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Issues OPEGA noted during this review:

e |ack of executive-level governance for information technology adversely affects the
State's ability to address critical information technology matters. (pg. 5)

¢ Disaster recovery and business continuity planning efforts have not mitigated risks
associated with potential disasters or catastrophic system failures. (pg. 6)

o Data governance and analylics capabilities and practices are inconsistent across
the Executive Branch and are at an immature level. (pg. 7)

¢ Roles, responsibilities and expectations of OIT and the agencies it serves are not
clearly defined or communicated. {pg. 9)

e QOIT's current funding model does not ensure sufficient resources for core IT
activities commeon and criticat to all State agencies. (pg. 10)

s OIT project managers cannot fully estimate costs on proposed projects or perform
complete budget to actual cost analysis on [T projects in progress. (pg. 10)

s QIT needs to continue efforts to further mitigate IT-related risks for the State, move
toward industry best practices, and improve the services it provides. (pg. 11)
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QOffice of Information Technology

Office of Information Technology Follow-Up Review-Progress Made in
Implementing Strategic Improvement Plan; Broader issues Need Executive
Attention for State to Advance Further

Introduction

OIT is responsible for
delivery of safe, secure,
high-performing networks
and systems that support
agencies in performance
of their missions.

Since 20086, OIT has made
efforts to implement
recommendations from an
QPEGA review of statewide
information technology
planning and
management.

issues brought to the GOC
in 2011, however,
indicaied there had not
been much improvement
in some areas. The GOC
directed OPEGA to conduct
a two-year follow-up review
focused on three critical
areas.

The Maine Legislature’s Office of Program Evaluation and Government
Accountability (OPEGA) has completed a follow-up review of the Office of
Information Technology. OPEGA performed this review at the direction of the
Government Oversight Committee (GOC) for the 125" Legislature.

The Legislature created the Office of Information Technology (OIT) in 2005 by
consolidating I'T functions in Executive Branch agencies into one entity within the
Department of Administrative and Financial Services. OIT is responsible for the
delivery of safe, secure, high-performing networks and systems that support
agencies in the performance of their missions for the citizens of Maine. The State
funds OTT through an “enterprise” account, meaning that all OIT expenses must
be covered by charges to the other State agencies it supports.

In eatly 2006, OPEGA released a report on State-Wide Information Technology Planning
and Management. Since then OPEGA has periodically reported to the GOC on
OIT’s efforts to implement various recommendations from that report. In 2011,
the GOC considered a multifaceted request for a new OIT review. The issues
raised in the request wete the same as those in a number of unsolicited complaints
regarding OIT that OPEGA had received over the years. They indicated that the
recommendations from 2006 had not all been fully or adequately implemented. As
a result, in 2012, the GOC directed OPEGA to conduct a formal two-year follow-
up review of OIT’s plans and progtess in several critical areas.

Key IT problem areas were widely known at that time and new management at
OIT was attempting to address them. The purpose of OPEGA’s review was to
assist the Legislature in holding OIT more formally accountable for effectively
addressing these known concerns going forward.

The review focused on ensuring OIT made acceptable progress in the following
critical areas:

®  project management;

*  business continuity planning and disaster recovery; and

*  supporting the data needs of Executive Branch departments.

For the past two yeats, OPEGA has monitored OIT’s progress in developing, and
then implementing, an improvement plan for these three areas that included
detailed improvement goals and actions, with timelines, that OIT would take to
teach those goals. OIT finalized its two-year Strategic Improvement Plan on
March 1, 2013 and subsequently presented periodic progress reports to OPEGA
and the GOC on June 14, 2013, January 10, 2014 and September 24, 2014.
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OPEGA monitored OIT's
progress in developing,
and then implementing, an
improvement plan. At the
end of the two-year period,
OPEGA hired an outside
consultanttodo a
comprehensive
assessment of OIT's
efforts.

Questions, Answers and Issues

Office of Information Technology

The final phase of OPEGA’s follow-up review entailed 2 more comprehensive
independent assessment of OIT’s progress in implementing its Plan. In January
2015, OPEGA retained an outside consultant with I'l" audit experience,
CohnReznick LLC (CR), to assess OIT’s progress in realizing improvements in the
three areas of project management, business contnuity planning and disaster
tecovety (BCP/DR), and data governance and analytics. OPEGA also asked CR to
identify any significant challenges or barriers impeding OTT’s progress in achieving
the stated improvement goals and make approptiate recommendations for
addressing them. CR submitted its final report to OPEGA. in June 2015. CR’s
report is included as Appendix A. OPEGA concuts with CR’s observations and
recommendations, which are reflected in the Recommendations made in this
repott.

1. To what extent has OIT effectively implemented its 2013 Strategic Improvement Plan for the three areas

focused on in this review?

OIT made significant progtess in implementing actions it could take unilaterally,
and continued improvement is expected. CohnReznick observed that this progress
was partially responsible for an upgrade in the State of Maine’s cutrent rating on a
biennial national survey of technology presence and operations in state
governments in the United States.

