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Representative H.A. "Red” Boucher

Chairman House Committee on State Affairs • Special Committee on Telecommunications

MEMORANDUM

TO: House State Affairs Committee Members

FROM: Representative H.A. "Red" Boucher 

DATE: January 18, 1990

RE: HB 397 Department of Information Services

We all recognize that information is the lifeblood of 
government. We also recognize that information is becoming 
more complicated to manage. To manage information, we have 
become dependent upon computers, software, networks, 
telephones and Fax machines, and satellites. So management 
of information through the setting of policy that makes sense 
has become the challenge of state government in the 1990's.

Generally speaking, the management of information in Alaska 
has been technologically driven; that is, the answer to 
improving the quality of and access to information has been 
simply to buy the latest technology (e.g. mainframe 
computer). Consequently we have stumbled into the trap of 
making the hardware the focus of management decisions rather 
than talking about planning and developing policy from which 
technical decisions are made. The result is that often what 
was purchased was inappropriate and not part of a long-range
plan to meet our real needs.<2
In 1987, the legislature established the Telecommunications 
Information Council (TIC) a cabinet level-policy making body. 
As we lopk back on what has been accomplished through TIC, 
however, %re find that we have not been able to move beyond 
that mind set of using technology to manage information and 
set policy. The TIC, for example, has been used to make 
hardware decisions rather than setting policy.

This- problem that we have to come to grips with is the fact 
that while we gave TIC a blueprint to operate, we did not

P.O. Box V • Juneau, Alaska • 99811 • (907) 465-4931 
3111 C Street • Suite 445 • Anchorage, Alaska • 99503 • (907) 561-7624



Representative Boucher 
Page 2

give it the infrastructure and funding to get the job done.

During the interim, I have been meeting with various people 
throughout the country who have been playing leading roles in 
the development of information technology. We have seen the 
gains that have been made in the management of technology in 
different states such as Kentucky, Florida, California, 
Washington and Minnesota.

What has been very apparent in these states is their success 
in managing computer services and telecommunications - that 
success is related to the fact these states have brought 
information management and policy to the highest levels of 
government.. States such as Kentucky, for example, 
have created a Department of Information Systems giving it 
cabinet level status. This department provides support to 
Kentucky's Information Systems Commission - a policy making 
body within the executive branch which is similar to Alaska's 
Telecommunication Council.

Purpose

HB 397 establishes a Department of Information Services. It 
takes the Division of Information Services out of the 
Department of Administration and gives it departmental 
status. HB 397 also creates a structure/organization modeled 
after Washington State, Florida and Kentucky, and recent 
changes in the Division of Information Services.

The establishment of the Telecommunications Information 
Council in 1987 was the first step. The establishment of a 
Department of Information Services at the beginning of the 
1990's is the next logical step. This department will 
provide the state with the necessary infrastructure it needs 
to meet the challenges of the 1990's and beyond. At the same 
time the department will provide the Telecommunications 
Information Council the necessary support it needs to develop 
sensible*-information policy.
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Telecommunications Information Council (TIC)

Amendments

- Develop Policy Statement, Guidelines, Direction for 
Information Resource Management and Service

- Control Internal Service Account
- Approve State Strategic Plan for Information Resource 

Management
- Review Annual Performance Reports
- New Members

(1) Private Sector (public access link) - no financial 
affiliation with industry

- (1) Business/Public Admin U of A  Faculty
(2) Legislators (House/Senate Finance Committees)

- TIC support from Dept, of Info Services, Commissioner's 
Office

Customer Advisory Board
■*.

Commissioner'of DIS appoints members to Customer Advisory 
Board consisting of:

- Chair, Director of Budget and Planning
- Information Resource Managers of each department 

Directors from each Division of DIS
- Information Resource Managers from U of A, Judiciary, 

and LAA



- Provides the DIS with advice/recommendations concerning 
type, quality, and cost of department services

- Reviews and comments on the service goals and objectives 
of the DIS including budgets and rates charged for 
services

- Responsible for drafting the. state's Strategic Plan for 
Information Resource Management

Information Resource Managers (IRMs)

Each state agency or department that DIS serves will 
be represented by a IRM who is responsible for developing 
information resource policies for his/her agency in 
conformance with policies, standards, and rules 
established by the DIS, and shall coordinate all agency 
information resources management activities of their 
agency.

Each IRM is responsible for the preparation of the 
agencies strategic plan for information resource 
management.

Each IRM will be a member of the Customer Advisory Board.

Dept./Agency Strategic Plan for Information Resource Management
♦

Each department, U of A, LAA and Judiciary shall submit 
to the Customer Advisory Board a strategic plan for 
information resources management. This plan will support 
and further the policies and objectives of the 
DIS, and be in line with the TIC policy, guidelines and 
directions: for information management and services.

The plan shall include:

1. A  statement of the department/agencies programs, goals and 
obj ectives;

2. A description of the department/agencies major data bases and 
their applications;

3. A description of the department/agencies current information 
resources management organization, policies and practices;

4. A description of interdepartmental/agency computer networks;
* A

5. A statement of the strategic objectives of the department/ 
agencies relating to information resources management for 
the next 2 fiscal years;

C u s t o m e r  A d v i s o r y  B o a r d  ( C A B ) :



6. T h e  e x i s t i n g  a n d  p r o p o s e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e s o u r c e s  
m a n a g e m e n t  a p p l i c a t i o n s  of t he d e p a r t m e n t / a g e n c y  for the 
n e x t  2 fiscal years; t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  r e s u l t s  to be 
ac hieved; t he m e a s u r a b l e  b e n e f i t s  to be d e r i v e d  in c lu di ng  
t h e  m e a s u r e m e n t  standards; t h e  m a j o r  r e s o u r c e s  required, 
a n d  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t / a g e n c i e s  to ta l  e s t i m a t e d  costs of each 
a pp li cation, b y  p r o g r a m  component.

7. A  s u m m a r y  of t h e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  n e e d s  of t h e  d e p a r t m e n t /  
a g e n c y  a n d  the e s t i m a t e d  c os t of m e e t i n g  t h o s e  needs, 
b y  ap pl ication, for the n e x t  2 fiscal years.

8. O t h e r  p l a n n i n g  c om po n e n t s  the DIS m a y  prescribe.

S t a t e  S t r a t e g i c  P l a n  for I n f o r m a t i o n  R e s o u r c e  M a n a g e m e n t

•

T T h e  C o m m i s s i o n e r  of t h e  DIS, t h r o u g h  the C u s t o m e r  A d v i s o r y  Board, 
p r e p a r e  f or T I C ' s  r e v i e w  an d a p p r o v a l  t he St at e S t r a t e g i c  Plan for 
I n f o r m a t i o n  R e s o u r c e  Management.

In d e v e l o p i n g  t h e  Plan, t h e  c o m m i s s i o n e r  shall assess 
t he c u r r e n t  p r a c t i c e s  of st at e  d e p a r t m e n t s / a g e n c i e s  
b a s e d  o n  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t / a g e n c y  s t r a t e g i c  plans, r e g a r d i n g  
i n f o r m a t i o n  r e s o u r c e s  m a n a g e m e n t  and c u r r e n t  a n d  future 
i n f o r m a t i o n  r e s o u r c e s  m a n a g e m e n t  t e c h n o l o g i e s  a n d  p r a c t i c e s  
a nd t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  a p p l i c a t i o n  in s t a t e  government. The 
c o m m i s s i o n e r  will c o n s u l t  w i t h  t h e  D i v i s i o n s  of 
T e l e c o m m u n i c a t i o n s ,  C o m p u t e r  S e r v i c e s  and A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  
as to t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of d e v e l o p m e n t  of c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  
a nd c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  serv ic es  in t h e  state.

C o p i e s  t h e  a p p r o v e d  Pla n shall b e  f o r w a r d e d  to TIC for 
approval. T I C  shall f o rw a rd  to t h e  G o v e r n o r  for approval.
C o p ie s t h e n  sent to the S e n a t e / H o u s e  F i n a n c e * C o m m i t t e e s  
and OMB.

T he P l a n  shall:

1. P r o v i d e  a s t r a t e g i c  d i r e c t i o n  for i n f o r m a t i o n  res ou rc es  
m a n a g e m e n t  b y  s t at e g o v e r n m e n t  for t he e n s u i n g
•2 fiscal years.

2. E s t a b l i s h  s tate g o al s and o b j e c t i v e s  r e l a t i n g  to 
i n f o r m a t i o n  r e s o u r c e  management.

•>.3. P r o v i d e  l o n g - r a n g e  p o l i c y  g u i d e l i n e s  for the  state 
in a c h i e v i n g  i n t e g r a t e d  and e f f i c i e n t  i n f o r m a t i o n  
r e s o u r c e  ma nagement.

4. I d e n t i f y  m a j o r  s t a t e w i d e  issues r e l a t i n g  to i mproved 
i n f o r m a t i o n  res o ur ce s m a n a g e m e n t  b y  s tate government.



A n n u a l  P e r f o r m a n c e  R e p o r t s

E a c h  year, eac h I R M  shall p r e p a r e  and s u b m i t  to C u s t o m e r  
S e rv ic e B o a r d  an A n n u a l  P e r f o r m a n c e  R e p o r t  d e s c r i b i n g  the 
a g e n c i e s  i nf or m a t i o n  r e s o u r c e s  m a n a g e m e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  for the 
p r e v i o u s  fiscal year.

Thai? r e p or t wi ll  b e  r e v i e w e d  b y  CAB, t r a n s m i t t e d  
to t he Commissioner, a n d  t h e n  t r a n s m i t t e d  to TIC for 
a p p r o v a l .

T he A n n u a l  P e r f o r m a n c e  R e p o r t s  shall contain:

- A n  assessment, b y  application, of the p r o g r e s s  m a d e  
t o w a r d  i m p le me n ti ng  t he d e p a r t m e n t / a g e n c i e s  S t r a t e g i c  Pl an  
forx,In f o rm at  ion R e s o u r c e s  Management.

- A  summary, b y  application, of the m a j o r  fu nc ti o n a l  us es  
o f  and t o t a l  e s t i m a t e d  e x p e n d i t u r e s  for i n f o r m a t i o n  
r e s o u r c e s  m a n a g e m e n t  b y  t h e  d e p ar tm en t/ a ge nc y.

- A  c o m p a r i s o n  of the d e p a r t m e n t / a g e n c i e s  actu a l e x p e n d i t u r e s  
f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e s o ur ce s m a n a g e m e n t  for  t h e  p r i o r  fiscal 
y e a r  a n d  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  f o r  t h o s e  r e s o u r c e s  c o n t a i n e d  
in the a g e nc ie s a p p r o v e d  budget. M a j o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  
t h e  e x p e n d i t u r e s  a nd the a p p r o v e d  b u d g e t  shall b e  n o t e d  
a n d  justified.

- A n  i n v e n t o r y  list, b y  m a j o r  categories, of t h e  a ge nc y ' s  
c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  a n d  i n f o r m a t i o n  t e c h n o l o g y  resources, 
a nd s p e c i f i c a l l y  identifying, b y  ap pl ication, t he 
r e s o u r c e s  a c q u i r e d  d u r i n g  the p r e v i o u s  fisc a l year. If 
s u c h  r e s o u r c e s  c a n n o t  be i d e n t i f i e d  by a p p l i c a t i o n  
t h e y  shall b e  li sted separately.

- A n  a s s e s s m e n t  of opportunities, for a g e n c y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n
in m u l t i - a g e n c y  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e s o u r c e s  m a n a g e m e n t  activities.
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§ 44.19.447 S t a t e  Go v e r n m e n t § 44.19.449

Sec. 44.19.447. Retaliation prohibited, (a) An agency, officer, or 
state employee may not directly or indirectly refuse to hire, transfer 
or promote, or dismiss, demote, suspend, lay off, or otherwise disci­
pline a person for filing a complaint with the office for a failure to 
comply with affirmative action or equal employment opportunity or 
for assisting the office in an investigation of a complaint.

(b) A person who knowingly violates this section is liable for a civil 
penalty of not more than $1,000. (§ 2 ch 97 SLA 1985)

Sec. 44.19.448. Access to confidential records. The office may 
iiave access to all data, records, and reports necessary to carry out its 
functions under AS 44.19.441 — 44.19.449. The office may not make 
public information designated as confidential by AS 39.25.080 or an­
other law. However, the office may make public statistical informa­
tion compiled from confidential records. (§ 2 ch 97 SLA 1985)

Sec. 44.19.449. Definitions. In AS 44.19.441 — 44.19.449,
(1) "agency” means a department, office, agency, public corpora­

tion, board, commission, authority, or other organizational unit of the 
executive branch;

(2) "employment in the executive branch of state government” in­
cludes employment as a permanent, probationary, provisional, non­
permanent, or temporary employee in the classified, partially exempt, 
or exempt services in the executive branch of state government;

(3) "member of a protected class” means a person protected by fed­
eral or state laws that prohibit discrimination in employment or a 
person who experiences or has experienced difficulty in obtaining em­
ployment or advancement in employment because of another factor 
not related to merit;

(4) "office” means the office of equal employment opportunity in the 
Office of the Governor. (§ 2 ch 97 SLA 1985)

Article 16. Telecommunications Information Council.

Section
502. Telecommunications 

council 
50 ' -wers and duties

information
Section
506. Court system 
519. Definitions

Cross references. — For stntement of 
legislative purpose in connection with the 
enactment of this article, see § 1, ch. 53,

SLA 1987, in the Temporary and Special 
Acts.

241



§ 44.19.502 A l a s k a  S t a t u t e s  S u p p l e m e n t  § 44.19.504

Sec. 44.19.502. T e leco m m u n ica tio n s  in fo rm a tio n  council,
(a) There is created w ithin th e  Office of the Governor the Telecommu­
nications Information Council.

(b) The council is composed of the governor, the commissioner from 
each principal departm ent of the executive branch, the president of 
the  University of Alaska, and the executive director of the Legislative 
Affairs Agency. The chief justice of the suprem e court may appoint a 
m ember to serve on the council. Each commissioner shall appoint a 
deputy commissioner to serve as an a lte rna te  for the  commissioner. 
The vice-president of the  University of A laska shall serve as a lternate  
for the president.

(c) The governor shall preside over the council. The council shall 
m eet a t least four times each year. The council m ay meet more fre­
quently a t  the call of the  chair or if  requested by a m ajority of the 
council’s members.

(d) The Office of the Governor shall provide professional and cleri­
cal staff for the council. (§ 2 ch 53 SLA 1987)

Sec. 44.19.504. P o w ers  a n d  du ties , (a) The council shall
(1) establish guidelines and prepare a  sta te  short-range and long- 

range information system s plan to m eet s ta te  needs;
(2) in accordance w ith the  sta te  information system s plan, establish 

guidelines and direct sta te  agencies to p repar- agency, information 
systems plans;

(3) in accordance with s ta tu tes governing the availability  and confi­
dentiality  of information, establish guidelines for the accessing of in ­
formation by the public;

(4) publish in the first q uarte r of each calendar year a  report on the  
activities of the council.

(b) In addition to its duties under (a) of th is section, the council may 
establish ir.foi mation-i elated policies and engage in inform ation-re­
lated activities it cons ders__necessary or appropriate.

(c) This section does not g ran t council responsibility for broadcast 
programming content. Program  design, production, and use are the 
responsibility of tho program-sponsoring agency or o ther entity.

(d) This section does not prohibit a sta te  agency from developing 
information system s th a t a re  inconsistent with the guidelines estab­
lished in la) of this section if the council gives w ritten  authorization 
for the usev agency to engage in the independent design, development, 
m anagement, or operation. The council may authorize independent 
development only upon a showing of necessity. A description of au tho­
rization under this subsection shall be included in the annual report 
required under this section. W ritten authorization under this subsec­
tion is not required for intra-agency use of microcomputers.
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§ 44.19.504

f

(e) A s ta te  agency, including an  agency authorized to develop an  
independent system  under (d) of this section, shall coordinate the de­
sign, development, m anagem ent, and operation of its information sys- 
tems with the council. (§ 2 ch 53 SLA 1987)

§ 44.19.506 S t a t e  G o v e r n m e n t  § 44.21.020

Sec. 44.19.506. C o u rt system . The adm inistrative director of 
courts shall establish inform ation systems guidelines and prepare a  
short-range and long-range information system s plan for the  court 
system. The guidelines and plan m ust be consistent w ith the telecom­
munications information guidelines and plan adopted by the council 
under AS 44.19.502 — 44.19.519 and m ust be adapted to the special 
needs of the judicial branch as determ ined by the adm inistrator of 
courts. (§ 2 ch 53 SLA 1987)

(I

Sec. 44.19.519. D efin itions. In AS 44.19.502 — 44.19.519
(1) "council” means the Telecommunications Information Council;
(2) "state agencies” m eans all departm ents, divisions, and offices in 

the executive and legislative branches of state governm ent and the 
University of Alaska; it does not mean the  Alaska Railroad Corpora­
tion or an agency of the judicial branch of government. (§ 2 ch 53 SLA 
1987)

Chapter 21. D epartm ent of Administration.
Article

1. D epartm ent Functions (§§ *>4.21.020, 44.21.025, 44.21.050)
3. Autom atic D ata  Processing (3§ -14.21.150, 44.21.160)
4. Older A laskans Commission (§§ 44.21.230 — 44.21.240)
5. A laska Council on Science and  Technology (Repealed)
6. A laska Public Broadcasting Commission (§§ 44.21.266. 44.21.268)
7. Telecom m unications l§§ 44.21.300 — 44.21.330)
8. Office of Public Advocacy (§§ 44.21.410, 44.21.454)—  44.21.470)

A rtic le  1. D e p a rtm en t F u n c tio n s .

S ec tio n  Section
20. Duties of departm ent 50. |Repealed)
25. |Repealed|

Sec. 44.21.020. D uties o f  d e p a rtm e n t. The Departmen; of Ad­
m inistration shall

(1) ( R e p e a l e d .  $ I c h  1)7 S L A  197(1.]

(2) make surveys and studies to improve adm inistrative proce­
dures, methods, and organization;

(3) keep general accounts;
(4) approve vouchers and disburse funds for all purposes:
15) operate centralized purchasing and supply services, and neces­

sary storerooms and warehouses:

I



S 44.21.025 A l a s k a  S t a t u t e s  S u p p l e m e n t  § 44.21.150

(6) allot space in state buildings to the various departments accord­

ing to need and available space;

(7) supervise telephone, mailing, messenger, duplicating, and simi­

lar services adaptable to centralized management;

(8) administer the public employees’ retirement system and 

teachers’ retirement system;

(9) administer a statewide personnel program, including central 

personnel services such as recruitment, examination, position classifi­

cation, and pay administration;

(10) administer the Alaska Pioneers’ Homes;

(11) administer and supervise a statewide automatic data process­

ing program;

(12) [ R e p e a l e d ,  E . O .  N o .  4 0 ,  § 6  ( 1 9 7 9 ) . ]

(13) study, design, implement, and manage the telecommunications 

systems and services of the state under A S  44.21.305 —  44.21.330. 

(§ 8 ch 64 S L A  1959; a m  E.O. No. 30 (1968); a m  § 1 ch 170 S L A  1972; 

a m  § 4 ch 97 S L A  1976; a m  § 1 ch 118 S L A  1976; a m  E.O. No. 40, § 6 

(1979); a m  E.O. No. 50, § 7 (1981))

E ditor’s notes. — This section is set 
out to change the internal reference in 
paragraph (13) to reflect 1987 legislation.

S e c .  4 4 . 2 1 . 0 2 5 .  C o n t r a c t s  t o  o p e r a t e  v e n d i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  s t a t e  

b u i l d i n g s .  [ R e p e a l e d ,  § 6 2  c h  2 1  S L A  1 9 8 5 . ]

S e c .  4 4 . 2 1 . 0 5 0 .  P e n a l t y  f o r  a l l o w a n c e  o f  f a l s e ,  u n j u s t  o r  i l l e g a l  

c l a i m s .  [ R e p e a l e d ,  § 4  c h  5 1  S L A  1 9 8 5 . ]

A rtic le  3. A u to m atic  D a ta  P ro c ess in g .

Section
150, Declaration of purpose 
ItiO. Powers und duties of Department of 

Administration

Sec. 44.21.150. Declaration of purpose. It is the purpose of A S  

14.21.150 — 14.21.170 to designate the Department of Administration 

as the department responsible for the operation and management of 

automatic data processing resources and activities of the executive 

and legislative branches of state government and the judicial branch 

to the extent requested bv that branch, to provide for cooperation 

between the department and the Telecommunications Information 

Council in the Office of the (lovernor. and to provide for periodic 

teview of state automatic data processing procedures and mecha­

nisms. It is lurther the purpose of these se lions to encourage coopera- 

•ion  between the stale government and local governments in the use

214
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of autom atic da ta  processing systems. (§ 2 ch 170 SLA 1972; am § 1 
ch 123 SLA 1986; am § 3 ch 53 SLA 1987)

Effect o f am endm ents. — The 1986 The 1987 amendment inserted "to pro­
amendment in the first sentence substi- vide lor cooperation between the depart-
tuted "and" for a comma preceding "legis- ment and the Telecommunications Infor-
lative," deleted "and judicial” preceding mation Council in the Office of the Gover-
"branches" and inserted "and the judicial nor" in the first sentence,
branch to the extent requested by that 
branch."

Sec. 44.21.160. P o w e rs  a n d  d u tie s  o f D e p a r tm e n t o f A dm in is­
tra tio n . (a) Except as otherw ise provided in (g) of th is section, the 
departm ent shall comply w ith the sta te  information systems plan 
adopted by the Telecommunications Information Council in the Office 
of the Governor in  providing autom atic data processing services re ­
sponsive to the needs of sta te  government.

