to work on centralizing info from individuals who provide feedback to IRR.

· Opportunity: Need an organizational priority to act upon IRR. (Electronic process and workflow can help immensely here.)

· Timeframe for complete IRRs = 1-3 days? Within 5 working days? Within 5-10 working days? 
· Opportunity: Need to set some targets and measure performance. Only possible if agency provides needed information….he first time. Checklists will help.
· Initial assessment is performed as soon as it’s received, if possible. 
· State CIO may be able to sign immediately or may have in inbox for a week.

· How can this be streamlined?

· Opportunity: Don’t necessarily need online automation (although that may be best alternative). Even a defined/documented and followed manual process involving the tracking of IRRs through the process steps would be an improvement. 
Action item – EISPD will have high-level spreadsheet with some process stats at the Monday/Tuesday work session.
· Date stamped as received.

· Date signed.

· Other data.
· IRR checklists:

· IRR Formulation (Agency)

· IRR Review (EISPD)

· Other factors used to determine validity of request

· Memo Formulation (EISPD)

· Future opportunity: Describe the communication that occurs among the agency, EISPD, and DAS SPO.

Reassessment 
The IRR is an input into procurement workflow. Current ITIP policies mandate what occurs after an IRR is signed. 
· Opportunity: Going forward, EISPD should examine a new process for IRR creation to CIO signing, gather process metrics and feedback, and then pursue additional adjunct processes (e.g., budget creation, SPO processes). 

The current re-engineering process addresses IRR creation to obtaining a signed IRR. The below questions can be addressed in other re-engineering endeavors. 
· Opportunity: Need to examine QA, status reporting, delivering on the business case in another analysis endeavor. Need to look at both cost side and benefit side.

· Lack of tools and training (technical expertise).

· Lack of QA applied early enough.

· Poor project initiation.

· Poor business case development.

· Opportunity: Summit on how internal development process is or is not working.

· Identify adjunct processes and documents (for example, State Data Center processes and SPO).
· Determine whether these should be accounted for in this current version (1.0) of workflow re-engineering.
· Action item: EISPD will initiate a conversation with SPO regarding the following:
· Define the State Procurement Office process as it relates to the IRR.

· Is the SPO actually in the IRR review process or is its activity considered to be post-IRR review?
· How does the SPO process affect the IRR?
· How does communication usually take place?

· What are the notification mechanisms?

· What is the timeline?

· Describe the process to execute the contract.

Internal EISPD Process Summary
· Create review checklist for use by agency and EISPD.
· Perform consistent review based on checklist and other factors.
· Provide a common memo format that includes key checklist items.
· Have a consistent set of final documents kept by EISPD, submitted to agency, and for which access is provided (e.g., inside and external to the agency – DAS procurement).
· Opportunity (Version 2): Establish a common project phasing framework where IRRs are consistently submitted in the planning stages of a project.
Objectives for the Desired IRR Process Sessions — December 17–18
The current re-engineering process addresses IRR creation to obtaining a signed IRR. The objectives for the desired process follow:
1. The re-engineered process reinforces the need and benefit of early engagement with SDC and EISPD program leaders.

2. Identify when agencies should submit an IRR.
3. Define a streamlined submission process.
4. Define a process in which agencies know the IRR was received and who it was assigned to.
5. Define a process for agencies and EISPD to know where the IRR is in the review process.
6. Define a process for agencies and other organizations to know an IRR’s final disposition.
7. Provide access to signed documentation (agency and other organizations).
8. Create a line of sight to the IRR so that other agencies can know what the enterprise is doing (from a report perspective).
9. Have metrics to measure outcome of new process.

· Version 1 metrics: Wait time for submission to approval. Estimated cost.
· Version 2 metrics: Duration of each step in the process.

Next Steps — Schedule next sessions (5, 6, 7) in January.
· Session 5: Electronic Approval Approaches (2 hours) – An educational component on electronic approval methods and a solution-seeking portion to identify the approval approaches that best fit with the desired process.

· Session 6: Desired IRR Workflow Review (2 hours) – Review the desired process that has been defined.

· Session 7: Process Presentation (2 hours) – Present the findings and analysis of the current and desired processes.
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