However, several actions in OI'T’s Plan were contingent on the efforts of other
State agencies that have not occurred. Consequently, OIT has not fully
implemented certain key parts of its Strategic Improvement Plan, particularly with
tegard to business continuity planaing and disaster recovery and support for agency
data needs. Progress for the State as a whole in these areas has not been as desired.

Agency participation, and effective partnerships between OIT and the agencies it

serves, are required for the State to continue advanciag its IT-related capabilities.

Continued improvement is necessary to ensute the State is properly managing I'T-
related tisks and in a position to capitalize on IT-related opportunities.

While OIT 1tself can do more to promote agency parficipation and partnerships,
CR and OPEGA found several organizational chailenges OIT does not have the
authority to address on its own. These batriers include the lack of executive-level
IT governance to ensute adequate funding for statewide initiatives and
collaboration, coordination and action by all agencies toward IT-related goals. OI'T
also reported these challenges to both OPEGA and the GOC in its progress
reports duting the course of this two-year follow-up review.

Office of Program Evaluaiion & Government Accountability page 2



Office of Information Technology

2. To what extent has OIT achieved improvements in Project Management?

CR found that OIT made significant progress in developing its I'T project
management capabilities and convesting to the Agile project management
methodology. Continued improvement is expected as OIT continues to strengthen
its project management funcdon. CR noted several areas where further
improvement will better align OI'T with industry standard practices.

OTT’s Agile Center for Excellence is not yet fully developed and OIT has not fully
adopted portfolio management capabilities or procedures across its entire project
portfolio. Standard processes such as project initiation procedures and project
closeout meetings were not consistently followed in the sample of projects CR
reviewed. The project intake process also did not include project managers until
project decisions and intakes were completed, and project artifacts (tools) were not
created uniformly across proiects. Additionally, CR found that OIT did not
perform project budgeting and cost analyses because project managers lack the
necessary information to do so.

3. To what extent has OIT achieved improvements in Business Centinuity Planning and Disaster Recovery? |

OIT has made significant progress addressing previously known gaps in business
continuity planning and disaster recovery such as conducting tbletop exercises and
supporting agencies as they develop plans on an ad hoc basis. OIT has also hired a
BCP/DR manager who is developing the structures necessary to support statewide
BCP/DR efforts.

However, statewide BCP/DR efforts to date have not mitgated risks associated
with potential disasters or catastrophic system failures. Business Impact Analyses
{BIA) are necessary for sound business continuity and disaster tecovery planning
within both OIT and individual 2gencies, but have not been completed for any
State agency. Agency patticipation is critical to BCP/DR efforts and such
patticipation is impacted by broader organizational challenges outside of OIT’s
control.

4. To what extent has OIT achieved improvements in its capacity to support the data and analytic needs of
analysts, managers and decision makers in all State agencies?

Litde progress has been made in improving data governance’ and analytic
capabilities for Bxecutive Branch agencies, ptimatily because this area is impacted
by broader organizational challenges and did not receive much focus until late in
the two year review period. OIT’s new Enterprise Warehouse and Analytics group
was only established iz 2014. The roles, responsibilities and expectations of OIT
and the agencies it supports still need clarification. Advancing data capabilities
requires agency commitment and participation and an executive-level foram for
engaging all Executive Branch agencies is still developing.

1 For the purposes of this report, data governance refers to the overall management of the
availahility, usability, integrity and security of the data employed in an organization.
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Curtently, data governance and analytics capabilities and practices are inconsistent
across the Executive Branch. CR assessed the overall maturity of the data
capabilities of the Executive Branch and found the agencies to be at an immature
level with limited users, islands of information systems across agencies and no
designated executive business sponsot.

OPEGA identified the following issues during the course of this review. See pages 5-12 for further discussion
and our recommendations.
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Recommendations

Office of Information Technology

In making the following recomimendations, OPEGA has drawn on CR’s results as
well as our own observations over the two-year period of this follow-up review.
Recommendations 1-6 address issues CR and OPEGA identified as challenges or
barriers to OI'T"s ability to suppozt advancing the State’s position with regard to the
three areas under review. Implementing each will require the participation of
agencies as well as OI'T. Recommendation 7 captures the remaining
recommendations contained in CR’s report that OIT can address on its own.

The Administration Should Establish an Executive-level,
Enterprise-wide IT Governance Function

The ateas focused on in this review are individually impostant for every agency
program and collectively critical for the State. However, there is currenty no
enterptise-wide, executive-level directive ot governance for BCP/DR, data
governance and analytics, or I'T project management that ensures adequate
planning, funding, collaboration and action on the part of both OIT and State
agencies.

Efforts in these three areas require pattnerships between OIT and the agencies.
Given its role as a service agency and its position in the State’s organizational
structure, OIT does not have the authority to direct agencies to fund or otherwise
engage in these efforts. Several of OIT’s planned actions in its Strategic
Improvement Plan wete contingent on agencies providing funding and/or
assigning personnel to work with OIT. OIT stated that it would be a challenge to
engage the agencies In activities they may not see as a priority, and that progress
made in BCP/DR and data analytics might be limited as a result.