(b) To carry  out (a) of th is section the  departm ent may, consistent 
w ith the sta te  information system s plan adopted by the  Telecommuni­
cations Inform ation Council and w ith the departm ental information 
systems plan,

(1) m aintain  a central s ta ff of system s analyst*-,, computer program ­
m ers and other staff m em bers sufficient to provide system s analysis 
and computer program m ing support required by the executive and 
legislative branches of s ta te  government;

(2) develop and m ain tain  both short-range and long-range data pro­
cessing plans for sta te  governm ent and provide m anagerial leadership 
in the use of autom atic da ta  processing;

(3) review all budget requests for autom atic data processing ser­
vices and recommend to th e  Telecommunications Information Council 
and the governor approval, modification, or disapproval;

(4) recommend im plem entation priorities of requested data process­
ing systems;

(5) d ete r m i n e  a n d  satisfy the data processing e q u i p m e n t  a n d  supply 
re quirements of the executive a n d  legislative branches, departments, 

a n d  agencies of state g o v e r n m e n t ;

(6) provide all facilities, equip me nt , a n d  statf required to convert 

data to a f o r m  suitable for processing o n  automatic d at a processing 

e quipment;

(7) develop a n d  publish s y s t e m s  analysis, c o m p u t e r  p r o g r a m m i n g  

a n d  c o m p u t e r  operations standards;

(8) review state au to ma ti c d a ta  processing sy stems to encourage 

effectiveness, m e a s u r e  performance, a n d  assure a d h e r e n c e  to the s t a n­

dards developed u n d e r  AS 14.21.150 —  44.21.170;

(9) develop a n d  conduct a n  a ut omatic data processing training pro­

g r a m  designed to serve the technical a n d  managerial needs of state 

go v e r n m e n t ;

§ 44.21.160 S t a t e  G o v e r n m e n t  § 44.21.160
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(10) charge a state agency or other governmental agency for the 

cost of the automatic data processing services provided or procured by 

the department for the agency.

(c) The department m a y  cooperate with political subdivisions of the 

state in the development and operation of data processing systems and 

m a y  allow for the use of state facilities by political subdivisions.

(d) In accordance with the state information systems plan adopted 

by the Telecommunications Information Council, the department and 

the University of Alaska m a y  develop and implement a plan for the 

integration of automatic data processing facilities of the university 

with the state facilities.

(e) If the action is not contrary to the state information systems 

plan adopted by the Telecommunications Information Council, this 

section does not prohibit

(1) the department from obtaining necessary contractual assistance 

for automatic data processing activities;

(2) the legislature from recruiting and employing data processing 

personnel or from obtaining necessary contractual assistance for auto­

matic data processing activities;

(3) the judicial branch from establishing independent data process­

ing policies and implementation procedures; however, the policies and 

procedures must permit information exchange and implementation 

procedures compatible with other branches of government whenever 

practical.

(f) The department shall provide for the effective transfer of infor­

mation by telecommunications through the establishment of compat­

ible systems and c o m m o n  standards.

(g) The department shall provide or procure automatic data pro­

cessing services under A S  44.21.150 —  44.21.170 for the judicial 

branch to the extent requested by that branch, and m a y  charge the 
branch for the services.

(hi The commissioner of administration shall separately account for 

data processing services fees charged to political subdivisions and de­

posited in the general fund. The annual estimated balance in the 

account m a y  be used by the legislature to m a k e  appropriations to the 

department to carry out the purposes of this section. (S 2 ch 170 S L A  

1972; a m  E.O. No. 50, S 8 (1981); a m  §§ 2 —  4 ch 123 S L A  1986; a m  

S 68 ch 138 S L A  1986; a m  !)$ 4 —  7 ch 53 S L A  1987; a m  § 38 ch 85 
S L A  1988)

devisor's notes. — Subsection ill) wus paragraph i5>. deleted ".ill" followmi; "re-
enacted as («). Unnumbered in 1'JHG. view" in pnrnimtph (S', added paragraphs

Effect of am endm ents. — The lir.st < 10) and i l l )  and made a minor, related
iGSti amendment at the liet!inmn|{ of sub- punctuation change, and added subsection
•ecliun Ml substituted “Except as other- ij*l.
wim! provided in 'ti* ol this section, the" The second lt'hfi amendment added sub- 
'nr ''The"; m -ubsectum ihi substituted section ihi.
•he ; ir i l l ’ preceding branches’ in The l‘JH7 amendment 1.1 subsection i.ti

16
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(4) appoint unpaid advisory committees to assist in development of 

programs for public television broadcasts;

(5) provide assistance to licensed commercial broadcasting stations 

for the broadcast of public affairs programming.

(b) In performing its duties and exercising its authority under A S

44.21.256 —  44.21.290, the commission m a y  not exercise control over 

the specific content or airing of any program material. (§ 1 ch 153 

S L A  1970; a m  § 5 ch 87 S L A  1976; a m  E.O. No. 50, § 5 (1981))

E ditor’s notes. — This section is set 
out above to correct an error in the main 
pamphlet.

Article 7. Telecommunications.

Section 
300. [Repealed]
305. Commissioner’s responsibility 
310. Telecommunications powers and du­

ties

Section
315. Telecommunications services 
320. Telecommunications operations 
330. Definitions

Sec. 44.21.300. Telecommunications divisions. [Repealed, E.O. No. 
66, § 6 (1987).]

Sec. 44.21.305. Commissioner's responsibility. The commis­

sioner shall

(1) provide executive direction for the activities of the department 

related to telecommunications; and

(2) assure that department activities in no w a y  constitute an influ­
ence on the content or airing of programming, and report to the gover­

nor and the Alaska Public Broadcasting Commission any request or 

attempt by an employee of the state to influence the content or airing 

of program material. (E.O. No. 50, § 9 (1981); a m  E.O. No. 66. 5 2 

(1987)) "r

Effect of am endm ents. — The 1987 
amendment substituted the present catch- 
line lor "Deputy commissioner." repealed 
subsection (at, which read "The telecom­
munications divisions shall be adminis­
tered by a deput v commissioner of the de­
partment appointed by the commis­
sioner." deleted former subsection desig­
nations lal and ib), and in the present text

deleted "deputy" preceding "commis­
sioner" in the introductory language, sub­
stituted "department related to telecom­
munications” for "telecommunications di­
visions" in paragraph tlb  and in para­
graph 12) substituted "departnu-ut" for 
"division" and deleted "the commissioner' 
following "governor."

i

S ec . 44.21.310. T e le c o m m u n ic a tio n s  p o w e rs  a n d  d u tie s , ta i In 
accordance w ith  the  s ta te  in form ation  system s p lan  adopted by the 
Telecom m unications Inform ation Council and w ith  tin* departm en ta l 
inform ation system s nlan. the d ep artm en t shall
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(1) advise the council and the governor on matters of policy and 

comprehensive state planning for telecommunications services;

(2) ma k e  an annual report to the governor and to the legislature on 

the activities of the department;

(3) coordinate, manage, and supervise state programs in telecom­

munications, including the management of those telecommunication 

services for the state obtained from c o m m o n  carriers and from the 

communications industry;

(4) when requested, provide technical and consulting assistance to 

the executive, judicial, and legislative branches of state government, 

to the University of Alaska, and to private noncommercial entities 

which request that assistance in facility procurement and leasing and 

in identifying long-range goals and objectives for the state and its 

political subdivisions in all aspects of telecommunications, including 

public, educational, and instructional telecommunications;

(5) prepare and maintain a state comprehensive telecommunica­

tions development plan to further state telecommunications develop­

ment and to meet state telecommunications needs and prepare and 

maintain a comprehensive inventory of all state communications fa­

cilities;

(6) whenever feasible, procure services from private enterprise or 

certified and franchised utilities and contract for the construction, 

management, operation, and maintenance of telecommunications sys­

tems, and develop a procurement policy consistent with A S  36.30 

(State Procurement Code); the procurement policy must seek to 

achieve the m a x i m u m  benefit to the public, and methods of procure­

ment, including lease, purchase, rental, or combinations of lease, pur­

chase, and rental, must be selected on the basis of factors such as the 

ratio of long-range costs versus benefits, life cycle costing, and the 

costs to the communications industry to the extent that these costs 

m a y  affect local and long distance basic telephone rates; procurement, 

contracting, construction, and maintenance under this paragraph is 

governed by A S  36.30;

(7) provide inform ation and assistance to s ta te  agencies to promote 
governm ental coordination an d  u n ity  in the  p repara tion  of agency 
p lans an d  program s involving the  use of telecom m unications:

(8) apply  for and  accept federa l an d  p riva te  m oney, property , or 
assistance , th a t  m ay be ap propriated , g ran ted , or o therw ise m ade 
av ailab le  to the d ep artm en t an d  use an d  d isburse  m oney and property 
for purposes consisten t w ith AS 44.21.305 — 14.21.330 and AS
44.21.256 — 44.21.25)0, subject to reasonab le  lim ita tions imposed by 
the g ran to r;

• 5)1 partic ip a te  w ith o th e r governm ental u n its  in p lann ing , and as- 
,-ist local governm ents and governm ental conferences and councils in 
the s ta te  in p lann ing  and coord inating  th e ir  ac tiv ities  re la tin g  to te le ­
com m unications;
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(10) provide for the orderly transition to n e w  telecommunications 
services and systems by state agencies;

(11) serve as a clearinghouse for information, data, and other mate­

rials which m a y  be necessary or helpful to federal, state, or local 

governmental agencies in the development of telecommunication sys­
tems;

(12) coordinate department services and activities with those of 

other state departments and agencies to the fullest extent possible to 
avoid unnecessary duplication; and

(13) provide that all activities of the department are responsive to 

state statutes and regulations, and to the regulations and rulings of 
the Federal Communications Commission.

(b) The department m a y

(1) coordinate its functions with local, regional, state, and federal 

officials, private groups and individuals, and with officials of other 
countries, provinces, and states;

(2) enter into contracts and subcontracts on behalf of the state to 

carry out the provisions of A S  44.21.305 —  A S  44.21.330;

(3) act for the state in the initiation, investigation, and evaluation 

of, or participation in, programs related to the purposes of the depart­

ment which involve more than one government or governmental unit;

(4) on behalf of the state, apply for, accept, and expend gifts or 

grants mad e  to the state if the gifts or grants are for rbe purposes of 

furthering the objectives of the department; and

(5) hold public hearings to obtain information for the purpose of 

carrying out the provisions of A S  44.21.305 —  44.21.330.

(c) The department m a y  not attempt to influence or affect the con­

tent or airing of program material. (E.O. No. 50, § 9 (1981); a m  § 42 

ch 106 S L A  1986; a m  § 9 ch 53 S L A  1987; E.O. No. 66, § 3 U 9 8 7 »

Effect of am endm ents. — The 1986 and in paragraph ( l i t  substituted "de­
amendment, elTective January 1, 1988, in partment" for "their"; in subsection tb>
paragraph (6) of subsection (a), substi- substituted "department" for "telecommu-
tuted "consistent with AS 86.30 iState nications divisions, as directed by the dep-
Procurement Code)" for "under AS uty commissioner" in the introductory
37.05.010 — 37.05.410" near the begin- language, substituted "its" for ’.heir" in
nine and added "procurement, contract- paragraph t l '  and substituted "depart­
ing, construction, and maintenance under ment" for "telecommunications divisions"
this paragraph is governed by AS 30.30" in paragraphs (31 and ( H; and substituted
at the end. "department" lor "telecommunications di-

The first 1987 amendment substituted visions" in subsection ie>. 
the present eatchline for "Powers and du- The second 1987 amendment in subsec-
ties of the telecommunications divisions." lion kii added "In accordance with the
in subsection lai in the introductory Ian- -late iiilormaiieu systems plan adopted b\
gunge substituted "department" for "tele- the I'eleconiimiiucations Information
communications divisions, as directed bv I'ouncil and with the doiurtniem.il mfor-
the deputy commissioner." in paragraphs matiou systems plan, llio' for The ' in the
i). *81, and in lid), substituted "depart- iiitroiluc<u.-v language and inserted “coun-

ment" tor "toleenmmutm,limns divisions. cil ami the" in p.ir.igr.ipn ■ 1 <
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Sec. 44.21.315. Telecommunications services, (a) In accordance 

with the state information systems plan adopted by the Telecommuni­

cations Information Council and with the departmental information 

systems plan, the department shall provide

(1) technical consultation to educational and public telecommunica­

tions users;

(2) coordination and support to telecommunications services for in­

struction, including technical assistance and assistance in preparation 

of applications for grants related to program development as m a y  be 

requested by

(A) public school districts and the Department of Education;

(B) the University of Alaska; and

(C) other state agencies as approved by the commissioner:

(3) coordination and support for health and safety-related func­

tions, including the administrative and client services provided by 

state, federal, and private agencies;

(4) coordination and support to telecommunications services for 

public participation in state-financed services, including the public 

hearing process, as m a y  be statutorily required or otherwise appropri­

ate;

(5) assistance, through design, development, and promotion, to lo­

cal school districts or other local and regional education agencies for 

the regionalization of instructional telecommunications services;

(6) establishment of operational policies for public telecommunica­

tions services other than public broadcasting; and

(7) assistance to the Alaska Public Broadcasting Commission and 

any commission-designated subcommittees, as necessary to perform 

assigned department functions; the department shall cooperate with 

the commission and . jbcommittees in order to develop policies which 

are responsive to the user groups which are represented on the com­

mission.

(b) Subject to available funding, the department m a y  mak ?  grants 

to educational and public telecommunication users except grants for 
public broadcasting purposes.

(c) The d epartm en t shall s tudy , plan, and  develop in teg ra ted  in ­
struc tional telecom m unications services for all residents of the sta te , 
and sha ll an nually  report on c u rre n t fiscal y e a r in struc tional telecom ­
m unications activ ities and, a lte r  public hearings, subm it to the gover­
nor and the leg isla tu re  an an n u a lly  updated long-term  developm ent 
p lan prepared in consultation w ith  the  D epartm ent of Education, the 
U niversity  of A laska, local school d istric ts , and o ther local and re­
gional education areas,

uli The departm en t shall, a f te r  public hearings, subm it to the gov­
ernor an  an nu ally  updated long-term  developm ent p lan  for teleconfer­
encing facilities and services, including ‘ 'c ilities and  services used 
both bv 'la te  agencies and groups o ther .inn ' t a t e  agencies
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(e) T he department m a y  not own, operate, or be the licensee of a 

public noncommercial broadcast station or production center.

(f) Nothing in this section implies department responsibility for 

programming content. Program design, production, and use are the 

responsibility of the program-sponsoring agency or other entity, not 

the department. (E.O. No. 50, § 9 (1981); a m  § 10 ch 53 S L A  1987; 

E.O. No. 66, § 4 (1987))

Effect o f am endm ents. — The first 
1987 amendment deleted "Division o f  at 
the beginning of the catchline; repealed 
former subsection (a), which read "The di­
vision of telecommunications services 
shall be administered by a director ap­
pointed by the commissioner," designated 
former subsections (b)-(g) as present sub­
sections (a)-(f), in subsection (a) substi­
tuted "department" for "divisic \ of the 
telecommunications services" in Uie intro­
ductory language, deleted "deputy" pre­
ceding "commissioner" in paragraph 
(21(C), and in paragraph (7) substituted 
"department” for "division” in two places.

in subsections ibi through le) substituted 
"department" for "division of telecommu­
nications services." and in subsection (0 
substituted "department" for "division" in 
two places.

The second 1987 amendment in subsec­
tion (a) added "In accordance with the 
state information systems plan .adopted by 
the Telecommunications Information 
Council and with the departmental infor­
mation systems plan" a t the beginning of 
the subsection and deleted "deputy" pre­
ceding "commissioner" in paragraph 
(21(C).

A

Sec. 44.21.320. Telecommunications operations, ta) Except as 

provided in (d) of this section, the department may, consistent with 
the provisions of A S  44.21.310(a)(6) "•*-

(1) plan, design, construct, manage, and operate all telecommunica­
tions systems owned or leased by state agencies:

(2) manage centrex and other telephone-related services of state 

agencies;

(3) be responsible generally for telecommunications systems and 

design for state agencies; and
(4) coordinate with state agencies in performing their data and 

word processing tasks.

(b) Within the limits of available financing, the department shall 

administer and operate the satellite television project, bv

(I) coordinating with the satellite television user groups and enti­

ties; and

i2) providing liaison, management support, and technical assis­

tance for the satellite television project.

ici Decisions and policies re la tin g  to p rogram m ing under th e  sa te l­
lite television project, including scheduling  and  allocation policies, 
may not he m ade by the departm en t, hu t m ay only he m ade by a 
netw ork th a t is rep resen ta tiv e  of p a rtic ip a tin g  ru ra l television users, 
by com m ercial broadcast users or by o th er effected p a rtic ipa tin g  user 
groups and en titie s  under procedures provided bv s ta tu te  or. if no 
s ta tu te  applies, then  by ag reem ent of the  alfected u se r netw orks or 
groups. The d epartm en t shall .assist users in p reparing  ag reem ents 
th a t m av he required  under th is  subsection
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(d) The department m a y  not engage in any activity which inter­

feres with a contract or program right relating to commercial televi­

sion programming, including but not limited to any right protected by 

copyright.

(e) Nothing in A S  44.21.305 —  44.21.330 prohibits a state agency 

from developing telecommunications systems within its o wn agency if 

the agency is in compliance with the state information systems plan 

adopted by the Telecommunications Information Council and with the 

agency’s own information systems plan and if the commissioner gives 

written authorization for the agency to engage in its own design, 

development, management, or operation. The commissioner m a y  au­

thorize independent development only upon a showing of necessity. A  

description of all authorization under this subsection must be included 

in the annual report required under A S  44.21.310(a)(2).

(f) A  state agency authorized to develop an internal telecommunica­

tions system shall, whenever feasible, coordinate its design develop­

ment, management, and operation with the department. (E.O. No. 50, 

§ 9 (1981); a m  §§ 2 —  5 ch 11 S L A  1985; a m  § 11 ch 53 S L A  1987; 

E.O. No. 66, § 5 (1987))

Revisor’s notes. — As amended in present subsections (a)-(f); in subsections
1987 the internal reference in the intro- (a) and (b) substituted "department" for
ductory language of (a) of this section read "division of telecommunications opera-
"(f) of this section." It was changed to "(d) tions”; in subsection (c) deleteS^'divisions
of this section" to correct a manifest error, of telecommunications or" preceding "de-

Effect o f am endm ents. — The 1985 partment" in the first sentence; in subsec-
amendment substituted "operations" for tion (d) deleted "divisions of teletnmmuni-
"systems" in the catchline and in subsec- cations and" preceding "department"; and
tions <n>, (b), and (g), and in subsection (c) substituted "department" for "division of
substituted "telecommunications opera- telecommunications operations" a t the
tions” for "telecommunication systems." end of subsection (0.

The first 1987 ami Jrnent deleted "Di- The second 1987 amendment inserted 
vision of’ a t the beginning of the catch- "the agency is in^xomplhnce with the
line; repealed former subsection la), which state information systems plan adopted by
read "The division of telecommunications the Telecommunications Information
operations shall be administered by a*di- Council and with the agency's own inlbr-
rector appointed by the commissioner"; mation systems plan and if ' in the first
designated former subsections ib)-(g) as sentence of subsection le).

Sec. 44.21.330. Definitions. In A S  44.21.305 —  44.21.330

(1) "com m issioner’’ m eans the  com m issioner of ad m in is tra tio n ;
(2) "departm en t"  m eans the D epartm ent > 4 'A dm in istration ;
1.3) "public broadcasting" m eans the  delivery  of radio or television 

noncom m ercial p rogram m ing in tended lor the  general public by any 
m ethod of telecom m unications;

(4) "public telecom m unications" m eans telecom m unications which 
serve public broadcasting, general educational, in struc tional, medical, 
safety, em ergency, or public partic ipa tion  functions;

15 1 ">tale agencies" m eans all departm en ts, divisions, and offices in 
the executive branch of' M ate governm ent: it does not m ean an ngencv

Jo,S
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of the legislative or judicial branch of government or the University of 

Alaska;

(6) "telecommunications” means the transmission and reception of 

messages, impressions, pictures, and signals by means of electromag­

netic transmission with or without benefit of a closed transmission 

m e d i u m  including al' instrumentalities, facilities, apparatus, and ser­

vices, whether conveyed by cable or wire, radiated through space, or 

transmitted through other media within a specified area or between 

designated points;

(7) "telecommunications systems” means those systems in which 

the principal service and functions are telecommunications. (E.O. No. 

50, § 9 (1981); a m  E.O. No. 66, § 6 (1987))

Effect of am endm ents. — The 1987 
amendment repealed paragraph (3), 
which read '"deputy commissioner’ means

the deputy commissioner in the depart­
ment who administers the telecommuni­
cations divisions."

Article 8. Office of Public Advocacy.

Section Section
410. Powers and duties 470. Definition
450. Civil liability of volunteer guardians 
460. Nonattorney volunteer guardians ad 

litem

Sec. 44.21.410. P o w e r s  a n d  duties, (a) The office of public advo­

cacy shall

(1) perform the duties of the public guardian under A S  13.26.360 —  

13.26.410;

(2) provide visitors and experts in guardianship proceedings under 

A S  13.26.131;

(3) provide guardian ad litem services to olrildren in child protec­

tion actions under A S  47.17.030(e) and to wards and respondents in 

guardianship proceedings .who will sutler financial hardship or be­

come dependent upon a government agency or a private person or 

agency if the services are not provided at state expense under A S  

13.26.112;

(4) provide legal representation in guardianship proceedings to re­

spondents who are financially unable to employ attorneys under A S  

13.26.106(1)1, to indigent parties in cases involving child custody in 

which the opposing party is represented by eounsel provided by a 

public agency, to indigent parents or guardians of a minor respondent 

in a commitment proceeding concerning thi* minor tinder A S  
17.30.775:

(5) provide legal rep resen ta tion  and  g ua rd ian  ad litem  services u n ­
der AS 25.2 1.310: in cases aris in g  un der the Uniform  In te rs ta te  Com ­
pact on .Juveniles iAS iT.Ifn: in cases involving petitions to adopt a 
m inor under AS 25 .23 .125i In o r petit ions lor t he te rm in ation  ot uareti-

25!)
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The role of state government has expanded significantly 
in recent years because of growing state activism, fiscal 
pressures, and federal action that assigns states addi­
tional responsibilities. Growinginvcstmentsin informa­
tion and information frrhnnlngirs.bnth as resources and 
tools for managing state government programs, reflect 
the increasing Importance of information resources 
management (IRM) as a strategy for dealing with the 
states' expanding roles. The findings in this report are 
the result of the first exploratory study of ERM in state 
government,

Tho Research Effort

The study was a joint effort between the National Asso­
ciation for State Information Systems, Inc. (NASS), in­
forma tionprocessing industry companies, and Syracuse 
University's School of Information Studies which di­
rected the research. Theprincipalobjectivesofthcstudy 
were to inventory and analyze the management policies 
and practices applied to information and information 
technology in state governments and bo share those ap­
proaches. The research team examined the information 
technology areas of data processing, telecommunica­
tions, and office systems. Information management 
areas included in the scope of the study were records 
management and state library services. Management 
functions examined in-depth included organization, 
planning, policy formulation, budgeting and account­
ing, personnel management, and procurement proc­
esses. While the primary research focused on the central 
stateofficc level, case studies and surveys of agency data 
processing and program officials provided agency per­
spectives. -*r-

Most of the state information was collected during the 
period of August 1988 to April 1989. The study pur­
posely used a variety of research methods. Surveys of 
agency information system directors and program 
managers, and records managers and state library per­
sonnel provided a broad cross-section of issues and 
approaches. Direct interviews probed particular areas 
and were tailored to the interview situation. Document 
reviews obtained information on formal management 
goal and practices. Case studies resulted in analyses of 
single state experiences and comparisons with odor 
states.

Introduction



Executive Summary

Information technologies are the powerful tools that 
lead to managing w ith  informa tion in  an environment of 

strongscrYireddiYfiiy and regulatory ttK s ta tfon a  Stott?
see information management and information technol­
ogy management as inseparable partners. W efoundthat 
IRM cannot, and should not, be defined by a single 
model or approach across the states. States are adopting 
approaches thatbest respond to their political directives, 
executive branch management philosophy and style, 
existing resources, and ability to adjust to management 
change. However, there is a sim ilar trend across the 
states to better manage information resources.

In general, all levels of computing environments (main­
frame, departmental, and microcomputers) tend to be 
encouraged across the states. The interdependence of 
information technologies and databases to address serv­
ice delivery, regulation, and decision making is well 
recognized. Some states are m oving strongly to improve 
information management processes across sta ta govern­
ment, some considering intergovernmental and client 
information flows as well. Other information resources 
management areas such as state library services and 
records management are undergoing considerable 
change as they define service and compliance roles, 
work on securing more top management attention and 
resources, and adopt new technologies.

I?i the management functions o f information resources 
budgeting, personnel, and procurement, adjustment to 
the increasing use o f information technologies is also 
apparent The approaches arcdivcrse and much work is 
left, but the theme of better management and responsive 
management goals, structures, and responsibilities 
remain. On the agency level, we found that typically size 
a nd /o r function make considerable differences in  IRM 
structures, information sharing, the importance of new 
technologies, perception o f data processing scrvicc9,and 
attitudes about the organizational effects of computers.

•"Convorging Trends

We found that IRM should be placeo in  a context of 
public management reform, information technology 
change, and resources managcmentdevelopmcnt. Public 
managcrrfcht has continually adjusted to find resource 
management solutions and adopt management tech­
niques over the years. Management reform efforts take 
a very long time and involve elected and career officials 
in' the legislative and executive branches. Government 
management changes reflect political traditions, the cli­

Introduction to the Findings mate for change, and existing management structures 
and processes. Tradi tionally, central control and coordi­
nation have normally been the thrust o f those efforts. 
Even budgeting and human resources management proc- 

subjects of considerable management effort over 
almost a century, are s till unsettled. The driving themes 
of budget and central control in public management plus 
increased demands fo r new or more effective services 
has found a ready complement in the productivity and 
service delivery improvements that information tech­
nology offers.

IRM is a new management function that has been in place 
less than ten years in  the federal government and for 
shorter periods in most states that have adopted IRM 
organizational arrangements and concepts. Records 
management 2nd library services have a older history, 
but they too have seen m ajor management changes in  the 
last twenty years. Records management has suffered 
from lack of management attention and resources; state 
library services are responding to information technol­
ogy changes that can grca tly aid in  service delivery.

Information resources management has adjusted as use 
oftechnologiesinorganizationshaschangcd. Computer 
and communication networking and end-user comput­
ing and office automation are the dominan t themes in  the 
1980s. Telecommunications and dcctronicdata process­
ing, once managed as separate entities, now require at 
least policy level coordination as the technologies have 
converged.

Organization, Planning, and v is ion

From our in-depth study o f 23 states, supplemented w ith  
information from other states, wc found that there has 
been considerable chan^ein organization, planning, and 
information resources goals in the past several years. A  
majority of stat s have had new legislation a nd /o r ex­
ecutive orders from 1983 on that haveauthorized new or 
revised information resources management roles. The 
directives ha veindudcdorganizationalchargcsat policy, 
operational, and control levels, and focused attention on 
the planning and procurement processes, particularly 
for information technology.

As a result, states have made major changes in  central 
sta teorgamzations. Shown in Figure!, the largest number 
ofdataprocessuigopcraticnalurutsareplaced in depart­
ments o f administrative service or administration; tele­
communications operations in general services depart- 
ments;and policy and planningunits in financial c e p ir l ' 
mcnts.
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Figure 1. Inform ation Technology-Related Functions in  the Hierarchy (23 Slates)

Information Technology Function 
Reports To:

Data
Processing

Telecommun­
ications

Policy/
Planning

Adm in. Services o r Office of Adm in . 30.4% 21.7% 17.4%
Comptroller, Finance, Budget, Treasury 
Finance <5c Admin., Management

21.7% 174% 34.8%

and Budget 17.4% 17.4% 8.7%
General Services 13.0% 34.8% 43%
Planning and P o licy ' 4.3% 43% 4.3%
Governor, Executive Department 4.3% 4.3% 26.1%
Otner 8.7% 0.0% 4.3%

There has been a trend in  recent years to separate policy 
and planning from  operational units. New roles or roles 
w ith  more emphasis at the state level include research 
and development, pfahning administration, procure­
ment and acquisition, policy form ulation and admini­
stration, central coordination and oversight, and service 
to client agencies. Figure2shows the prim ary functions 
o f a composite information technology/management 
organization across the states we studied in-depth.

Legislative directives and/or executive orders have 
resulted in  high level policy and management control 
structures to address management concerns; these are 
either external bodies or a separate un it w ith in  the cen­
tral state organization. Membership on external advi­
sory or decision-making groups is diverse although the 
bulk o f the membership belongs to State management. 
The key responsibilities of these groups appear to be 
policy formulation, planning, and assessing future infor­
mation technology directions.

Policy administration is an area of increasing emphasis, 
particularly to facilitate networking and protection of 
information and information handling assets. Most of 
the states we studied in-depth have policies for hard­
ware standards, security, contingency plannng, pro­
curement, and planning. States indicated that policy 
groups were revisitingm ost of the current policy direc­
tives and assessing tv lu t new policy initiatives were 
needed to better plan for and manage information and 
information technology activities.

ThecurrentTbcas in  the.planning process tends to be on 
data processing and data communications w ith well 
ovct half the states requiring an inform ation systems/ 
information technology planning process. Less than half

have requirements for communications plans. Only a 
few states have "across the board" state agency informa­
tion technology/information management plans that 
would encompass data processing, telecommunications, 
and office systems. In addition, planning requirements 
gencrallyareplaccdonexccutivebranch agencies. State­
wide planning is an emerging frend, but it is unclear if  
states are setting strong strategic directions for informa­
tion resources to guide agency planning. Some states are 
including local government issues in their planning 
process.

The planning process is typically characterized by exten­
sive detail that focuses more on short-range budget 
justification and procurement for individual projects 
rather than longer-term a n d /o r strategic issues. The 
majority of states do prepare a plan before the budget 
process begins. Budgeting and procurement processes 
tend to have considerable in pu t by the information tech­
nology or information policy office that reviews or con­
solidates the agency plans. The agency and statewide 
plans are clearly seen as budget documents.

GoalsTisted in current state plans focus on a number of 
specific areas; administrative systems, end-user com­
puting, informationsharingand functional applications, 
information technology management, information 
management, telecommunications, human resources 
management, and statewide management action. State 
planning priorities appear to fa ll in the areas of telecom­
munications, information shanngand functional appli­
cations, and information technology management such 
as assessing new technologies and enhancing security. 
Many medium-size and small states are trying to deal 
w iih  establishing or im proving planning and lelccom- 
municaticns management.
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Figure L. Primary Functions; Composite Information Technology Organisation

Functions Activities

Planning

Budgeting 

Support Services

Policy ^  
Administration

Information
Services

Research and 
Development

Systems/Services
Operations

Systems
Development

Procurement/
Acquisition

Central
Coordination/
Oversight

Do statewide information planning
Review and /o r approve agency plans
Provide technical assistance in plan development

Assist or prepare state information resources budget 
Provide agency budget recommendations to Governor’s staff

Provido consulting in information piuoc»ing, telecommunications, oince systems 
development

Provide security and risk management guidance/training 
Provide training in applications use, planning 
Run information centers

Formulate policies, procedures, and guidance
Define inform ation/inform ation technology architecture and standards

Provide central information locator services
Guide records management and information access activities

M onitor technological developments and assess governmental applications 
potential 

Design and evaluate pilot studies

Prov -• telecommunications services/network management 
Operate data centers
Manage information processing services/networks 
Provide/coordinate reprographics and printing services 
Run statewide administrative systems 
Do central data administration and database management 

; Analyze workload and resource utilization data 
Do b illing  and rate setting —

Design telecommunications systems and software 
Design information processing systems and software 
Design office systems and software

Provide vendor "gateway" to agencies for software, hardware, information 
services

Assess/approve procurement requests 
Handle contracts

Monitor, evaluate, and report on agency information resource management 
including systems and policies 

Coordinate w ith central inform ation/inform ation technology councils/ 
commission

Coordinate multi-agcncy, multi-functional systems design and implementation 
Renew critical information systems projects
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A n  important theme across at least half o f the stales 
studied in-depth is the expression o f an IRM "vision" 
either in  the form o f policy statements o r strategic direc­
tions. fig u re  3 presents a consolidation of these state­
ments. These statements and directions provide the 
conceptual framework fo r IRM and a way to provide a 
rationale for planning, policy control, and service goals. 
W ith  some exceptions, linkages w ith  other information 
management groups such as records management, a r­
chives, a nd /o r library services are not directly included 
in  the strategic directions and policy statements. While 
the statements do im p lic itly  suggest such linkages, it  is 
unclear i f  thecentral state agencies plan to interpret them 
to include such action.

Information Technology Strategies and Directions

Given the importance of information technologies, the 
study focused considerable attention on information 
technology strategies and directions in  data processing, 
telecommunications, and office systems. We found that 
central data center mainframe operations vary widely. 
In larger states, data center computing resources tend to 
be decentralized; the reverse is true in  smaller states. 
Some states studied in-depth are streamlining and con­
solidating data center operations for better control, serv­
ice delivery, and cost efficiencies. Larger state central 
data centers generally operate mainframe services for 
smaller agencies and run statewide administrative sys­
tems. This accommodates the needs o f smaller agcndcs 
who do not have the size and /o r  application demands to 
staff their own centers and ensures standardization and 
efficiency of administrative policies and processes.

In all but the smaller stares, functional areas such as 
human services, transportation, criminal justicc/law 
enforcement, and taxation and finance tend to have their 
own data center located outside a central state facility. 
Both departmental computing and interactive process­
ing w ith  the central state mainframes seem to be on the 
upswing. Several medium-sized to smaller states are 
automating or enhancing statewide administrative sys­
tems such as accounting, budgeting, personnel, finan- 
da l/p3yro ll, procurement, and inventory control. Larger 
states apparently have mostly completed similar auto­
mation. There is a wide range of effort from little o r no 
attempt, to development o f comprehensive, integrated 
m ulti-funihorud information systems. Slates a^^sai U» 
be encouraging shared systems and information. Geo­
graphic information systems is an emerging area of 
emphasis, prim arily for natural resources/land man­

agement, and transportation functions. Many of these 
states see the development of telecommunication net­
works as the missing piece in  moving towards m u lti­
functional information systems.

Central state level offices have a varying level of know l­
edge about agency computing resources. State level 
offices seem to inventory thelarge computers individual 
agencies are using, but do not systematically obtain 
information about minicomputers or microcomputers 
that "stand-alone" at the agency level. State offices are 
typically more interested in equipment such as worksta­
tions and terminals that connect w ith stats data centers 
since this affects access management.

The range o f end-user support for computing varies 
among the states. Typically, larger states have a central 
state information centorfs) that provides considerable 
support fo r all levels of computing (mainframe, depart­
mental, and microcomputers). In smaller states, the fo­
cus o f the information center is microcomputer use. In 
larger states, agencies themselves generally have infor­
mation centers that focus on microcomputer use and 
frequently on other levels as well. Information locator 
systems vary in  sophistication across the states: Only a 
few states have a state-level information locator system 
that goes beyond very lim ited database sources and only 
a few statesarc exploring information loca tor implemen­
tation or enhancements.

A  major level o f effort in information technology stratc- 
giesis telecommunications network development. States 
are either studying, building, or have built digital tuck- 
bonenetworks thathave thecapability to integrate voice, 
data, video, a nd /o r image communications and w ill 
expand communications capabilities to all parts of the 
state. For the most part, tKc new networks take advan­
tage o f the existing infrastructure or are building the 
networks in stages. There is a diversity in the extent to 
which current network equipment and/or lines are 
owned by the state or leased from outside sources. A  

variety o f transport technologies are used: Fiber optic 
cable, T1 lines, and microwave appear to be the domi­
nant media. For the most part, university and college 
educational applications dominate video communica­
tions and law enforcement and public safety applica­
tions dominate radio communications.

Most states appear committed to Integrated Services 
Digital Network (ISDN), but are waibng until it is mere 
widely available and tested. While the new networks 
w ill have the capacity to handle video and image com-
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Figure %. Information "Vision" Themes

STEATSCIC ASSETS

Information and information handling technologies are valuable assets o f the state and should be managed for the 
benefit of the State and the public.

Information should be collected and created only in  fu lfillm ent of an agency's mission a nd /o r for statewide 
applications and should not duplicate that available from  other sources. Managers must define the purposes of their 
organization and structure the design and use of information to implement those purposes, working to minimize the 
burden imposed -on those who must provide the information.

Information should be managed and shared across organizational lines; i t  is owned by the State and the collecting or 
creating agency is its custodian. A  statewide perspective should consider the m ultiple and diverse needs of agencies 
across organizational boundaries, including the necessary linkages to other levels of government.

MANAGEM ENT PRIORITIES

The 5tate must devdop an effective management approach for information resources, include planning, policy 
development, budgeting, procurement, and service delivery. The approach should include fu ll involvement of those 
dependent on the information resources and consider the impact on the information policies and activities of other 
levels of government. Planning, budgeting, and appropriations should belinked together to ensure mission support.

Both central management groups and agencies have appropriate roles in the management o f information resources. 
The central management group should provide statewide rules and standards, monitor and ensure compliance w ith 
those standards, provide management and technical assistance, and ensure statewide information resources needs 
are considered along w ith the needs o f individual departments and agencies.

Fundamental management responsibilities should not be delegated to operational staff.

An information architecture is vital tu defining the Stare’s direction in  miormation and information technology 
management. This should include the appropriate rrux of centralized, decentralized, and distributed processing.

Information life cycle management should be a priority' and agencies should manage their records on an ongoing 
process. -  - Srt- •

OPERATIONAL PRIORITIES

A  statewide communications network is vital for information exchange and multi-functional approaches.

Standards are necessary for information exchange, ensuring compatibility w ith  existing systems, and the best use of 
information technology* investments. Up-to-date technologies best serve information management goals. Competi­
tive and equitable psocurcment policies should ensure the cost-effective and timely acquisition o f these assets.

Information should be accessible to the public unless protected by privacy considerations. Information in a system 
Should be protected and used properly.

Information systemsusersmustdcvclopskillsinthcmanagcmcntand use o f information and information-handling 
technologies, including developing innovative methods to use information resources in decision-making and service 
delivery.

Policy making and planning functions should be separated from engineering and other operational functions m 
central management approaches.

6
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munications, it is dear that data and voice communica­
tions are the first p rio rity  for operational use. Voice and 
data communications management at the state level 
increasingly must coordina te efforts as the consolidation 
o f existing networks and the development o f new inte­
grated networkscontinues. However, there still remains 
a multitude o f disparate voice, video, and data networks 
controlled by state agencies and their status under state­
wide consolidation efforts remains unclear.

The state central telecommunications office handles a 
m ultitude of duties ranging from coordinating long 
distance services to developing new technologies. Their 
responsibilities underscore the central u tility  operation 
o f voice communicationsand the sorvicedemands placed 
on the telecommunications offices. V irtually all have 
been integrally involved in  the development o f new 
networks. Less than lia lf of the states studied in-depth 
operate th f ir  own phone company. LaTgcr states gener­
a lly  opera te and manage a network control center. Most 
states use two o r more Jong distance options. Central 
state offices generally do not centrally manage local area 
networks o r wide area networks.

Office systems (also know as office automation systems) 
un til recently have not received much state level interest. 
Well over half o f the states studied in-depth are not 
directly involved in  the planning and /or policy-making 
for office systems; this generally has been left to the indi­
vidual agencies w ith  the central office providing techni­
cal assistance. State officials indicate that end-user tools 
SUfih A9 WOrd processing, eltxLiuiui. spread sh ifts, data 
base management programs, and statistical and graphic 
packages have generally genetrated most levels o f state 
government; smaller states tend to have word process­
ing and electronic spreadsheet applications. More re­
cently, integrated office automation packages that com­
bine these applications; communication tools such as 
electronic mail, voice mail, audio and video teleconfer­
encing; and document handling tools such as facsimile, 
an 1 electronic document exchange have penetrated the 
State office setting.

A review o f state plans in administrative systems ar.d 
specific program areas indicate that many states rely on 
state of the art technology and management, and coordi­
nation across the technologies o f data processing, tele­
communications, and office systems. It is not clear that 
interagency information sharing is necessarily consid­
ered in these specific plans. Many slate goals, however, 
do include the development of functional perspectives 
in agency information technology application;..

Sunve stales are fostering Innovation through tormal 
organisational structures for research and development 
o f information technologyapplications. In general, stales 
are anticipating information technology and manage­
ment changes in  data processing and telecommunica­
tions. These include the use o f powerful small compu ter 
systems, centralization and decentralization of data 
holdings, centralization and decentralization of infor­
mation processing, local level involvement, growth o f 
end-user computing, changing use of data centers, in- 
Ol'fiASevl inL-lwuiking and da ta  sharing. Increased image 
processing, and increased demands for storage capacity 
and access. For telecommunications, states see as major 
changes the development of digital backbone networks, 
communications policies and standards, telecommuni­
cations planning strategics, end to end control over 
major tclecommunicationsfacilities,newinfrastructures 
wi th optical fiber and radio and microwave applica tions, 
new organizational structures and systems to address 
telecommunications needs and management, and net­
work management solutions.

Human Resources Issues and Trends

We estimate there are well over 420,000 IRM-rela ted jobs 
across the slates represcn ting almost 20 percent of execu­
tive branch state employees. Over 66 percent of these 
jobs are office systems (dominated by clerical titles), 
followed by data processing (16.0 perxcm), research and 
statistics (93 percent), communications (3.6 percent), 
archives and records (1.7 percent), libraries (1.4 percent). 
Information services and products u .d  percent!, miscel­
laneous IRM-relatcd jobs (0.1 percent), and information 
resource managers (less than 0.1 percent). A number of 
the states indicated there is a move toward reclassifica­
tion of job titles to better represent the work in informa­
tion technologies and resources.

St3te service job titles indicate a growing emphasis on 
telecommunications, office automation and end user 
computing, dab b3sc administration, policy develop­
ment, planning, geographic information systems, infor­
mation resources management, software development 
and support, and forms design. On compensation, state 
personnel departments note that there is still a consid . - 
able lag between government salaries and those in the 
private sector for information technology' jobs. How­
ever, only a few states of those studied in-depth had 
compensation studies and orJv one of those was current. 
States report they are implementing higher pay grades 
for new positions and revising the pay grades for current 
positions. While personnel managers expressed a con-
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com for the seemingly pervasive problem o f recruiting 
and retaining qualified data processing personnel, ac­
tual solutions for this problem were scarce. Most o f the 
personnel officials interviewed believed that there were 
RO special hiring Or retention policies for TRM-related 
positions.

Training programs appear to be a bright spot. State 
employees have a w ide range o f courses offered them, 
often at little  or no charge. Use o f centralized facilities 
further enhances the learning process. The states are 
talcing advantage of current and new technologies, such 
as computer-based training to educate and train their 
employees. W hile most states are basically concerned 
wi(h offering technology oriented courses, some train­
ing efforts are beginning to have an IRM focus.

Financial Management*■%Mh'
We gathered accounting data from all 50 states and 
studied expenditures in-depth in 20 states. We found 
that states may be spending more than three percent of 
their executive branch operating budgets for the infor­
mation, information technology, and the information 
personnel necessary to manage state government. In 
Fiscal Year 1937, this was $15.6 billion per year and our 
examination of percentage increases over the years in d i­
cate this has grown to an estimated $19.9 billion in  Fiscal 
Year 1989.

O ur study found that accounting code structures vary 
considerably. Built up over time, accounting codes 
frequently reflect the desire to maintain consistency in 
data collection and do^npt easily adjust to changing 
expenditure conditions- However, in the rapid ly devel­
oping information resources area, accounting cod e struc­
tures may not be collecting critical information to guide 
mawgement decision making. Or i f  information is 
collected, it  may be collapsed into inappropriate catego­
ries or general "overhead" line items. This is an im por­
tant point as there is evidence that the accounting object 
structures in  many states are inadequate in providing 
program managers w ith  sufficient information to moni­
tor informa tion resources tha t are cost factors in budgets 
o f their programs. One o f the weaker links is that many 
sta tes have neglected to allow  for detailed monitoring of 
information ‘■'‘rvices, whether provided as inter-agency 
services, csrsu-u agency serocc: or by private vendors.

There is a very wide range in the number of accounting 
object codes available in the 50 states to monitor expcn- 
diforcson information resources. Theaveragcfor the50 
states is 30 codes: an average of nine for data processing,

six fo r communications, eight fo r office systems, and six 
for other information products and services. Most of the 
States inventory data processing services costs in their 
accounting schemes and most track some type of 
processing supplies. Many states do not account for 
software costs. The communications accounting codes 
in use do not generally recognize new categories of 
services, supplies, and equipment. A lthough many o f 
the states enumerate telephone service costs, other types 
of expenditures, especially for equipment, are often 
lumped together under a general communica tionsequip- 
mcnt code, or w ith in  a code for all equipmen t purchases. 
Radio and television costs are itemized in  about half the 
states, prim arily  fo r tracking equipment expenditures.

Most staLs at least have a code for telecommunications, 
a code for postage, and a code for other communications. 
Supplies are most often a single object o f expenditure in 
the office systems accounting code category. Office 
equipment is often coded to include office furniture. 
States generally do not distinguish between photocopy­
ing and printing. For information products and services, 
over tw o-thirdsof the states capture costsof publications 
and periodicals in  a unique object code. Most states 
itemize expenditures on advertising and publicity, d if­
ferentiate costs associated w ith  photographic products 
and services, and library costs. In most states, informa­
tion resources appear not to be capitalized.

Total executive branch IRM expenditures range consid­
erably in  the states studied in-depth. The expenditures, 
excluding salaries, range between 0.7 percent and 4.7 
percent o f total executive branch expenditures in Fiscal 
Year 1987. W ith salaries included, the expenditures 
range from  1.4 percent to 7.7 pc. ent. One of the major 
factors affecting the range-Df IRM expenditures is the 
extent to which the accounting schemes of the states 
capture the executive branch IRM expenditures. It is 
likely that total IRM expenditurcsasa perccntageof total 
executive branch spending are greater than the states 
studied in-depth average of 1.8 percent, not including 
salaries. The percentage increases to 3.4 percent when 
personnel costs are included.

Excluding salaries, the largest share of all executive 
branch IRM expenditures is for communications activi­
ties, a little over 36 percent. Thirtv-three percent are for 
data processing purposes. W ith the inclusion (A salary 
data, office systems increases from 22 percent without 
salaries to nearly 36 percent; communications drops to 
21 percent; information services costs almost doubles 
from eight percent to 13 portent; and data processing

8
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costs remain the same. A  majority 0/  the non-personnel 
IRM costs in the states may be classified as expenses for 
services such as consulting.

Figure 4 shows per capita costs for selected line items 
that comprise IRM expenditures. (Comparisons are 
shown on a per capita basis to standardize the popula­
tion differences between the states studied in-depth).

Generally, there have been sizeable increases in different 
classes of IRM expenditures over the years. The average 
biennial change fo r data processing was 255 percent; 
communications, 243 percent; office systems, 293 per­
cent; and information products, 29.4 percent. Overall, 
total IRM expenditures increased 27.5 percent bienni­
ally. Thisyieldsanannualizedrateofgrowthoverafour 
year period of about seven percent.

Procurement o lln fo rm a tion  Technology

We found procurement policies and practices vary in the 
information technologies that come under their jurisdic­
tion. Some states take a broad orientation; others are 
narrow in procurement responsibilities for information 
technologies. V irtually all states have some form of 
competitive bid process, either legally mandated or as a 
regulation or operating procedure. The review, ap­
proval and purchascof information technology is gener­
ally not centrally located in  any one State office. In most 
of the states it appears that information technology 
procurement is related to a strategic or long-range infor­
mation resources planning and budget process.

hr general, most states have similar methods for procur­
ing inform stio irtechnology resources. These include 
requests for proposals, invitations for bids, sole source, 
emergency procurements, delegated authority, and the 
use of state or term contracts, shown in Figure 5.

Invitation for bids and request for proposals are gener­
ally the longest procurement processes, taking an aver­
age of 11 and 13 weeks respectively. Sole source and 
term contract procurement take a month; delegated 
authority fo r smali purchases takes less than two weeks.

In addition, there are several major trends in thcprocure- 
ment process, including developing computerized pro­
curement Inventories, leveraging state buying power 
through a "state as one customer" approach, instituting 
installment purchase strategies, and developing specific 
training on the procurement process tor agency person­
nel and cn specialized topics for procurement officers.

Most states have some form o f general procurement 
ethics policy, either as legislation or operating proce­
dures. In addition, some o f thestates have addressed the 
ethical concerns directly related to procurement of infor­
mation technology equipment and services.

Records Management

We found that general records management functions in 
the states include providing standards, procedures, and 
techniques for records management; controlling and 
scheduling of records retention and disposal; establish- 
ing a state records management plan or program; and 
issuing rules and regulations for records management. 
Records Center services and vital records handling 
generally arc prim ary services, Records management 
offices help state agencies through advising and techni­
cal assistance; inspecting and reviewing agencies' rec­
ords management plans and practices; training of rec­
ords management personnel, and reporting require­
ments. Additional functions which are less prevalent 
include records safeguarding, rorms management, rec­
ommendations for technological improvements in rec­
ords management, and responsibility for privacy protec­
tion.

In the legal authorities we reviewed, responsibility for 
records management functions is most commonly as­
signed to records management bodies such as records 
management divisions, councils, boards, or commis­
sions. Recordsmanagoment responsibilities may also be 
found under theauthorityofarchivalunits, library units, 
and variousinstitutional combinationsof records, archi­
val, and library units. H a lf of the policy direction is in 
offices, boards, or commissions responsible for archives, 
forms, records management, public records, and records 
center management. Themsjbrity of states participating 
in the study reported that records management respon­
sibility varies in  the agencies. In many instances, states 
indicated that there were multiple persons responsible 
for the records management function in their agencies.

The state archives organization and function varies across 
the states. About half o f the archives are located in an 
archive and records management office. Historical 
agencies, state library agencies and other stale govern­
ment departments also house the archival organization. 
States report that an enormous backlog of records are 
waiting to be archived and there is little attention being 
paid to current state records which have potential archi­
val value. A final concern to archives is that preservation
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Figure 4. Per Capita Composition of ERM Expenditures

FY1987 Accounting Structure State Sample Per Capi ta Mean

Total Data Processing 14.40
Services 633

Internal 6.28
Agency (Inter/lntra) 135
Central Data Processing Agency 8.13

External 133
Supplies 034
Hardware 531

Purchase 4.21
Capital Outlay 230
Other Purchase 0.92
Mainframe 0.48
Peripheral 1.09

Rent 0.82
Maintenance 033

Software 0.73
Purchase 034

Miscellaneous 10.10

Total Communications 1130
General 1.04

Equipment 0.6S
Capita! Outlay 1.06
Other Purchase 0.47
Rent 0.11
Maintenance/Repair 0.17

Supplies 0.10
Scrvices/Tolls 0,07
Other/Miscelianeous 0.69

Voice/Data 7.90
•  - Capi&fcOuUay 032

Other Purchase 0.83
Supplies 0.02

Services/Tolls 6.09
Telephone 4.17

External (Vendors) 2.43
Data Communications 0.70
Long Distance 1.74

Internal (State) 3.06
Local (Centrex) 2.00

Telegraph/Copier 0.01
Miscellaneous Services 436

Miscellaneous (Voice/Data) 10.10
Radio/Television 0.42

'■*" Mail 2.91
Postage Services Extcma 2.67
Postage Services Internal 130

Lontinuod on next page
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Figure 4. Per Capita Composition of D I M  Expenditures - continued from previous page

F Y 1987 Accounting Structure State Sample Per Capita Mean

Total Office Systems 7.52
Services 058
Office Supplies 1.63

Office Equipment 2.00
Capital Outlay 151
Other Purchase 0.97

"'R e n t 0.24
Maintenance 054

Office Furniture 054
Duplication 2.81

Equipment 054
Services 0.95
Supplies 055

Photocopying 056
Equipment 0.24

v  ~ Capital Outlay 0.14
Other Purchase 0.01
Rent 0.27
Maintenance 0.11

Supplies 0.25
Services (Copies) 0.28
Quick Copy (Interna!) 0.79

Prin ting/B inding 253
Service-Internal 0£4
Service-External 159
Service (Not Otherwise Classified) 0.97

Miscellaneous 6.59

Total Information Services 2.98
Information Products 0.63
*  ' Publications 0.3S

Other 0.25
Advertising and Publicity 2.17
Photography 0.35

Equipment 0.09
Services 0.14
Supplies 0.26
M icrofilm , etc. 0.14

Libraries 0.26
Materials 054

Personnel Training Costs 0.04
Data Processing Q.W
Printing 0.00

Records Management 0.03
Storage Rent 0.05
Other Services 0.00

:i
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Figure 5. Methods of Inforaution Technology Procurement (22 State Sample)

Method Percent (N-22)

Invitations for Bids 63.7 <N=14)
Delegated Authority for Small Purchases 59.1 (N=13)
Emergency Procurements 50.0 <N=11)
Sta te or Term Contracts 455 (N=1Q)
Sole Source 36.4 (N=3)
Request for Proposals 315 (N -7)
Request for Information 9.1 (N=2)

Each state could have more than one response.

of historic documents needs to be given legislative sup­
port, as well as the financial means to store and retrieve 
information of enduring value to the state.

Electronic recordkeeping is an area of concern. Many 
records scheduling and retention plans in  the states do 
not account for the access to, retention, and preservation 
of electronic records even though the enormous increase 
in the use of computers has led to the generation of 
electronic files and records at all levels of state govern­
ment. There arc generally no central, systematic proce­
dures fo r retention o f electronic records. A  lack of 
understanding about records management, an absence 
of any centralized direction concerning electronic rec­
ords, and insufficient resources have not facilitated the 
development of programs for the management o f elec­
tronic records.

State Library Services

State library agencies generally have two major roles: 
providing leadership to and coordinating the state pub- 
liclibrariesandprovidinglibraryinformadonserviccs to 
state agencies. The rangeof services offered depends on 
the individual state library. Most state library agencies 
are the designated repository for state documents In 
most instances, this is required by state law. State library 
agencies are generally either independent agencies 
governed by a library board or commission or arc under 
the authority of the state education department. Gener­
ally, the num bcr of state libraries has either remained the 
same or deceased over the last five years.

There is a growing trend towards using new technolo­
gies for better provision o f and access to information 
resources in  state government. This includes the use or 
commercially developed and marketed onllnedatabascs, 
and the creation of online databases of state related 
information and resources. The majority of states began 
online services before 1981. Most states do not charge 
fees for online searches for stale agencies. Almost all of 
the states do not allow end-users to directly access fee- 
for-service databases. The majority of states maintain 
some type of online database.

A focus on long range planning is very' evident in the 
states. Strategic directions for library services to state 
government agencies include providing reference and 
research services, compiling reading lists and bibliogra­
phies, maintaining information from state and federal 
governments, loaningmatcrialsfromoihcrlibraries,and 
providing special topic services. Information technol­
ogy and /or policy offices are seen as ha.ving increasing 
influence on state library policies and services. Chal­
lenges for the future indude agency coordination and 
resource sharing, obtaining the support of elected lead­
ers, and coordinating the activities o f various state li- 
braty agencies.

Perspectives of Agency Information System 
Managors

Surveys of information system and program officials at 
the agency level in major functional areas provided 
agency perspectives. For information systems, surveys 
were sent to individuals w ith managerial responsibility 
for data processing or information management in state 
agencies.
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Figure 6. Personnel and Budgets for Agency and Data Processing Unit b y  Agency Function
>■— — M— - -.   Ml  ■___________■   . _|

Agency Total Total Data Agency Total Data Processing 
Personnel in Processing Budget Total Budget 

1988 Personnel In $1000 In $1000
(N=524> (N=521) (N^462) <N=36S>

Function Average Average Average Average

Commerce, Regulation and 624 34 5100,986 54,611
Economic Development

Education 608 23 557,528 51.714
Employment and Labor 824 51 $35,945 S5.639
Environment and Natural 910 15 $57,345 $2,626

Resources
Health 3516 41 5372,946 54,088
Human and Soda! Services 1887 49 $256,843 S6.415
Safety and Crim inal Justice 1599 22 SI 3! ,646 51,905
Transportation and Utilities 2941 62 5481,916 $14,462

TOTAL v 1451 35 5165,120 54,850

We found that there are clear, systematic differences in 
the size o f data processing organizations in the agencies 
related to function, as shown in Figure 6. For example, 
data processing organizations supporting health and 
transportation functions operate w ith in much larger or­
ganizations than those representing education or eco- 
nomicand commerce functions. There is some evidence 
that capital purchases as a percent of operational costs 
decline w ith  size. Data processing organizations em­
ploying five or less full-timec<;uivalentpo5itions(FT£s) 
generally are in organizations that make smaller capital 
purchases suchds-microoompiilcrs than the larger data 
processing organizations.

Almost 70 percent o f the data processing organizations' 
operating budgets support ongoing operations. Next in 
importance after ongoing o p o n tion i is. davoloping new 
applications. Only a very-small proportion of the budget 
goes towards training. However, large organizations 
spend a smaller proportion o f their budgets on training 
than small data , yocessing groups, because smaller 
organizations are involved w ith  newer end-user tech­
nologies.

The large organizations have been working w ith com­
puter technofogy since the early to m id 1960’s, while the 
small organizations date their beginnings to 1?S0. Trans­

portation organizations emerge as having the earliest 
adoption (1962) in terms of their first purchase of a 
computer. Sta tehealthorganizationsarethelatcst adopt­
ers w ith their firs t purchase occurring m 1968 on a vcragc.

As shown in Figure 7, all organizations had access to at 
least One mainframe computer outside of their data 
processing organization, most likely the state's central 
data processing system service. The small organizations 
relied prim arily on microcomputer technology. I f  an 
agency data processing group had less than two FTEs, it 
wasprimarilyoperating microcomputers. Fororganiza- 
lions of between two and 20 FTEs, the number o f micro- 
computers increased, but more significantly they also 
made use of minicomputers and hence some form of 
timesharing and networking. Once an organization 
employed more than 20 ITEs, it »yas of sufficient di-e* lu 
support mainframe computing. Empioymentand labor 
organizations had significantly less invested in micro­
computers than any ether functional groups.

Small data processing organizations have more applica­
tions running as entirely interactive systems. Large 
organizations split their systems evenly between batch 
entry and processing, interactive data entry and batch 
operation, and totally interactive systems. A little more 
than half the data processing managers indicated that

73



Executive Summary

Figure 7. Computer Investments by Type of Computer by Size of Data Processing Organization

Computer Investments 

CN=623) (V2

Average Number by 
Data Processing Size (ir. FTEs) 
2 6 6-20 20-1» >100 Total

Mainframe CPUs in  Agency 
Stand-alone Minicomputers

0 0 0 1 •» 1

in  Agency 
Networked Microcomnuters

0 1 1 3 3 2

in  Agency 
Stand-alone Personal Computers

0 1 1 5 9 3

in  Agency 
Networked Personal Computers

12 16 42 103 293 74

Out o f Agency 3 11 22 So 260 57
A ll Internal Computers 
Mainframe CPUs Outside

14 29 66 208 694 150

the Agency 1 1 1 1 1 1

some o f their applications were developed through 
contract arrangements, while only 45 per cent acquired 
applications from other state agencies, and less than 33 
per cent from the federal governments.

Data processing organizations generally have no major 
role in  voice or radio communica tions, or reprographics 
and prin ting  services. Electronic mail becomes more 
important the larger the organization and the more 
extensive are existing data communications systems. 
The three most important data processing functions are 
transaction processing, supporting senior management 
decision making, and responding to ad hoc data re­
quests. While ttansactiorrprocessing and scheduling 
became more important w ith  size, providing informa­
tion fo r outside use, and responding to evaluations 
decrease in importance with size.

Clearly the most centralized decisions handled at the 
slate level or by the agency head involved equipment 
purchases and discretionary purchasing authority. The 
most decentralized dsdsions left to the data processing 
managers dealt w ith  applications. The approval of new 
applications and the development o f priorities on appli­
cations development became increasingly decen tralized 
as the data processing organizations became larger.

The most important sources of information in making 
hardware and software decisions are from those inside 
the agency while external experts are viewed as the least 
important. Generally technical staff, end-users, and

technical review's are the most important sources of in ­
formation. As data processing organizations get larger, 
internal technical staff are more important as sources of 
information. As data processing organizations get 
smaller, the end-users of the hardware or software be­
come more important.

Net present value analysis is the leasr.o/ten used evalu­
ative criteria forma king hard wareor software decisions. 
In hardware decision making, large organizations value 
vendor quality'more than small agencies. 5mall agencies 
value the ease o f adding on capacity or ease of use. The 
same holds for software decisions. Small organizations 
tend to purchase their software off-the-shelf from ven­
dors, while large organizations generate most of their 
applications themudves, shown in Figure 8,

A ll organizations, regardless of si2e,had either formal or 
m/ormal procedures in  place for data storage and access, 
data transfer to other agencies, use of computer output, 
systems development, systemsoperarion.phvsica! secu­
rity, data communications, and contingency plans. 
Smaller organizations had more informal control while 
large organizations had more formal controls. Overall. 
70percentof thestates indicated tha* there was a formal 
planningproccssfor their agency'. These planning groups 
had atypical planning horizon of between threeand four 
years. States also indicated that these planning efforts 
did influence agency level budget requests.
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Typically, in larger organizations, data processing 
managers deal w ith  several vendors. The smallest dab 
processing organizations w ith  less than two fu ll time 
employees still maintained contact w ith  an average o f 
five vendors, while the largest da ta processing organiza­
tions maintained contacts w ith  over 16 vendors during 
the past year. The two most important vendor services 
identified were pricing information and the lis to f prod­
ucts and services provided by the vendor. Generally, 
large data processing organizations found vendor serv­
ices to be more im portant over all than d id  smaller
OrgAiuldliiuo, ieflt\.Uiig llit:differences* In tlie technolo­
gies they manage— mainframe versus mierocompuler- 
based environments.

According to the data processing managers' responses, 
<jencrally larger organizations shared information more 
frequently across their organizational boundaries than 
did smaller data processing groups. The legislature and 
the clients Were more often provided information, while 
private businesses and other state agencies were least 
often provided information. Agencies in  related func­
tional areas share information most frequently. Human 
and sodal services, closely followed by employment and 
labor agencies, share more w ith  the federal government 
than other functional groups. Economic development 
and commerce agencies share the least w ith  federal 
agencies. Education and employment agencies tended 
to share more w ith  clients than other agency groups. 
Environmental and natural resources agencies share 
more w ith  private organizations than other functional 
groupings. Employment and labor agenricsalso heavily 
share information w ith  private organizations.

Privacy issues and technical barriers such as compatibil­
ity  o f equipment were the principal barriers to informa­
tion sharing. Human services and health organizations, 
and to a lesser extent employment and labor agencies, 
identified privacy considerations as significantly more 
important barriers than other functional groups. Data 
definition problems were identified as greater barriers to 
information sharing by sodal services and natural re­
source agencies than other functional groups.

The number one problem facing data processing manag­
ers, regardless o f size or technological mix. Is access to 
trained personnel. Adequate budgetary resources is the 
second ranked problem. The third and fourth ranked 
problems related tc training end-users and adequate 
documentation for agency users.

Agency Program Managers' Perspectives

Program managersoverallhaveapositiveattitudeabout 
data processing. Transaction processing is viewed as the 
single most im portant data processing function. Other 
functions that arc important include the improved abil­
ity  to respond to outside ad hoc information requests; 
assist in planning, and assist in analysis. Program man­
agers also indicate that data processing normally meets 
the program managers' criteria for accuracy, timeliness, 
and access to data processing. Data processing is soon as 
having a very important influence on direct service 
delivery. Small agencies were more likely to see comput­
ers influencing program policy than large agencies, but 
large organizations saw more value for computers in 
managing facilities and institutions.

Figure 8. Software Development Process by Source o f Software by Size of Data Processing Organization

Average Percent o f Software Developed 
In-House Off-the-Shelf From Another From Federal Contracted 

From Vendors Agency/State Government Program  
(N=516) (N=534) (N=251) <N=182) (N=316)

From 0 to 2 FTEs ' 29.4 752 32.4 7.4 25.0
From 2 to 6 FTEs 45-1 47.7 15.6 72 29.5
From 6 to 20 FTEs 60.0 34.6 10.0 6.0 20.S
From 20 to 100 FTEs 63.1 22.1 11.2 5.7 12.S
More than 100 FTEs 

>*
59.9 27.5 7.3 3.1 142

TOTAL 57.0 3 S3 13.9 5.7 20.4

FTEs in Data Processing 
Organization
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Almost 60 percent o f the program officials identified a administrative or "other" unit. Over 90 percent incorpo-
speci/ic data processing organization as having respon- rated a research and statistical analysis function, gcnor-
sibility for data processing and data communications; 25 ally in  the "other" category or general administrative
percent identified a general administrative organiza- unit. The public information function existed in over 90
tion. Mo5thaveagroupresponsibleforvoicecommuni* percent o f the program agencies w ith  half in  general
cations and a little  more than half had a group respon- administrative groups and 40 percent in the "other"
sible for radio communications. Voice and radio com- category,
munications tend to be placed in  a general administra­
tive unit w ith  "other" as the next most likely type o f Each respondent indicated the extent to which the or-
organization. The "other"category most likely reflects a ganization shared information w ith  eight different
specific communications group. Radio communications groups, including the state legislature, other agencies in
is much more specialized and the specific functional their functional area, other state agencies not in their
areas of public safety and transportation agencies dearly functional area, local governments, the media, the fed-
make more use of radio technology than others. eral government, private businesses, and clients. Figure

9 shows the results, w ith  a rank of "1 " moaning very 
Almost all have a unit responsible for office systems, often information is shared and "5" meaning never,
typically a general administrative organization or a data
processing unit. Almostallhaveaunitassigncdrespon- Program agencies most frequently shared data w ith
sibility tprpublications, typically, a general administra- clients of the program agency and the state legislature,
tion group or an "other" group. Library services were The least sharing occurred w ith  other state agencies not
one of the least likely information management areas to in  the same functional area and private businesses,
be identified by program offidals; over 23 percent indi- Employment services and commerce and regulatory
catcd "none". Typically, libraries were under a general agendes tended tosharethelcast,whileeducation tended
administrative unit o rru n  as independent organizations to share the most. Generally, employment and labor
(35 percent). Over three-quarters have an information agendes as well as commerce, regulatory and economic
locator services function operating in  either a general development programs shared more infor.nation (rela-

Figure 9. Frequency of Information Sharing to Other Groups

1 - VERY OFTEN TO 5 - NEVER

Qthpr St Othnr St
* Agencies Agencies Those the
State in your not in Local Agency

Legislatu­ Functional yourFunct Govern­ Federal Frivate Serves
re .Area Area ments Mcdif. Government Business Directly

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
(N.1603) (N-1SS8) (NM600) <N=1599) (N-1603) (N-1603) (N*1563> (1533)

Commerce, Regulation and
Economic Development 1.68 2.28 3.23 3,00 2.23 2.89 2-6 157

Education _ 1.40 1.89 2.84 2.75 1.56 2.21 3.13 1.43
Employmcnt and Labor 
Environment and Natural

2.07 254 3.13 3.04 2.67 2.39 2.45 1.67

Resources 177 1.90 3.04 2.42 2.22 1.92 255 1.64
Health 1.67 1.79 2.39 250 2.40 1.97 2.95 1.75
Human and Social Services 1,72 1.86 2.90 2.49 t *v ft<.~X$ 1.81 2.9! 1.71
Safety and Otminal Justice I.S3 1.S9 2.63 226 2.21 2.12 359 1.92
Transportation and Utilities i./# 2.18 3.00 2.25 2.1C 2.04 2.61 1.66

TOTAL 1.79 2.00 3.00 154 2.27 :.i4 2.76 1.65
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Figure 10, Barriers to Inform ation Sharing

1 - STRONGLY DISAGREE TO 7 - STRONCLY AGREE

High Cost
o f Lack of 

Providing Authority 
the to Provide 

Information Reqslnfo

Personal
Privacy
Require­
ments

Loss of 
Data 

Integrity 
I f  Shared

Technical
Barriers

Problems 
with Data 
Definition

Major Function Codes Mean
(N=1564>

Mean
(N*1561)

Mean
(N«=1561)

Mean
(N=1559)

Mean
(M=1555)

Mean
(N=1545>

Commerce, Regulation and 
Economic Development 4.07 3.47 4.16 3.20 4.21 3.99

Education 4.39 2.60 4.02 2.92 4.32 430
Employment and Labor 3.95 3.63 4.92 3.13 4.02 4.21
Environment and Natural 

Resources •*. 3.99 2.84 3.3S 2.94 4.32 4.13
Health 3.75 3.28 5.06 3.03 4.24 4.49
Human and Sodal Services 3.92 3.42 4.79 3.02 4.20 4.31
Safety and Criminal Justice 3.91 3.51 4.77 3.21 4.13 4.15
Transportation and Utilities 4.04 3.32 3.63 3.15 4.38 4.41
TOTAL 3.97 3.28 4.26 3.0S ■U4 4.22

live to other programmatic groups) w ith  clients and 
private business. Education programs most frequently 
shared information w ith  state legislatures. Education 
also tended to share w ith  the media more and local gov­
ernment less than the average for those groups. The 
human and sodal services agendes share information 
most w ith  the federal government, while the economic 
and employment agendes^hare the least.

For state legislatures, the principal reason /or program 
ftgenry rnmmunication is routine budget requests MS 
percent) and routine oversight (22 percent). Agendes in 
the same functional area tend to share programmatic 
information mainly on an ad hoc basis and less so for 
direct service delivery. 5haring w ith  other agendes was 
generally ad hoc. Sharing w ith  local government related 
toad hoc and Icss'so routine programmatic reasons. Ad 
hoc reasons dominate w hy program agendes share in­
formation w ith  the media. Sharing information w ith the 
federal government tended to be the most varied butaiso 
the most obviously associated w ith  function and intcr- 
gcvemmsrial relations ovnnaght, followed in nrdnr by 
ad hoc programmatic reasons, ad hoc administrative, 
and routine programmatic reasons. The prim ary rea­
sons for information sharing w ith private businessesar.d 
clients are programmatic.

Several questions on the survey asked the extent to 
which respondents agreed that certain factors acted as 
barricrstosharinginformation. Theresultsareshownin 
Figure 10; a rank of "1" indicated strongly disagree 
while '7 "  meant strongly agree.

Overall, persona! privacy concerns were identified as the 
single greatest barrier to information sharing, closely 
followed by technical barriers such as incompatible 
equipment, ana problems of-data definitions. The least 
significant barriers were possiblo loss of data integrity 
and lack of authority to share information.

In-Depth Farspectlves: Case Studies of Six States

The study also looked at thedevelopment of information 
resources management over time in six states. These 
states included Florida, Kentucky, Minnesota, New Jer­
sey, South Carolina, and Virginia.

In these states, IRM changes, mainly relating to informa­
tion icv-hnology cost control, preceded the development 
of the current IRM approach. The experiences o: these 
statc*s highlight major concerns with information man­
agement policies, procurement practices, information 
processing systems, personnel, effective and consistent
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planning tor information technology and infajntttiQ n 
needs, accountability for the use and evalua tion of in for­
mation resources, management structures to promote 
information sharing, and integrated systems for data 
sharing among various agev ries.

Across the case study stales, developing an IRM ap­
proach centered on planning and policy processes takes 
several years. The in itia l steps generally resulted from 
findings or deficiencies either in  the con text of executive 
reform initiatives o r legislative branch reviews. From 
there, the states typically had to develop organizational 
structures, define mission statements,develop planning 
and policy goals and processes, perhaps formally adopt 
IRM concepts or principles and craft an information or 
informa tion resources architecture, secure agency' plans, 
and set statewide strategies. The first p rio rity  for state­
wide and agency action was the planning process w ith 
management functions such as policy development and 
control coming later. While service functions were 
maintained throughout the period, stronger emphasis 
on serving agency clients developed.

The timelines of IRM adoption in the case study states 
plus other research indicate that there are several im ­
plementation steps for IRM adoption. These are shown 
in Figure 11.

The central state office organizations have changed 
considerably over the past several years, most notably 
because of the creation o f high level structures and the 
reorganizations o f central state office responsibilities. 
The new organizations are under considerable pressure 
from the legislature, executive branch elected leaders, 
and agency heads to provide immediate results even 
when a long term commitment is needed to define and 
implement IRM strategics.

Service versus control is a major issue in the case study 
states. Agencies want training and support services but 
considerable discretion in  planning and policy'. Most of 
the case study st3teshave separated policy and planning 
functions from operations functions and redefined their 
service role. Those who operate data centers for all or 
part o f the sta te are under pressure to reduccinformation 
procersing and /or telecommunications charges, V irtu­
ally all have no separate line item in  the budget for their 
operations and must recoup costs through chargeback 
arrangements

Planning processes have boon n u io r initiatives in the 
states. W hile the planning emphasis remains on the 
building o f technological infrastructures, information 
management activities comprise a significant portion of 
state plans. The technological infrastructure initiatives 
aie major —  dealing w ith  building statewide telecom­
munications networks, strengthening organizational 
structures, build ing systems that w ill meet complex 
information needs across a variety of organizations, and 
addressing technical and user personnel issues.

The positives o f the planning process tend to be related 
to outcomes of the process: defining information needs, 
farilita ting agency action, anddefiningstatcwidcissues. 
Problems areas included finding resources to support 
the process, supporting statewide and agency' specific 
priorities, the results expected in the budget process 
from  the plans, and the effort versus the relatively small 
amount o f executive branch expenditures involved.

One d ifficu lty  is convincing top managers of how infor­
mation technology applications can provide mission 
support. Many o f the agency information resources 
officials do not believe they have the visibility and access 
to top agency executives necessary to involve them and 
eam their commitment. Many of the agency heads are 
politically appointed or elected and are responsible for 
very specific program areas; there is reluctance to take 
statewide, cross-cutting actions.

There is a general lack of strong coordination between 
other information management organizations and the 
central state offices in overseeing IRM. The main in­
volvement that central state office and agency officials 
have w ith other information management offices is in 
therccordsmanagemcntarea. Problemsappoartobethe 
perception that the central state office is focused on 
information technology', the other organizations' nar­
row definition o f their role and impact, the lack of a 
structure for their involvement, and misconceptions on 
both sides about what each other's goals are.

A  common finding across the case study states is the 
impact of IRM leaders who suppoit die management 
concepts and principles and work to institutionalize 
them. A il have worked to obtain tcp state management 
support. A fadlitabve manacemcnt stvle has been criti­
cal as well.
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figure 21. L R M  Implementation Steps

Step 1; DEFINING THE GOAL A N D  CLIMATE FOR CHANGE

• Identify current information resources in place and anticipate future needs.

•  Assess organizational factors such as current information resources management structured) and policies, 
senior and line management attention, external pressure, how the organization has previously adopted revised 
management approaches and technology, information resources management expertise, and maicr information 
system administrative and program applications,

Slop 2: DEFINE A N D  IMPLEMENT INFORMATION RESOURCES MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE

- Develop in busk charter and strategic plan for the agency in adopting IKlvi, including me dotir.itton ot JKM 
principles to guide future efforts.

• Determine broad organizational responsibilities for central and user organizations.

• Define genera] accountabilities similar to other resources.

•  Realign the central organizational framework to identify and integrate responsibilities for IRM in the agency.

- Define basic functions o f the central IRM organization.
* Reshape old units into IRM functions (may be done in a staged manner).
- Adjust staffing requirements as needed.

• Establish steering and advisory committees for policy, p lanning control, and information technology services.

• Integrate or coordinate the IRM functional units so integrated planning, management, and opera ticnal suppoi t 
services occur.

• Identify positions at the division and agency subunit levels tn serve as d irp rt managers or coordinators of TRM 
efforts and define their responsibilities.

Step 3: DEVELOP TrIETRM MANAGEM ENT FOUNDATION

« Develop strategic goals for information resources development and use.

• Develop IRM functional units mission statements, including service delivery structures and responsibilities to 
meet those goals.

• Define plannin^processcs w ith in the strategic directions and implement them.

- Set organization-wide planning directions a' vluative criteria for reviewing informs tion resources plans.
- Require divisions and agency subunits to s formation resources plans.
- Identify organizational-wide issues for mat nt attention; take action on division and a g e n c y  subunit

plans.

Continued on next page
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Figure 1 L  C R M  Implementation Steps * continued from previous p3ge

•  Define pal'cy development process and implement.

- Identify policy areas requiring organization-wide attention such as hardware and software standards, data 
administration requirement}, «u«J risk management needs.

• Define information resources architecture to guide state and agency integrated efforts.

Step 4: INTEGRATE W ITH OTHER MANAGEM ENT PROCESSES

• Establish direct linkages between IRM planning, the budget process, and procurement.

•  Integrate IRM planning w ith  other organizational planning processes.

• Establish IRM performance criteria for planning, policy development, service deliver)', and other critical
information management areas.

*■

Step S. EXTEND THE INFORMATION MANAGEMENT PROCESS TO THE END-USER

• Develop organization-wide information resources policies.

• Fully develop IRM organizational framework to the level o f divisions and agency subunits.

a Develop end user support tools in using information technology and addressing information management 
neode.

• FocusIRMstrategyontheactualuseand valueofinformationincnhancingdecisionmakingandscrviccdeliveiy 
effectiveness and efficiency.

*• Create mechanisms to identify and -apitalize on opportunities for information resource sharing, data 
exchange, and productivity improvement; this incmdes information resources research and development.

-  Promote transfer-cf innovative approaches.

Step 6. CONTINUALLY ASSESS IRM STRATEGIES A N D  APPROACHES

• Periodically reassess mission statements, organizational structure, planningandipolicydevelopment processes, 
integration w ith  other management processes, and overall strategic goals to ensure these evolve as organiza­
tional and end user needs change.

Central government and agency officials continue to 
work through centralization, decentralization, and d is­
tributed processingdecisions. Office systems arc impor­
tant as many see integrated personal computers, m ini­
computers, and the mainframe as the next stage in their 
states, usin£ the latest office technology. An ongoing 
concern w ill be maintaining IRM plans and integrating 
them across the agendes for statewide action. Executive 
branch and legislative decision makers w ill continue to 
be aaurted for their on-going support. A ll of toe case

study states are working on personnel issues, these 
include dacaficabon efforts for ihc-i* in the lcuLt.i 1 state 
offices and in the agendes involved in the multitude of 
information and information technology management 
areas. Recruitment and pay do not seem to be thorny 
issues in the case study states; classification bo tries arc.

State offices continue to deal w ith  telecommunications 
deregulation, a multi-vendor environment, emerging 
technologies, lack of consistent standard?, increasing
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application demands, and multi-functional initiatives. 
Sta tcs are mo ving from technology issues to infonna tion 
management issues such as data definitions and forging 
common linkages for inform ation sharing.

Observations About Stats IRM Initiatives

The findings of thp stndv reveal a great deal n f manage­
ment change in the past several years. From our stand­
point, many of the changes are very positive; in  other 
areas, much w ork w ill be needed, in the 1990s.

Major Accom plishm ents

On the positi veside, states have made major accomplish­
ments in information resources management reform, 
highlighted below. They are particularly noteworthy 
when one considers how d ifficu lt it is to change manage­
ment structures and-basic management processes in  
government.

•  IRM development appears to be most often charac­
terized by cooperative efforts between the execu­
tive branch (Governor's Office, information tech- 
nology/informationmana^ementgroup,and agen­
des) and the legislature.

•  Most IRM efforts a re bu ilt around a sctof policy d i­
rections or strategic directions that provide a ra­
tionale for contributions o f information resources 
to state government. Statewide information tech­
nology architectures are another considerable out­
come o f IRM efforts.

•  States arc*dcfiningiplanmng processes. While the 
planning processes m ight be too detailed and bur­
densome at present, they are being adjusted as 
planning experience grows, Perhaps more impor­
tantly, state and agency officials see the planning 
processas benefidal in  defirung needs for the budget 
process and statewide initiatives.

• Planning is beingdosely tied to budgeting and pro­
curement, at least at w ith in  the executive branch. 
While more work certainly must be done w ith leg­
islative decision makers, typically there no longer is 
a "disconnect" between these major management 
processes, State IRM officials are getting the mes- 
5ageacross that it isnot the percentageofanagonc/s 
budget that IRM entails, but what information re­
sources mean to state government operations that

, is the central concern.

• States are considering data processing, data com­
munications, and voice communications as part of 
a comprehensive management philosophy. To a 
lesser extent, office systems is also being consid­
ered. Video and radio communications remain 
functionally specific at presen t. As these technolo­
gies find a wider state agency constituency we 
expect they w ill be incorporated in coordination 
initiatives in  state government.

• IRM managers in the central state offices can build 
a wide base of constituent support across the legis­
lative and executive branches through advisory 
and decision making group involvement. Some of 
these groups involve private business and local 
governments as well.

» Moststateshavecompietedautomatingmajorstaie 
administrative systems. Considerable work is now 
being done at the agency level to automate serv ice 
deliver)' processes. Central state offices' redefini­
tion of information technolog)' service functions, 
particularly for smaller agencies, w ill hopefully 
speed that along, Agency managers see data proc­
essing and telecommunications as very positive 
factors in service deliver)'.

• Major teiecommurucations networks w ill soon be 
operational across the states that have tremendous 
implications for service deli very effectiveness and 
efficiency,

» 5tates are working hard to identify and adopt new 
information technologies w ith direct service deliv­
er)', regulation, and decision making applications. 
For the state level officials, the top ranked informa­
tion technologies facilitate communication, data 
access, data processing, and document processing 
and handling. The agency data processing and 
program managers tend to be most interested in 
new technologies aimed at solving specific end- 
user and output problems. These include portable 
pcrsonalcomputers,facsimile,desktoppublishine;, 
and laser printing.

• States are encouraging shared information and 
bhured sybtemb, most notably in functional applica­
tions areas such as social services.

• States arc recognizing that many computing envi­
ronments are possible and advantageous for state 
operations. Moreover, there is evidence that cen­
tral state offices are decentralizing operational
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control over computing resource applications at 
the agency level. The central role appears to be 
control in areas such os standards that have a state­
wide operational impact, particularly for informa­
tion exchange and communications for service 
delivery and administrative systems.

•  While procurement remains a problem area for 
most of the states, i t  is apparent that procurement 
reform is a high p rio rity  for most IRM offices. 
Acb'onssuch as developing computerized procure­
ment inventories and using the purchasing power 
of the state are signs o f major progress.

Issues for the 19903
There are also several areas that states should put on 
their future IRM agenda. For the most part, the following 
areas present d ifficu lt issues that w ill require major 
management efforts.

•  Accounting codes are inadequate to capture a basic 
level o f management informa tion on IRM expendi­
tures. Expenditures in  IRM areascontinue to show 
sizeable increases and states must be able to moni­
tor these expenditures well.

•  While sta tes have expended increasi ng amounts on 
information technologies, states identify budget­
ary constraints as a barrier. More work w ill be 
needed documenting and justifying to elected offi­
cials the long term productivity and service deliv­
ery payoffsof infoijnation technology applications.

• Information locators are not well developed in  the 
states as a L ->S2S for information sharing.

• Knowledge of computing resources at the agency 
level which is not mainframe-oriented appears to 
be deficient. This is particularly true of small agen­
cies.

• Office systems have received little attention at the 
central state office level; agencies indicated office 
systems are major technologies for them. It is 
unclear i f  Jack o f central state office attention is 
problematic, but bears watching.

» Much work retrains to bo dono on IRM job c'accifi 
cations and pay grades.

•  Records and archives management continues to 
suffer a lack o f management attention. The prog­
ress o f electronic recordkeeping, a necessity for 
effective ami efficient operations, w ill likely de­
pend on how well records management efforts are 
upgraded and supported.

• Only a few states have tackled information man­
agement head-on in  developing data dictionaries 
and providing resources for strong data admini­
stration.

We expect that future progress for IRM w ill involve the 
consideration of management solutions for these very 
thorny issues as states build on their major accomplish­
ments from the 1980s.

Summary; New Directions

We found IR M ' is a new management function building 
a foundation across the states. It is not happening all at 
once, but in  measured steps befitting management re­
form. 1TM effortsarecraftinga management philosophy 
that fits the complex diversity found in central state and 
agency administrative and program offices, and infor­
mation resources management areas such as data proc­
essing, telecommunications,office systems.recordsman- 
agement, and library services. We found that state gov­
ernment IRM is not considered a technique; it is a new 
management function that is slowly maturing and defin­
ing concepts, structure, processes, and skills. Its goal is 
to manage information and information technologies in 
support of the organization, forging ties and linkages to 
other management and political processes.

Information resources management .’executives and 
prnfp.isinn.its in  state ngenHps and central gnvprr.mnnr 
offices alike must work cooperatively and energetically 
to achieve the payoffs from the investments in informa­
tion resources that elected officials and senior govern­
ment executives expect. A t the same time, legislators, 
governors, and senior executives in state government 
must increasingly learn that effective and efficient 
management w ill require their support, their commit­
ment to constructive management and technical change 
in state government, and, most importantly, their sensi­
tiv ity  to the cultural, political, and public service values 
which must guide IRM initiatives.
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Policies for the Electronic 
information A g e

Now  that computers have taken over, states need to update the rules for 
managing their information resources.

Edwin Levine

I nformation—the lifeblood of govern­
ment -  is getting more complicated to 

manage.
Like everyone else, states have become 

totally dependent on computers and soft­
ware, networks and telephones, for stor­

ing, sorting and providing access to their 
information. Managing this electronic 
data and the technological structure that 
supports it will become the challenge of 
the 90s.

Statutes dealing with government in­
formation and the publics right to know 
have become outdated. Lawmakers are 
finding themselves embroiled in complex 
debates over information dissemination

and the costs of access to computerized 
government information, copyright, 
computer security, optical storage and 
computer privacy.

The need for redefinition is based on 
the increased value of the information 
being produced, created and stored by 
government today. It was valuable as 
"marks on paper," but the costs of find­
ing, sorting, combining and analyzing 
paper files were prohibitively rvrli: Com­
puterizing the information has i educed 
costs, improved the ease of use and pro­
vided capabilities for information man­
agement that were impractical with 
paper records.

Today it is possible to use technology 
to manage information, rather than hav­
ing to manage the technology itself. For 
state legislatures this is a critical distinc­
tion. If we separate the information from 
the technology that stores and processes 
it, the underlying policy issues are much 
clearer. These issues are the meat and 
potatoes of state legislatures: How will 
scarce resources be allocated? What are 
the equity concerns? What is the public 
interest? V

Information is an asset. But does the 
information belong to the individual 
who provided it to the motor vehicle 
registration bureau? Or to the bureau, i 
which wants to sell it to a company that 
markets mailing lists? Or is it now 
"public information," which must be pro­
vided to any person who asks for it, in­
cluding the child support enforcement 
unit that wants to find recalcitrant 
parents7 „

Legislative responses to these ques­
tions are eclectic. Some states restrict the 
release of "personally identifiable infor­
mation," while others limit only distribu­
tion of "confidential" information. At the 
federal level. Congress passed the Com­
puter Matching and Privacy Protection

Suit LrgttUfcuts September I9S9

Edwin Levine is staff director of the Florida 
Legulature's Joint Committee on Information Tech­
nology Rnources.
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Act last October. It establishes stringent 
controls on matching computerized in­
formation about individuals.

Studying the problems raised by the 
growth of computerized government, the 
Florida Legislature's Joint Committee on 
Information Technology Resources iden­
tified four major groups of issues that 
lawmakers are going to have to deal with 
-control of information, its dissemina­
tion, its security and its preservation.

One of the problems of controlling in­
formation is the question of privacy, 
allowing people to know what personal 
information is being collected about 
them, why it was collected, where it 
came from, how it will be used, who has 
access to it. The common concern is the 
individual's lack of control over informa­
tion about himself once it is computer­
ized.

i The second set of issues raises funda- 
' mental questions about government's re­
sponsibility for providing access to 
public information. It brings up such 
questions as whether government can 
copyright its information, whether soft­
ware written by government employees 
should be sold, who should be allowed 
and who prevented from disseminating 
government information, whether gov­
ernment will provide only what the pri­
vate sector won't, whether information 
will be available to everyone or only to 
those with a computer, whether it's fair 
to provide a computer printout to some 
and a diskette or tape to others.

The debate over who will profit from 
the use of information is fierce. Many 
public agencies would like to offset the 
tax burden with profits from their invest­
ment, but should taxpayers have to pay 
again for what they have already funded? 
Minnesota allows its counties to copy 
right and sell their software. Is it in the 
public interest to have government com­
pete with private business? Should pri­
vate software companies be taxed if the 
receipts are to be used to fund the mar­
keting of software developed by public 
employees?

Is it fair for government to charge for 
the examination of its actions? Is it ap­
propriate to require that examination of 
the public record be based on fees or the 
ability to pay, or should citizens have 
free access to this material?

The third and fourth sets of issues that 
legislatures must address are those of 
security and preservation. Security is 

^vital to ensure that data is neither altered" 
‘"nor destrdyed“andTHaFconfidential in­

formation is not released. Other security 
issues have to do with disaster recovery, 
access controls, security plans and pro­
tection of functions such as electronic 
voting systems where the integrity of the 
process must receive extraordinary 
attention.

Preservation problems have to do with 
saving and mam'ging public records that 
are stored on non-paper media such as 
magnetic tape or optical disk. Questions 
that have to be answered include what 
is the status of non-paper records as evi­
dence, whpther a document is a copy or 
"the" original, how to manege access and 
destruction of computer records and the 
software used to search them, and how 
to determine what records to preserve 
given the glut of useless information that 
can now be cheaply stored electronically. 
Then there is new technology such as 
electronic mail that never creates a paper 
document at all.

These issues have already created dif­
ficulties for legislatures. In Texas an op­
tical storage law has been challenged 
because it allowed for the destruction of 
"the original" paper records and author­
ized the use of technology for which 
there are no national standards.

New York has completed a plan to 
manage and prese. ve electronic records. 
The Uniform Commercial Code is being 
-eviewed to deteimine how electronic 
records will affect current law.

State legislatures have dealt with 
broad societal changes in the past, but 
the information age is speeding toward 
us a lot faster than anything we’ve ever 
dealt with before. The adoption of infor­
mation technology may be virtually 
complete by the turn of the century. Will 
lawmakers have enough time to deter­
mine the public interest in these issues?

The treatment of government's own 
information will be most troublesome. 
Who will control this information, who 
will disseminate it, how will it be secured 
and how will it be preserved? The infor­
mation age will force every legislature to 
re-examine old and settled issues from a 
new perspective. a

Which manufacturer 
outfitted the 
1987 America’s  Cup 
Winner with a secure 
communications 
system?

Motorola.
As soon as the crew of the Stans and 
Stripes Yacht—the wirner of the 1987 
Americas Cup Race—found out that a 
competing yacht vts monitoring their 
radio communications, they looked towards the Motorola SECURENET 
System as the solution. They knew it 
was the best way to make sure that their 
strategic on-board communications would not be overheard.

It really should come as no surprise 
that Motorola was the choice of the win­
ning Stars and Stripes crew. After all, 
we've been providing secure communi­
cations for everything from yacht races 
to undercover operations for over a 

..decade. In fact. Motorola SECURENET 
2-way radios are used by public safety 
agencies coast to coast.

Wherever and whenever people need 
to communicate with each other, you'll 
find Motorola quality. The quality that 
won us the first Malcolm BaJdrige 
National Quality Award, presented by 
the President of the United States, for 
our corporate manufacturing excellence 
and commitment to total customer satisfaction.

Winner

Call Motorola at 
1-800-247-2346> Ext. 603.

M O T O R O L A
Deot iSMiSO E. Commerce Om* Sol. T 
SinajTCuT} L  60173

Au-ani

7 f

State Legislatures September 1989



Ken tucky Department of Information Systems

S t a t e w i d e  G o a l :  

G e n e r a l  P u r p o s e  I n f o  B a n k

The Kentucky Information Systems Commission v/as created in 1984 to coordinate statewide strategic planning for 
computerized information systems. As chairman of the commission and commissioner of the Department of ' f̂ormation 
Systems, Stephen N. Dooley ensures information is planned for and managed.

ByLta BrooVi 
Aiioclata Editor

ulky food sump policy manuals 
are one Urgel of Kentucky suie 
| government's effort to build an 
online "locator" system that will 

electronically disseminate frequently used 
information to government employees and 
citizens.
W t  feel we have ctrobligation to find 

easy ways to disseminate commonly used 
information electronically, as opposed to 
paper passing," explained Stephen N. 
Dooley, commissioner of the Kentucky 
Department of Informs tion Systems (DIS) 
and chairman of the Information Systems 
Commission.
“We're looking for a way to present 

information in an easily used format for 
people —  information that changes fre­
quently and is frequently referenced. We're 
doing a lot of pilots with different tools for 
that purpose."
One of the pilots involves food sump 

policy manuals used by caseworkers. Two 
of Kentucky’s 120 counties are participat­
ing in the development of an electronic 
manual that can be easily accessed and 
updated.
Dooley said he also wants to build a 

general purpose information bank whqre 
the public can find out how to do business 
with sute government; the sutus on bids; 
and “general information on how stale 
government operates; the players and 
organizations —  types of things you can 
find out but it's often in two or three differ­
ent publications that are outdated aflera 
couple of months."
Dooley is a Kentucky native who left a 

position with the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Atlanu in 1977 to aocept a job with the 
Kentucky Division of Computer Services 
in Frankfort —  the state capiul and his 
home town. Doohinr rose through the 
ranks to the commissioner post in March 
1984.
“In government, there is an opportunity 

to watch projects develop and actually see 
improvements in things (hat you've had a 
hand in." he said. "Sometimes in a corpo­
ration. you do not have as great an impact 
as you do in the government environment. 
Somethings we grt involved with impact 
most every citizen in the sute. It's a real 
challenge being involved with these 
projects.”
Dooley said his bietest satisfaction is

“btinijing people Irom dillcrcm back̂
grounds, diltercnt agencies and diilerent . 
perspectives and getting them to work 
together, getting a concensus on what to 
So. Uur biggest strength in the department

m m
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is the people. We have just nutstandinp'. 
individuals~in*bolh the manacement and 
technical perspective. They make my job 
easy.”

Commissioner Duties 

As commissioner. Dooley is responsible/laimnmiMiuncf, i/uuicy lb ropunbioic
for the planning, development ami om-ra- 
non of all government information sys­
tems within the cveculive branch . This
includes establishing information strate­
gics and policies lor state '.rovetnmenl: 
development and support of automated 
sjslcnis lorT:iainlrames.dcparimenialsvs\. 
Jems and microcomputers- anil manapr- 
ment ot the Commonwealth Data Center 
and us statewide network.

PhcKu* by Div*} SkfUnf

Dooley, who reports to the Financcand 
-Administration Cabinet secretary and 
serves at the pleasure of the governor, 
works closely with cabinet and agency 
management, the governor's budget and 
administration stalT, and the Legislature.
The DIS. which employs 405 people 

and has an annual budget of S27 million, 
has six divisions: Data Management; 
Information Resources Management; 
Operations; Special Projects; Systems 
Fngiiiccring; and Systems Support. Ken­
tucky spent an estimated 565 million on 
information technology in fiscal 1987-88, 
excluding higher education.
The department also provides staff to 

the commission, an independent agency of

"We feel we have an obligation to find easy ways to 
disseminate commonly used information electronically. “

state government charged with coordinat­
ing the statewide strategic planning for 
computerized information systems. The 
commission published the common­
wealth’s first strategic plan in December 
1987 and the Kentucky Information 
Resources Architecture in conjunction 
with the planning process.

By law, the DIS commissioner is a 
member of the 16-member commission, 
which is comprised of representatives from 
state and local government and (hegenenl 
public. Dooley was elected to the chc. - 
mansliip by the other commissioners.
"My overa.I function (at DIS) primarily 

is to provide c'i'ection to our different di­
visions," he sai.. "I work with the direc­
tors to set the overall direction and overall 
goals. I alv. make sure they have the 
resources and skills they need to accomp­
lish their responsibilities.
“We’re primarily a service agency. At 

the same time, our role is to provide lead­
ership and direction through architecture. 
We try to dovetail those two things. We’re 
dealing with numerous agencies, each one 
with its own set of priorities. W e ’re trying 
to help them.
“The commission is the planning body 

— 'I’m  just"* member. They do the archi­
tecture. They have a lot to do with overall 
directions, strategies, and emphasizing or 
promoting things in stale government."
The DIS "always keeps planning in 

mind while emphasizing services —  they 
go hand in hand. I think there is a definite 
benefit of having a commission and a 
department.at our level,” he said. "It 
allows us to emphasize and give examples 
where technology hasoffercd a solution. It 
gives visibility, especially when competing 
with other priorities.
"It's worked out this way for Kentucky. 

I'm not sure t would work in every situa­
tion. It lakes a lot of work to make it 
work."

Negative Feelings Overcome
The evolution of information technol­

ogy in Kentucky state government "has 
been a >r g, hard road." according to 
Doole;
One ,f the biggest obstacles has been 

overcoming agencies' “negative feelings" 
stemming from the state's centralization 
and consolidation ofcompuler services, he 
said. Computer operations were merged 
under one roof in 1973; applications 
development functions were combined in 
a separate department in early 1981.

The two functions were merged in late

Sm ZZ>« Nr* CIO. p*9< M
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1981 (o create the Department of Informa 
tion Systems.
When services were initially consolr 

dated,theagenries were lold."(TcchnoIogy 
related) people on your staffare now with 
a new department and that department 
will charge you to use those services,' 
Dooley said, "I can certainly understand 
the negative feelings —  agencies are now 
paying an hourly rate to the people they 
used to have on their staffs.. .and they 
have no control.
"When I took over, the perception of 

our department was not real good among 
agencies. We could not do (he things we 
fell we needed to accomplish if we were 
not on good terms with our customers."
Under Dooley, the.piS has focused on 

customer service to smooth over the hard 
feelings. "The only reason this department 
is here is to serve the other agencies." he 
said. "If we’re not doing that, we’re not 
doing our job. We’ve changed the job 
from strictly a control environment to a 
service environment. It has taken a lot of 
effort to try to be responsive instead of an 
impediment for an agency to get some­
thing done.”
The rapid change in the marketplace 

triggered by the microcomputer presents 
another challenge. "Traditiojially, we have 
been hijfhly centralized, ihainframe- 
oriemed.” Dooley said. “We’te trying to

“We're trying to 
emphasize that 
there are multiple 
solutions — let’s 
get the right fit for 
the right reasons. ”

“We want our 
agencies to be able 
to take advantage 
of all things out 
there.

"We’re trying to find that 
medium-point between 
highly centralized and 
decentralized."

find that medium-point between highly 
centralized and decentralized.
“We have really tried to encourage 

people to use microcomputers —  we con­
sider departmental systems appropriate. 
W e ’re trying to emphasize that there arc 
multiple solutions —  let’s get the right fit 
for the right reasons. We’re trying to gel 
our professional people to look at it that 
way and support (hat solution.
“We’re not downplaying the impor­

tance of the Data Center," he emphasized. 
Certainly, small systems offer significant 
opportunities for improvement in state

operations. We want our agencies to be 
able to take advantage of all things out 
there.”

Strategic Planning Emphasized

Information resources planning was 
consolidated through creation of the Ken­
tucky Information Systems Commission 
by the 1984 General Assembly.
"The Legislature didn’t know what was 

going on in information systems," Dooley 
said. “I think there haj not been a great 
relationship between this department and 
the legislators. There was concern about 
some of the activities going on. The com 
mission was the Legislature’s answer to 
that."
There was a lot of “wheel spinning' 

during the commission’s first year, accora- 
ing to Dooley. "We felt that if we were 
going to make the commission of value, 
we needed a focus and more defined 
charter."
Rather than getting involved in day-to- 

day activities, commissioners wanted to 
concentrate on long-term planning and 
strategy. They recommended that the orig-

Stephen N. Dooley ••
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BIRTHPLACE: Louisville, Ky.

EDUCATION: Earned a bach­
elor’s in industrial management 
from the Georgia Institute of 
Technology in Atlanta in 1973 
and a master of decision science 
from Georgia State University in 
Atlantan 1976.

CAREER: From 1973-75, worked 
at the Miami branch of the Fed­
eral Reserve Bank of Atlanta, 
initially as an associate systems 
analyst and later as a systems anal­
yst. From 1975-77, was initially a 
planning analyst and bier a com-

munications department man­
ager for the Federal Reserve Bank 
of Atlanta. From 1977-80, was 
branch manager of traffic control 
for the Kentucky Division of Com- 
pulcr Services; from 1980-81, he 
was assistant director of telecom­
munications for the division. From 
1981 -84, was director of the Ken­
tucky Division of Information 
Systems’ Division of Systems 
Support.

PERSONAL: Lives in Frankfort 
with his wife, Cheryl, and sons, 
Andrew, 12, and Bradford, 8. 
Enjoys water skiing, playing soft- 
bail and other sports, and attend­
ing his sons’ soccer games. ■
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inal legislation be amended to emphasize 
strategic planning.
The 1986 General Assembly directed 

the commission to establish and coordi­
nate a statewide strategic planning process 
for automated systems in the three branches 
of state government and the constitutional 
offices.
The first biennial planning process was 

developed based upon the following 
premises:
• Government information is a valuable 
resource which has been entrusted to pub­
lic officials and should be managed as 
such.
• The value of the state’s information lies 
in its application. Information should be 
created or collected oniy to the extent that 
it has practical use in fulfilling the agency's 
mission.
• The public has right of access to gov­
ernmental information, but that rights of 
access must be balanced by (he individu­
al’s right to privacy.
• Agencies should identify their informa­
tion needs and document how automated 
information systems fulfill thoi -needs. To 
avoidduplicaiionand maximizr efficiency, 
agencies should consider obtaining infor­
mation from existing sources or taking 
advantage of existing systems before 
spending hinds to create entirely new ones.
• A primary procurement consideration 
should be compatibility with existing sys­
tems. This includes interconnectivity of 
processing devices as wel1 as selection of 
sottware which facilitates data exchange 
within the agency or between agencies.
• Agencies must manage their records as 
an ongoing process.
• Managers are to be responsible for 
assuring that information within a system 
is protected and that controls are in 
place which assure that information within 
the system is being collected and used 
appropriately.
• Information resources are to be man­
aged for the benefit of the commonwealth 
as a whole and the public at large.

Each agency is required to submit an
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The following are a few of the' 
information technology applications 
in Kentucky sute government 
• The Kentucky Automated Manage­
ment and Eligibil ity System (K A M  ES) 
determines eligibility for food sumps 
and is being expanded to other assis- * 
Unce programs, including Families 
with Dependent CLifdren and 
Medicaid. "
When the integrated system is 

implemented, the commonwealth will 
have one sutewide system that sup­
ports the administration of all assist­
ance programs.
“We implemented a system where 

each caseworker in the field in 120 
counties does online interviews with 
their clients," Department of Infor­
mation Systems (DIS) Commissioner 
Stephen N. Dooley said. “Tbey input 
information as they go through the 
interview— a questionnaire-type deaL"
If a caseworker hasall the informa­

tion, he or she determines on the spot 
whether the client iseligibleforbenef- 
its. If more information is needed, the 
system automatically schedules 
another meeting with die dienL 
■ The Data Dictionary contains infor­
mation about computer systems resid­
ing on the sute’s mainframe compt.- ■ 
ters. “It’s an information repository 
that tells you what systems do what," 
Dooley explained.
• The Department of Information 
Systems, the Department of Educa­
tion and IBM jointly developed and 
funded Project Vision, a computer- ’ 
ized math skill presentstiu for fust 
and seconJ grades that ombines 
interactive videodisk technology with 
a computer touch screen. It allows a 
student to work on the computer 
without a keyboard. The software 
reinforces concepts introduced by 
teachers in the classroom. '•••■/•
• In 1973, the Kentucky Board of 
Elections implemented the first auto­
mated voter registration system. In 
1986, a sutewide version of voter reg­
istration, which provides county daks ’ 
online capability for maintenance of 
voter registration records, was _ 
implemented. . - 1 • y t - '
A vote tally system has been deve­

loped so county e’erks can report elec­
tion results to (he sute for federal and 
suteofficcs. -■■ “2;;'; .
• Kentucky is installing a sutewide I 
purchasing system that will be avail­
able to all agendes. "The purchasing 
system up to this point is primarily a 
manual process that involves tots of 
paper," Dooley said. “This, we think, 
will certainty assist in streamlining the 
process and getting a belter handle on 
the types of information our people 
need to do effective purchasing."
• The DIS has formed a task force to 
developsundards and procedures that 
will enable geographic information 
system (GIS) resources to be shared 
across the Kentucky Statewide 
Network,
• The DIS is also looking at the feas­
ibility of pulling together an executive 
information system for financial 
management. ■
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Information Resources Plan to the com 
mission, which makes recommendations 
to the governor's office and the General 
Assembly for use in preparing the biennial 
budget.
"We review them not so much on dol­

lars spent but rather, is it reasonable?' 
Dooley said. “Does it have statewide 
potential? Should we support it? Docs it 
relate to the overall business mission? Is it 
consistent with the architecture?"
During the first planning cycle in liscal 

1988-90, some agencies were hesitant 
about preparing the plans.
"Once they got into it, they found it was 

beneficial to involve their people in infor 
malion technology,” he said. “The first 
time was the hardest. Some things that 
didn't work have been revised. Planning is 
a process —  not a project. You keep refin­
ing it.”
Dooley said the DIS's relationship with 

the Legislature "has been very good since

R o ch e s te r P.D. 
T p  M u g -W ith  
S t il l  VHS

ROCHESTER. N.Y. —  T wo loca! area 
law enforcement agencies are exploring 
applications of electronic photography to 
identify and record '.mages of arrested ,us- 
pccts with still video equipment.

Agents from the local FBI office and the 
Rochester Police Department recently used 
Kodak still video equipment to obtain 
hard copy prints of suspec cd criminals 
from surveillance video tapes.

The process uses electronic digital imag­
ing to help convert the video signal to a 
color or black and while image. Thermal 
prints are then produced in 4- by 5.2-inch 
site using a color Kodak video printer.

Banks and convenience stores use VHS- 
lypc video systems for surveillance bccausfc 
they are e3sy to use and cost-efficient. The 
drawback for police work is the length of 
time it takes to translate video images to 
hard copy that can be used by officers. The 
process generally lakes about two weeks, 
according to Dennis Penna of the Roches­
ter P.D. Crime Analysis Unit.
But Penna said the Police Department is 

excited about the potential of electronic 
imaging when combined with same-day 
production of hard copy prints.

Electronic imaging equipment —  de­
signed by Edicon, a*kyCdak subsidiary in 
Brighton, N. Y. —  is scheduled for installa­
tion by the end of the third quarter.
The first application of the new system 

will not be in conjunction with video sur­
veillance, said Police Chief Gordon Url- 
acher. The dcpanmcnt plans to use the 
equipment as part of a new computer mug 
shol.xfrstcm io help speed up (he processof 
having victims identify criminal suspects.

"By comparing many physical catego­
ries of suspects, this system will help us narrow down the number of suspects 
much more quickly and efficiently than flipping through thousands of mug shots," said Urlacher. He added that the videotape 
surveillance application would be re­examined upon successlul implementation of the computer mug shot system, a

the commission began focusing on the 
planning process. They (legislators) feel 
more comfortable having a group looking 
at what agencies are doing with informa­
tion technology —  someone with a back­
ground iri information technology who 
can raise red flags if they need to be 
raised."
A four-member legislative subcommit­

tee on information systems has been 
created. "We have made a strong effoit to 
develop a good link with them. They over­
see the review activity of the commission 
and my department We've tried todevelop 
a good relationship wiih them," he said.

Information Resources 
Architecture

The Information Resources Architec­
ture is a framework of standards, guide­

lines and directional statements related to 
information resources management in the 
commonwealth.
The architecture was designed to pro­

mote and facilitate information and 
resource management across organizational 
and geographic boundaries. It provides 
guidance for planners, standards for 
implementation and a framework for 
resource sharing.
In the past, DIS's planning efTorts dealt 

mainly with technology. W.'h the adop­
tion of the architecture, DIS is taking a 
broader view of information sy.'tems to 
consider the information itself as a.x asset 
which must also be planned for and 
managed.
The architecture is divided into three 

broad categories — technology, informa­
tion and the organization —  and three

levels of information management —  state- 
level, departmental and desktop.

Applying Ideas
Dooley noted that the DIS “is covering 

l wice as much area" despite a reduction in 
its staff by some 25 employees since its 
inception. "We've come a long way," he 
said. “Our people can feel good about 
themselves having been able to accomp­
lish all that they have with virtually the 
same level of resources. I think that's a 
credit to (hem.
"We try to act upon other people's ideas 

as well as our own," Dooley said. "If 
someone has a good idea, let's see if we can 
implement and put it to use. We want io be 
able to recognize a good idea or a possibil­
ity and put parties and resources together 
to apply technology to that issue." ■

.Hie tidependleiit G i a n t
T h e  incredible story of a  good idea a n d  h o w  it grew.

tack when S/3X’s were the 
. big news and so were their price 
' tags, Decision Data made a 

wise decision.
We decided to produce peri­

pheral products that worked 
j hand-in-glovc with Big Blues,
■ only without the big price tags.

Oh, and we gave them 
j more functionality, too. That 

was 1969. 
i Since then, our bright idea 

has moved us out of the peri- 
pherals-only category and into 
first place among independents 
serving the IBM mid-range 
market.

We are, in fact, the indepen­
dent giant. Which is good news 
for you. • 1

Thanks to Decision Data 
Computer Corporation 
(DDCC).you can look to 
us for all kinds of printers 
and workstations, PCs, 
tape drives, UPS units, memory 
modules. The works.

A giant in their own right, 
DDCC is the largest indepen­
dent supplier of S/3X and 
AS/400™ peripherals in the 
, world.

For service, we have another 
goliath to serve you. Decision 
Data Service, Inc. (DDS1) has 
over 1200 service professionals 
in over 125 locations to get the 
job done. When and where you 
need it.

Through Decision Data 
Leasing, we can also sell, lease 
or tradcyou an entire IBM 
mid-range system.

And with Decision Data 
Direct, you can shop by mail 
for supplies and PC enhance­

ment products.
Our giant capabilities extend 

to government procurements, too.
We respond quickly to 

RFQs and RFBs with profes­
sional, technical information 
and competitive prices to make 
your procurement process 
move swifdy and efficiently.
So now, the decision isyours.
For mid-range products, 

service or support, you 
can turn to Big Blue.

Or, you can call on the inde­
pendent giant. Without the 
giant prices.

Some things just don't change.
For more information, call us 

at 1-800-523-6529.

D ecisio n  
D a ta
Incorporated

100 VVtlmfr RooJ. I ton turn. PA IWHt-OTW
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M A N A G I N G  

I N F O R M A T I O N

This Governing Guide is based on a recent study of the ways in which states use 

technology to manage information. Managing Information Resources: New Directions in 

State Government was prepared by Sharon Caudle, Donald Marchand and three

colleagues at Syracuse University’s School of 

Information Studies. It is the first comprehensive 

study of state use of information technology.

Managing Information Resources examines 

the tactics being used to channel the rising tide 

of data in state government. The study, con­

ducted in cooperation with the National Associa­

tion for State Information Systems, was funded 

by Bell South, Digital Equipment Corporation, 

Electronic Data Systems, Bull Worldwide In­

formation Systems, IBM, NCR. NYNEX Busi­

ness Information Systems, Plexus Computers, Prime Computer, Tandem Computers, 

UNISYS and US WEST Communications. Copies are available for $50 from the School 

of Information Studies, Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York 13244.

B y  H a r r i s o n  D o n n e l l y  

C u r t  D o t y  Illustrations
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Transforming Chaos

When experts studied the state of 
Virginia’s use of computers and other 
forms of technology in the early 
1980s, they found a tangled mess. 
Not only were information services 
costly and labor intensive, but the 
responsibility for managing them was 
divided among three separate state 
offices. Meanwhile, little was being 
done to integrate different forms of 
technology, the purchase of new 
equipment was a complex process, 
and planning suffered as a result.

Over the next few years, Virginia 
state government officials pushed 
hard to develop systems that would 
put them back in control of this in­
creasingly important aspect of state 
operations. Although certain problems 
persist, today Virginia boasts a num­
ber of policies and programs that are 
dedicated to improving the state’s use 
of both technology and information.

The Old Dominion's efforts to bring 
order out of technological chaos re­
flect changes that are reshaping the 
way state and local governments do 
business. Keenly aware that the effi­
cient management of information is 
crucial to their mission, policy makers 
have adopted a broad array of tactics 
and strategies designed to improve 
the way they employ computers, tele­
communications, office systems 
and—above ell—the people who 
oversee them.

The states appear to be succeeding 
in such efforts beyond expectations. In 
a report issued by Syracuse Universi­
ty's School of Information Studies in 
August of 1989, Sharon Caudle and 
Donald Marchand note that many 
states are making great strides in 
streamlining their information-re- 
source management — that is, their 
control of the acquisition, use. trans­
mission, and storage of information.

The 23 states surveyed are not sim­

ply installing new computers or tele­
communications equipment. Rather, 
they are formulating by trial and error a 
new management discipline.

The stakes are high. Indeed, ready 
and reliable information about state 
programs has become so prized by 
state policy makers that decisions con­
cerning its management have migrated 
from the computer room to the board 
room. Governors, legislators and top 
agency executives have all grown in­
creasingly dependent on technology for 
the data they need to make decisions. 
To meet this demand, Caudle and 
Marchand believe, the focus of in­
formation technology must shift from 
the technical goals of specialists to the 
state government’s overall mission.

On a scale unimaginable 10 years 
ago, the new information-management 
policies are transforming the work 
process and the nature of service 
delivery all across the United States. 
The reason: State governments are 
data-intensive enterprises. Far more 
than most industries of comparable 
size, state governments have a man­
date to collect and utilize information, 
be it about welfare recipients, licensed 
drivers or schoolchildren.

The effective management of in­
formation resources thus promises to 
increase productivity in the states. "If 
you are going to improve the quality of 
state government." asks Marchand,

"where else would you look?’’ In the 
future, states will be judged on how 
well they define their information 
needs and how well they manage huge 
masses of information. State and local 
governments that succeed will prosper; 
those that do not may lag far behind.

In recent years, several factors 
have combined to inflate the impor­
tance of these issues. The policies of 
the Reagan administration, for exam­
ple, shifted responsibility for many 
social programs onto the states. Simul­
taneous budget constraints, however, 
kept the states from hiring more peo­
ple to cope with their new duties. Not 
only that, but most states had their 
hands full trying to assimilate an un- 
pi ecedented series of technological 
and regulatory changes in the informa­
tion field, including the influx of per­
sonal computers (PCs) into offices in 
the early 1980s and the court-ordered 
breakup of AT&T in 1984.

Despite the reality of budgetary 
pressures, Caudle and Marchand cau­
tion, the goal of information-resource 
policies is not solely to reduce costs; 
rather, it is to help states do what they 
do better. After all, governments are 
in the business of delivering services, 
not of saving money. Policy makers 
should therefore use the information 
resources at their disposal to deliver 
services more effectively—in short, to 
get more bang for the bucks.

COMING TO TERMS
Throughout their study, Drs. Caudle and Marchand distinguish between 
two carefully defined concepts. They use the term "information re­
sources" to signify everything from information itself to the machines that 
manipulate it to the manpower and money involved in the process. “In­
formation technologies" has a more specific meaning. It denotes com­
puter hardware and software, telecommunications devices that handle 
voice, data and video messages, and office systems—that is, high-tech tools 
such as electronic mail, facsimile machines and bar-code scanners that 
promise to increase worker productivity.
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A M A N  A N D  HIS DATA:
S TEV E D O O L E Y  O F  K E N T U C K Y

F or Steve Dooley, Kentucky’s commissioner of In­
formation systems since 1984, improving the 
state’s management of information resources has 
been the fruit of a simple seed: getting people in 

state government to talk to one another. “A big part of it 
is just starting a process of communication,” says 
Dooley, “and getting the 
key people to think alike.”

Dooley seems to fit an 
archetype defined by Cau­
dle and Marchand—that of 
the state official who can 
articulate a vision of where 
the government needs to go 
in the field. As Dooley sees 
his role, a crucial first step 
on the road to more effec­
tive data management is 
getting people’s minds off 
the narrow topic of equip­
ment and onto the broader 
question of their informa­
tion needs and how to meet 
them. “We’ve tried to 
change the way people view information,” he explains. 
The ideal is to consider information as “an asset, rather 
than just concentrating on what type of computers we 
have."

A vision such as Dooley’s takes time to implement: 
Kentucky has been working since July 1977 to set up an 
organizational structure and planning process to better 
manage its information. That glacial pace notwithstand­
ing, the state has managed to skirt some of the obstacles 
that other states are now meeting head on.

"A lot depends on the environment," says Dooley. 
"We’ve come from a very centralized perspective and 
have been moving toward a more decentralized environ­
ment. But other states have had problems when they’ve 
started with a decentralized environment and tried to go 
in the other direction."

For Kentucky, a key tool in the process has been its

regularly updated “architecture” document, which 
charts the state’s course in information resources. The 
document spells out standards and policies which gov­
ernment officials then seek to apply.

An advantage of this architecture, Dooley notes, is 
that it presents the state’s overall information-manrge-

ment goals without dictat­
ing how they are to be met. 
“S'nce users have a road 
map of the direction the 
state is going,” he says, 
"the architecture helps 
make their decisions eas­
ier. But it’s not a document 
that says, ‘Everyone has to 
follow this all the way 
down the line.' ”

Kentucky’s priority at 
the moment, says Dooley, is 
to expand the universe of 
people who benefit from 
the state’s information re­
sources: “We’re working 
more and more on how to 

get information to people—not just to state and local 
government personnel but also to the public at large." 
Toward that end, Kentucky officials aie in the midst of 
converting government information now on paper into 
electronic form. This will make data on, say. state pro­
curement practices more readily available both to state 
employees and to small firms eager to do business with 
the state. The frequently changing rules on distribution of 
food stamps, to cite another example, can be put on-line 
to keep human resource personnel up to date without 
constantly consulting massive policy manuals.

As evidence of its dedication to etrective information 
management, Kentucky is extending its efforts to the 
local level. “By learning who the people are that we 
need to talk to, and by being more aware of their 
needs,” says Dooley, “we've begun to build bridges with 
the local governments."

Dooley: Information is an asset; its management 
involves far more than choosing computers.
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(continued from  page 8 A ) 
slon already under way. PCs were 
pouring into offices, and deregulation 
had made a complex thicket of tele­
communications policies that once 
consisted of nothing more involved 
than paying the phone bill. To cope 
with this rising tide of technology, 
state officials realized, would require a 
large dose of proactive manage­
ment—the practice of addressing 
problems before they arise.

The result has been a textbook ex­
periment in federalism. Each state has 
found its own way, foi mutating taws, 
executive orders and policies designed 
to manage its information resources 
more coherently than In the past. Not 
only have the states’ experiences var­
ied widely, but individual agencies 
within each state have had to custom­
ize policies to suit their own particular 
needs. The use of computers in a 
corrections department, for example, 
differs significantly from computer use 
in a human services agency.

Not that every state is reinventing 
the disk drive. By sharing information 
among themselves, many states have 
adopted ideas and approaches that 
were first put into practice elsewhere. 
Still, cooperation can go only so far. 
No matter how good a borrowed strat­
egy may be, it will not work unless 
officials tailor it to their own state's 
culture, politics and governmental 
structure. Anyone who neglects this 
fine-tuning of an information-manage- 
ment agenda is likely to experience a 
discordant period of implementation,

The six states in the case study ran 
the gamut of organizational models, 
from centralized (Florida) to decentral­
ized (South Carolina). In each model, 
the management of information re­
sources has evolved successfully.

For a number of reasons—among 
them personalities, priorities and 
resources —other states have not 
matched the progress of the six test

cases. Louisiana and Mississippi, for 
example, have been held back by bud­
get problems, while Texas officials can­
not agree whether to make changes 
through a single policy imposed from 
above or through individual initiative 
by the state's highly decentralized 
agencies. Even though several agencies 
in the state have developed effective 
policies on their own, Marchand ob­
serves. comprehensive changes in a 
state as loosely organized as Texas will 
take a long time.

In the test states, meanwhile, 
progress in managing information re­
sources has been more concrete but no 
less arduous. A number of distinct 
steps seem crucial to success. First, 
state officials must be made aware of 
any weaknesses in their government's 
information management. In South 
Carolina, for example, officials were 
alerted to this condition by a 1981 
report from the University of South 
Carolina that spotlighted deficiencies in 
the state’s use of telecommunications, 
data processing and office systems. 
Next, states must establish an orga­
nizational structure for the overall man­
agement of information resources. In 
Florida, a 1983 taw created the In­
formation Resource C emission, an 
oversight committee with a charter to 
coordinate the state's efforts in years 
to come. Finally, states must devise a 
planning process, adopt goals and—as 
have Kentucky and Minnesota—create 
an information-management "architec­
ture," or overall framework of stan­
dards, policies and guidelines.

All that takes time. Yet state gov­
ernment information managers oper­
ate under political pressure to pro­
duce quick results. Elected officials 
seek to make changes during their 
term in office, but most management 
functions tend to evolve over a far 
longer time span; designers of effec­
tive information policies follow a long- 

icontinued on  page IS A )
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P ublic managers seeking to contain costs may be 
able to reap substantial savings in the area of 
information-technology expenditures. State gov­
ernments’ procurement of information technology, 

says study co-author Donald Marchand, represents “the 
only area where significant cost savings are possible. 
Major economies can be achieved by focusing on 
procurement."

The sums spent on procurement in the past hint at the 
savings possible in the future. In fiscal year 1989, the 
report’s authors estimate, the 50 state governments 
shelled out nearly $20 billion—an average of $36.50 per 
capita—for information resources. Purchases of informa­
tion equipment and related expenses consumed nearly 2 
percent of the states’ budgets; with salaries factored in,

that average rose to 3.4 percent. New York alone spe 
$15.8 million on computer hardware—plus $4.4 millic 
on software—in FY 1987-1988. Meanwhile, outlays f 
state governments nationwid* continue to grow at : 
estimated rate of 7 percent each year.

As Caudle and Marchand acknowledge, such estimat- 
are a far cry from hard and fast statistics, and tl 
imprecision shows that the states have only a vague idt 
of the amounts they are spending on information r 
sources. The culprit: outmoded accounting systems tn. 
are either too crude or too complex to accurately trar 
information-technology expenditures. Some states, for e 
ample, lump purchases of computers and bulldozers t 
gether as capital-equipment costs; others record ever 
purchase in unnecessary detail, frustrating manager
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sumer where information technology is concerned. This 
“one-buyer” approach enables the state to take maxi­
mum advantage of its considerable marketplace lever­
age, acquiring the best equipment at the lowest cost. The 
tactic also promotes the use of standardized, compatible 
technology, allowing states to follow an economical 
“hand-me-down" approach in which outdated or out­
grown equipment can be passed on to smaller or less 
automated offices.

In most states, the decision to purchase any type of 
information technology involves several separate state 
offices. Usually one office reviews the need and the 
proposed purchase, a second office approves the pur­
chase and a third office actually makes the purchase. A 
number of states are experimenting with giving a single 
information technology office the authority to cont.ol all 
or part of this process. Other states are finding value in 
adding yet another layer to the process for particularly 
large purchases. Florida’s Information Technology Re­
source Procurement Advisory Council reviews all in­
formation resources acquisitions that cost more than half 
a million dollars over a two-year period.

Another approach is to encourage competitive bids 
before awarding a contract. Still another is to establish 
tough ethics codes that prevent conflicts of interest in 
purchasing. South Carolina, for example, has adopted 
special guidelines governing the procurement of informa­
tion technology. These rules ban the unauthorized release 
of proposed procurement needs, informal contacts be­
tween responsible government officials and vendors, and 
the tailoring of specifications to a vendor’s products. Just 
knowing what the state owns and keeping track of it can 
improve procurement notably. Nine states in the study 
have installed or will soon install computerized inventory 
systems to keep tabs on all purchases. New Jersey’s 
system, on-line since 1986, provides users immediate 
access to the inventory of hardware and software main­
tained by the state telecommunications and information 
systems office—what it is, where it is, what it cost, how 
old it is, and who uses it. The same sy.,em generates 
inventory reports, both general ones and site-specific 
ones, detailing what equipment is actually at a particular 
location.

Ultimately, says Marchand, the key to efficient pro­
curement lies in a flexible outlook. States should focus on 
setting guidelines and negotiating large contracts, he be­
lieves, while giving individual agencies leeway to select 
the technology that suits their own particular needs.

says Marchand. "You can’t manage what you don’t see."
Marchand and Caudle have pinpointed several pro­

curement policies that contribute to the muddle. Many 
states have allowed individual agencies to decide what 
sort of equipment to buy and how much to pay for it, 
leaving the central state government ill-informed about 
which computer and communications systems are in 
place. The result is often a jumble of incompatible tech­
nologies. "You can't leave purchasing totally to agen­
cies," says Marchand. "You can't have 70 different types 
-f PCs and five different operating systems that you can’t 
link together."

Many states are striving to become smarter shoppers in 
the information-technology marketplace. In Kansas, Mis­
sissippi and Oklahoma, the state acts as a single con­
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The Top Twelve Tools
Type of Percentage of
Technology States' Using It

Electronic Mail 64%
Voice Communications
(e.g., voice mail, call-handling) 55

High-capacity Storage (e.g., optical disks) 50
Image Processing/Electronic Data Exchange 50
Distributed Processing 41
Scanning Devices (e.g., bar-code readers) 41
Teleconferencing 36
Desktop Publishing 36
Advanced Computer Graphics 36
Fiber Optics 32
Portable PCs 32
Facsimile Machines 32
‘Twenty-two s ta tes w ere surveyed.
Source: Managing Information Resources: New Directions in State Govern­
ment, Syracuse University School of Information Studies, Syracuse, New York,
August 1989.

(continued from page 13A) 
term strategy, which may not yield 
tangible results for another 5 or 10 
years, when many current officials will 
no longer be on the scene. As one 
state official commented, “To be ef­
fective, information-resources man­
agement needs more than legislative 
support—it needs mechanisms and 
education and time."

The quandary is thus one of de­
ferred versus immediate gratification, 
and nowhere is it more acute than in 
budget issues. Information reforms 
typically cost a good deal of money in 
the short term, yet they are unlikely to 
produce significant savings for several 
years. As one state official put it, “A 
short-term cost is a long-term pro­
ductivity gain.”

The slowness of the process even in 
successful states, say Caudle and 
Marchand, does not indicate that man­
agers have failed to act quickly. 
Rather, it stems from a basic fact of 
human nature: To change behavior or 
a way of thinking takes time. People in 
government must be educated to 
tackle their jobs from a statewide per­
spective, rather than from a parochial 
view of one agency’s needs. To sub­
stantiate this argument, Caudle and 
Marchand point to other management 
changes of comparable scope that 
have taken as long or longer: After 
nearly 30 years, they point out, the 
most recent wave of state executive- 
branch reorganizations is still going on.

To Centralize or Not?

As in other government domains, the 
question of centralized control in the 
states’ management of information 
has sparked considerable debate — 
even acrimony, At issue is whether 
state information managers will im­
pose government-wide policies or fos­
ter agency innovation.

The heart of the matter is the

central state information offices. De­
spite their differing titles, each such 
office is usually responsible for the 
same task: to coordinate information- 
management policy statewide.

Too often, however, these central 
offices have tried to fill too many 
roles. In addition to formulating and 
communicating an overall policy direc­
tion for the siatp, they have at­
tempted to provide data processing 
and other services to the state's agen­
cies. As one state official points out, 
this very diversity has created friction: 
"First, our role is regulatory; we re­
view agency proposals and we can 
reject them, and that paints a certain 
image of our organization.

“Second, we are facilitators,’’ the 
official continues. “That’s our most 
important hat to wear, to make sure 
that qood ideas get through the pro­
cess. ’ In addition, he continues, his 
office functions as both consultant and 
overseer. “All those roles are hard to

reconcile,” he concludes, "and the 
seeds of adversity will always be there 
as long as we are in those roles. Plus, 
they all happen in a political context."

Permeating the conflict between the 
central state offices and the agencies 
they oversee is the dynamic of service 
versus control. Because they are often 
under political pressure to rapidly im­
prove state operations, the central of­
fices risk becoming sidetracked by a 
desire to keep the agencies in line. As 
one state office manager has observed, 
"We were trying to control processes 
and trying to provide services, and we 
really enjoyed the control much more. 
Agencies were building their own sys­
tems and buying personal computers, 
and that was an affront to us: we were 
losing power and control."

The state agencies, for their part, 
welcome the help of the central in­
formation office but resent the control, 
even when it is part of a larger effort 
to coordinate policy. Many agencies
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have viewed the central office as an 
incarnation of “Big Brother,” some­
times even lobbying to overturn its 
influence. “The central offices should 
act like a service organization, not like 
prima donnas,” says one agency offi­
cial. “They need to facilitate, to be 
technical advisers, to assist; they are a 
means to an end, not an end.”

One item that was certain to kindle 
emotions in the past was the planning 
process. In their early years—from 
1980 to 1985 or so—many central 
offices required the state agencies to 
report in excruciating detail on their 
information resources and needs. The 
result: a planning process that was 
costly, complex and unusually taxing.

Florida officials, for example, still

remember with rancor generating 
massive planning documents on tight 
deadlines. According to one agency 
manager in the state, the central of­
fice demanded to know "how many 
printer ribbons you wanted to buy. 
The leve! of detail in the first plan was 
crazy.” Worse yet, the planning docu­
ments so painstakingly assembled 
seemed to have little impact on the 
state legislature’s budget decisions.

Many of the tinderboxes that touched 
off those battles have since been 
shelved. One key step has been to 
subdivide the functions of the central 
office, leaving one organization in charge 
of policy and planning and a second 
responsible for providing services.

A newborn service ethic in ,he cen­

tral state offices is also helping to 
defuse the power struggle. Where 
state agencies once had no choice but 
to rely on the central data center, end 
users in those agencies today enjoy 
many more options—including pro­
cessing the data themselves or taking it 
to a private provider. The central state 
information offices, whose operating 
budgets are underwritten by the state 
agencies they serve, must therefore 
work harder to "sell” data-manage- 
ment services to their “customers.” 

Meanwhile, a number of states are 
actively exterminating the bugs in the 
planning process. In Florida, for in­
stance, central office officials have re­
moved several layers of the detail once 
required in agency reports. And South
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Carolina agencies, which initially re­
sisted -'•’ntralized planning, now ac­
knowledge that the central state office 
promises to improve, not expropriate, 
their use of information resources. 
South Carolina agency officials report 
that centralized planning has helped 
the state to organize information based 
on its overall needs, rather than on the 
type of data housed in each ugency. 
“For the first time,” notes one Pal­
metto State official, “we have grouped 
information in state government ac­
cording to whom the information 
serves and what it does, regardless of 
agency st7uctures.”

Essential to the new accord between 
once-warring factions Is the recognition 
that the central state office can provide.

overall policy direction without 
micromanaging every aspect of the 
agencies’ information resources. “The 
succe-sful states,” says Marchand, “are 
those that have de-emphasized control 
and are stressing mutual support.”

A Sampling of Successes

Turf battles aside, many states have 
succeeded in introducing effective in- 
formatlon-management policies. “A 
lot more states have made progress 
than we anticipated,” says Marchand. 
"The momentum looks solid. Other 
states besides the ones we studied are 
progressing as well.”

The states’ rate of advance ■> not 
really that different from the evolution

of other management functions, notes 
Marchand, "except that it is taking 
place in the context of the fastest- 
changing technology the world has 
ever seen."

The Caudle-Marchand report iden­
tifies a number of domains in which 
the states have significant accomplish­
ments. They include:
• Automation. Most states have 
automated their administrative sys­
tems and are now working hard to 
automate service delivery as well. In 
South Carolina, for example, a 1987 
study fojnd that 80 percent of state 
agencies ’<ad automated key financial 
and personnel systems; a majority had 
done so for budgets, procurement and 
inventory control.
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1989 Unisys Corporal!

The sheer magnitude of the states’ 
computing resources hints at the de­
gree of progress so far. In 1988, 
Caudle and Marchand estimate, 47 
states owned a total of 197,300 mi­
crocomputers, a 17 percent increase 
over 1987. California alone operates 
35 mainframe computers, nearly 800 
minicomputer, and more than 14,000 
PCs. The state government’s largest 
computing facility, the Teale Data 
Center, hosts 15,000 terminals exe­
cuting 1.8 million transactions a day.
• Telecommunications. Nineteen of 
the 23 states surveyed have in place 
or are planning to install a communi­
cations network able to integrate 
voice, data, video and image commu­
nications. Seven states—Florida,

Maryland, Montana, Oregon, South 
Carolina, Texas and Washington— 
have already developed extensive net­
works. Florida’s SUNCOM network, 
for example, can handle both digital 
and analog data communications. The 
state’s transportation department 
boasts an analog microwave system, 
while its department of environmental 
regulation recently unveiled a system 
for voice teleconferencing.
» Innovative technologies. States 
are devoting substantial resources to 
cutting-edge technologies that promise 
to improve everything from service de­
livery to regulation to decision-making. 
Many agency officials are introducing 
technologies that aid end users, such as 
portable PCs, facsimile machines and

desktop publishing systems, while state 
administrators are seeking overall im­
provements in as communications, data 
access and document handling.

Some states have even established 
formal organizations to investigate and 
apply new technologies. In Minnesota, 
for example, this role is played by a 
governmental arm kno wn as the Tech­
nology Futures office. In California, 
meanwhile, state-run data centers 
have joined forces with private indus­
try to examine how the state might 
make better use of its minicomputer 
workstations and Local Area Net­
works (LANs). An office in the state’s 
health-and-welfare data center is even 
developing an “expert system”—a 

(continued on page 25A)
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THEORY INTO PRACTICE
T he Syracuse survey uncovered scores of innova­

tive technology uses; some of the more imagina­
tive ones are described below. Although these 
applications come from a diversity of state pro­

grams, they all have two goals in common: to make 
government workers more efficient and to improve ser­
vices to the public.

One widely adopted system draws on data-handling 
technologies that were first developed for automatic- 
teller machines and superm arket checkout devices. 
California, for example, is working to replace driver’s 
licenses and ID cards with magnetlc-strip cards contain­
ing digitized images of photographs 
and signatures. Such cards would al­
low information about individuals to 
be recorded by mechanical card 
readers, rather than transcribed by 
hand.

In Michigan, meanwhile, state resi­
dents can use “ opportunity” cards 
to gain admission to education and 
training programs. Citizens of Massa­
chusetts can use “ sm art” cards to 
confirm their continued eligibility for 
health and welfare benefits, while 
their counterparts in Washington 
may be able to verify their eligibility 
for unemployment benefits by usirg 
a push-button telephone. In New 
Hampshire, automatic-teller ma­
chines are selling lift tickets at 
state-owned ski resorts, while in O re­
gon the same type of machines are 
being used to deliver welfare 
benefits.

Other states are using information 
technologies to track items that would be too difficult or 
time-consuming to follow manually. Colorado, for in­
stance, keeps an eye on stream flows—and possible 
floods—in the s ta te ’s rugged terrain via satellite, while 
Oregon has a weigh-in-motion system featuring elec­
tronic sensors that read special license plates mounted 
on trucks rumbling down the sta te’s highways. Califor­

nia has a computerized inventory of state real property 
holdings, organized by agency and location.

A number of systems aim to make information more 
accessible to state workers. Bank examiners in New 
York and Florida, to cite one such case, can call up 
and record data about financial institutions on lap­
top computers. Welfare workers in Florida can also 
use an on-line system to summon forth informa­
tion about recipients of the sta te’s social service 
programs.

Automated fingerprint retrieval systems are in use in 
California, Maryland, New York, Oregon and Wash­

ington, while Florida has both that system and one 
providing access to criminal records as well as prints. 
Delaware is using videoconferencing to conduct arraign­
ments of prisoners without the security risk of trans­
porting them from jail to court. California is experi­
menting with using personal computers and video discs 
to teach young offenders to read.
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(continued from page 23A) 
computer program that incorporates 
the expertise and ratiocinative tech­
niques of human specialists—that will 
help government employees prepare 
and review certain types of claims.
• S h arin g  in form ation . For reasons 
that ranged from the pure to the petty, 
many state agencies once resisted 
sharing information among themselves. 
Some were genuinely concerned about 
possible violations of privacy laws, 
while others bridled at the prospect of 
losing their identity within the state 
bureaucracy. Today, by contrast, a 
number of states are striving to imple­
ment a multifunctional approach to 
information management, maintaining 
their data in a single archive benefitting

a variety of agencies.
The multifunctional approach has 

worked especially well in human ser­
vices. Utah is devising an on-line 
database of clients that will enable state 
workers to determine a resident’s eligi­
bility for welfare and other aid. Florida 
is developing an on-line network that 
will furnish information about the state’s 
provision of welfare, food stamps, Med­
icaid, child-support enforcement and 
refugee assistance. A third state, New 
York, is working on a “Crimenet” 
database that aims to bring together 
information about the state’s criminal 
justice, prison and probation systems.

The statewide sharing of resources 
has also encouraged the compilation of 
new geographic information systems

(GIS), which combine data frum a 
variety of sources to reveal details 
about a specific region. Minnesota has 
assembled a GIS that interweaves 
data about each county’s business pat­
terns, labor force, population, agricul­
ture and land ownership, while New 
York has pioneered the use of a GIS 
for assessing property taxes.
• C ooperation . A spirit of coopera­
tion between the executive branch 
and the legislature characterizes state 
efforts to improve information man­
agement. Agency officials are working 
to educate and involve key legislators 
in the process, while lawmakers have 
become keenly aware of the merits of 
sound data-m anagem ent policies.

(continued on page 28A)
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THE HUM AN  FACTOR
A s state governments seek better ways to man­

age data and technology, they often overlook 
a key element: the employees who use those 
resources on a daily basis.

No longer is the management of information resources 
a computer-room pursuit; as of 1989, Caudle and 
Marchand estimate, more than 420,000 state executive- 
branch jobs existed in the field. That figure is nearly 20 
percent of all state executive employees, excluding edu­
cational personnel.

One problem: salaries for state employees involved in 
information resources pale beside those in private indus­
try. Florida found that state telecommunications workers 
are paid 29 percent less than in private industry, while 
state computer personnel receive 18 to 50 percent less. 
To remedy this, some states are setting higher rates for 
new positions and upgrading the pay for existing jobs.

Recruiting employees has become a thorny proposi­

tion at best, while attrition has begun to take its toll 
among skilled personnel. In 1985, Florida estimated that 
its turnover rate for employees involved in data process­
ing was three times that of private industry.

A bright spot, say Caudle and Marchand, is training. 
Most states offer their employees a wide range of sophis­
ticated courses at little or no cost. But even there, tunnel 
vision can set In. Although many states instruct their 
workers in how to operate available equipment, the 
optimum use of Information resources demands that the 
entire work force be trained. “ If you’re going to improve 
the quality of service,” says Marchand, “you have to 
pay more attention to human development.”

“ Corporations spend huge amounts to train their work 
forces," Marchand observes, “ but there has been no 
comparable emphasis in state government. The need for 
training isn’t taken seriously enough in the public 
sector.”

T H E  R O L E S  P E O P L E  PL A Y  IN IN F O R M A T IO N  Rl------
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THE EIGHT COM MANDM ENTS  
OF DATA MANAGEMENT

1. Information is a valuable government asset; it should 
be managed to benefit the people.

2. The public should have access to government in­
formation, unless such access would jeopardize the 
privacy of any individual.

3. Information belongs to the government as a whole; 
agencies are only its keepers and shouid share it 
widely among themselves.

4. The information technology employed by a govern­
ment should encourage all branches of the govern­
ment to communicate freely with one another.

5. Agencies should collect only the information they 
need, and managers should seek to minimize the 
burden on those who must provide it.

6. Governments should develop— and adhere to— a 
clearly stated design of how they intend to handle 
information.

7. Because most information is time-sensitive, govern­
ments should consider how old their data is in decid­
ing what to do with it.

8. Standards serve a purpose. Governments should 
strive to get the best technology quickly . and 
economically.

(continued from page 25A)
“The legislators are coming more and 
more from businesses that are auto­
mated,” observes one state office 
manager. “ We don’t need to tell them 
a second or third time about the differ­
ence that information technology can 
make in management, in analysis and 
in program decisions. They are experi­
encing it in their own businesses."

1990 and Beyond

Despite this evidence of success. Cau­
dle and Marchand remain realistic 
about the challenges facing states. 
The architects of tomorrow's informa­
tion policies, they note, today face 
tight budgets, high expectations on 
the part of political leaders and the

need to comprehend ever-more-com- 
plex technologies. Moreover, say the 
report’s authors, some states may not 
be able to sustain their progress to­
ward better use of information re­
sources; initiatives that succeed early 
on may later founder because of prob­
lems with the state’s politics or econ­
omy. “States ore still a long way from 
realizing the real payoffs," Marchand 
believes. “ It’s not something where 
you can say, 'They’re there now.’ ”

In the 1990s, as states struggle to 
move from an emphasis on technologi­
cal concerns to a broader focus on 
information-management issues, they 
will continue to face an array of vexing 
questions. One is the lack of under­
standing within state governments of 
the capacities of computers other than

traditional mainframes and of the po­
tential benefits of a statewide approach 
to information management. Despite 
intensive educational efforts within the 
state, notes one official, “We are still 
grasping for [computer] literacy." In 
addition, state efforts in this area need 
leaders who can alert people in govern­
ment to the dynamic potential of in- 
formation-resource management.

A prime source of frustration is that 
the states' fragmented data structures 
can keep information managers from 
answering simple vet significant ques­
tions posed by state government exec­
utives. Until recently, for example, no 
one had thought to integrate data on 
recipients of food stamps with informa­
tion about Aid to Families with Depen- 

Icontmiied on page 31 A)
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CONTACT POINTS
For more data on managing data, call the state contact person, designated by the National Association for State 
Information Systems:

ALABAMA: Rod Benton, Finance Department, (205) 261-3104; James H. Rowell, Finance Department (205) 261-7160.
ALASKA: Paul Monette, Department of Administration, (907) 465-2200.
ARIZONA: Ben Froehllch, Department of Administration, (602) 255-2250.
ARKANSAS: Robert McQuade, Department of Computer Services,(501) 682-4302.
CALIFORNIA: Ron Kuhnel, Department of Finance, (916) 445-1932; Faye Mlyagl, Teale Data Center (916) 445-2910.
COLORADO: Hans Hultgren, Department of Administration, (303) 866-3222.
CONNECTICUT: Franklin Johnson, Administrative Services, (2C3) 566-2747; Charles Miller, Information Systems, (203) 566-7093. 
DELAWARE: Dr. John J . Nold, Office of Information Systems (302) 736-9628.
DISTRICT O F COLUMBIA: Michael Stover, Information Resources, (202) 727-2277.
FLORIDA: Mike Hal:\ Information Resource Commission (904) 488-4494.
GEORGIA: Howard Hughes, Department of Administrative Services,(404) 656-3992.
HAWAII: Dr, Norman Okamura, Department of Budget and Finance, (808) 548-5910.
IDAHO: Loren A. Nelson, Administration Department, (208) 334-3382.
ILLINOIS: Jam es Norris, Central Management Services. (217) 782-0862.
INDIANA: Robert Prlmavera, Information Services Division, (317) 232-5C95.
IOWA: Dale L. Nelson, Department of General Services, (515) 281-5503.
KANSAS: Russell W. Getter, Department of A.'tilnlstration, (913) 296-3463.
KENTUCKY: Stephen N. Dooley, Finance and Administration,(502) 5647777.
LOUISIANA: Dr. Allen Doescher, Division of Administration (504) 342-7000; Sylvia Vaught, Division of Administration, (504) 925-1755. 
MAINE: Arthur W. Henry, Jr., Bureau of Data Processing, (207) 289-3631.
MARYLAND: Robert M. Bassfdrd, Budget and Fiscal Planning, (301) 9742280.
M ASSACHUSETTS: Jam es Corum, Administration and Finance, (617) 727-2160.
MICHIGAN: Robert Stewart, Department of Management and Budget (517) 373-7326.
MINNESOTA: Judith A. Plnke, Department of Administration, (612) 297-3988.
M ISSISSIPPI: Frank Stebblns, Central Data Processing Authority, (601) 359-1395.
MISSOURI: Daniel Sterdley, Data Processing/Telecommunications (314) 751-1516.
MONTANA: James F. Christnacht, Department of Administration, (406) 4442700.
NEBRASKA: Charles Taylor, General Data Processing, (402) 471-2065; Ernest E. Kovaly, Computer Network, (402) 472-3701.
NEVADA: Hale Bennett, Department of Data Processing, (702) 687-4090.
NEW HAMPSHIRE: Frank Champa, Division of Information Services, (603) 271-3763.
NEW JER SEY : Henry J. Murray, Department of the Treasury, (609) 530-6078; Marilyn Blazovsky, Department of the Treasury, (6C9) 530-6090. 
NEW MEXICO: Gerald S. Ralston, General Services Department, (505) 827-2001.
NEW YORK: Frank Glannettl, Office of the State Comptroller, (518) 283-0387.
NORTH CAROLINA: Charles R. Williams, Information Services, (919) 733-5555.
NORTH DAKOTA: Jim Heck, Central Data Processing, (701) 2243190.
OHIO: Margaret Thelbert, Department of Administrative Services, (614) 466-5083.
OKLAHOMA: Thomas R. Terry, Gene Hobbs Office of State Finance, (405) 521-3463.
OREGON: Gerald C. Schmitz, State Executive Department, (503) 378-3161.
PENNSYLVANIA: Joseph Connovitch, Technology Management, (717) 787-9107.
RHODE ISLAND: George Patton, Department of Administration, (401) 277-2276.
SOUTH CAROLINA: Ted Llghtle, Budget and Control Board. (803) 737-0075; Bobby M. Bowers. Budget & Control Board, (803) 7343793. 
SOUTH DAKOTA: Jell Stroup, Bureau of Administration, (605) 773-3688.
TENNESSEE: Bradley S. Dugger, Finance & Administration. (615) 741-3700.
TEXAS: Lynn Poison, Information Telecommunications Council, (512) 463-5530.
UTAH: David L. Johnson, Department ol Administrative Services. (801) 538-3450.
VERMONT: Bruce MacDonald, Department ol General Services. (802) 828-2334: Gerald R. Gingras. Agency of Transportation, (802) 828-2581. 
VIRGINIA: Michael J. Durkin, Information Technology, (804) 225-2423.
WASHINGTON: Nancy Abraham, Department ol Information Services, (206) 586-5555.
WEST VIRGINIA: Royce Chambers. Finance & Administration, (304) 348-5310.
WISCONSIN: Thomas E. Alt. Department of Administration, (608) 266-1774.
WYOMING: Joe Snow, Department ol Administration/Fiscal Control. (307) 777-7801.
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dent Children. As a result, information 
officials in most states could not say for 
certain how many state residents were 
on welfare. Although states worked 
throughout the 1980s to ensure that 
their various data systems were com­
patible, managers have by and large 
failed to combine data from different 
sources into a coherent whole. State 
leaders are therefore demanding tech­
nologies that will give them ready ac­
cess to the information needed to make 
the best policy decisions.

In addition to designing systems that 
can answer policy makers’ questions, 
says Marchand, information-resource 
managers and advocates of change 
must act with near-missionary zeal to 
correct habits and outlooks ingrained in

the bureaucracy. “You,'-'a got to contin­
ually sell the vision to get people to 
think horizontally rather than verti­
cally,” declares Marchand. "Within 
agencies, information managers have to 
sell to the program managers and ad­
ministrators and help them develop 
confidence in the process.” An agency 
official expresses a similar goal: “ 1 want 
to expand the horizons of those above 
me as mine have been expanded.” 

Finally, the next decade will see the 
states attempt to dovetail their in­
formation resources with those of their 
counties and municipalities. Although 
the Syracuse University report does 
not address this matter in local govern­
ments, Marchand is currently planning 
a study of information-resource man­
agement at the county level.

Clearly, state and local govern­
ments stand to reap many benefits 
from coordinating their information 
and resources. But pitfalls lurk as 
well. Local efforts to join state voice 
networks or to buy computers through 
state purchasing systems, for exam­
ple, might encounter protests from the 
local telephone company or from the 
local government’s traditional supplier 
of hardware. “There’s lots of money 
involved,” says Marchand, "and that 
always raises political questions.” 
Still, the task of including municipal­
ities in the inforrration-management 
process seems more or less inevitable. 
“ Integrating the local service-delivery 
arm is the next step,” according to 
Caudle, “and states are going to have 
to deal with it.” □

Geographic Information Systems
ARC/INFO® is the world's leading GIS 
software. Thousands of organizations 
have chosen ARC/INFO because it en­
compasses the most modern ideas in 
technology for digital cartography and 
geographic information management. 
For more information, please contact:

Environmental Systems 
Research Institute, Inc.

Attn: ARGINFO Marketing 
380 New York Street 
Redlands, CA 02373 

(714) 793-2853

‘Permits’Monitor the complete ‘development process’ hem the initial Site plan review through the Cen.fcate ol Occupancy PERMITS' will tracH all aspects ct tne ’ • ‘development process'.Activity can be mon.tored from the single permit ’•'Vi through the large subdivision, h'gh nseorPU D etc. ■■i Automated Geo-Base/Land Management and Permit Information Tracking System 
From SlerraComputerSystems.Ine.2378 West tthitendale Avenue VisaUCA 93277(209)627-1959 . -
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I INTERACTIVE FUND ACCOUNTING SYSTEM
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