OPEGA discussed this challenge with OIT and the DAFS Commissioner eatly on
in our review. Subsequently, late in the two-year period, the Office of Policy and
Management (OPM) was directed to facilitate OI'T and agency efforts on data
governance and analytics. OPEGA understands that OPM’s facilitation role
cutrenty does not include BCP/DR or IT project management, nor does it include
responsibilidies and authotides for other enterprise-wide governance activities such
as:

e establishing an overall vision, strategy and goals;

e establishing and supporting enterpfise-wide priorities;

e ensuring adequate funding for enterprise-wide initiatives and priorities;

e clarifying roles and responsibilities between OIT and agencies; and

e ensuring collaboration, coordination and action among all parties.
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Recommended Management Action:

The Administration should establish an executive-level, enterprise-wide IT
governance function with responsibilities, and associated authority, consistent with
those described above. Responsibilities could focus initially on the three areas
encompassed in our review with other IT-related areas added as necessary and
apptoptiate. A governance function could also oversee and drive the process of
defining and documenting OI'T and agency roles and responsibilities through
Service Level Agreements as discussed in Recommendation 4.

Options for an executive-level IT governance function include, but are not limited
to, assigning the responsibilities to an existing executive-level office, establishing a
new executive-level function, or establishing a steering or oversight committee. The

Administration could explore how other states have effectively incorpotated T'T'
governance into their organizational structure.

The Administration Should Ensure Business Impact Analyses and
2 Subsequent Business Continuity Plans Are Completed for All

Agencies

Business continuity planning and disaster recovery (BCP/IDR) efforts have not
mitgated risks associated with potential disasters or catastrophic systemn failures.
Business Impact Analyses (BIA) for individual agencies have not been completed,
and, therefore, OI'T and agencies lack the information necessary to develop sound
DR and BC plans. OPEGA identified inadequate business continuity planning as a

Source:
www.oregon.gov/das/cio/bep/docs/business _impacet_analysis

A Business Impact Analysis is a process that identifies critical
business functions, and describes what would be necessary to
recover these functions, in the event of a disaster or disruption -
in service. For example, the State of Oregon’s BiA objectives are:

To identify business processes and prioritize them
according to criticality.

To identify the Recovery Time Ohjective {(RTQ)
associated with each crifical business process.

To identify the Recovery Point Objective (RPO)
associated with each critical husiness process.

To identify the key computer systems, equipment, and
applications associated with each critical business
process.

To identify the quantitative and qualitative impacts that
will be incurred should a disruption occur.

To identify critical interdependencies associated with
the business unit and its processes.

guestionnaire.doc

key issue in its 2006 report and it appears that
very little progress has been made since then.
This is another area in need of executive-level
direction and oversight.

OIT’s Strategic Improvement Plan called for
BIAs to be completed by the middle of 2013
using an approach that focused on determining
the criticality of business applications. However,
the effort did not actually get undetway until
OIT hired the Business Continuity Manager in
July 2014 and adopted a more standard industry
approach to conducting BIAs. This approach
focuses on determining the criticality of business
processes. OIT has since been working to
complete its BIA and plans to use it as a model
for other agencies. The current plan is to have
BIAs for all agencies completed within the next
two years. Presumably, a more fully developed
Disaster Recovery Plan, as well as agency
Business Continuity Plans, will follow
completion of the agency BIAs.

Office of Program Evaluation & Government Accountability
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The issues discussed in Recommendations 1 and 5 continue to present significant
challenges to completing BIAs and subsequent DR and BC plans within an
acceptable time frame. In the meantime, State agencies continue to face the risk
that an inability to recover from a potential disaster could result in customer service
disruptions, excessive costs to restore service, and significant impacts to reputation.
OIT also faces many near-term decisions on back up and disaster recovery options
that may be made without information needed to ensure resources are
appropriately allocated.

CR’s repott in Appendix A, pages 5-6 and 12-14, contains more discussion on
BCP/DR.

Recommended Management Action:

As part of addressing Recommendations 1 and 3, or through some other means,
the Administration should establish a mechanism for ensuring that BIAs and
subsequent Business Continuity Plans are completed for all Executive Branch
agencies by the end of 2017. This mechanism should include monitoring and
oversight to ensure OIT and agencies are approprately priornitizing and dedicating
the necessary resources to meet this goal. OI'T should use the completed BIAs to
develop a complete and effective statewide Disaster Recovery Plan.

The Administration Should Take Steps to Advance the State’s
3 Data Governance and Analytics Capabilities

Data governance and analytics capabilities and practices are inconsistent across the
Executive Branch and, overall, at an immature level. Many State agencies have
limited data analytic capabilities and the State lacks any baseline capability for
analyzing data across agencies. Sharing information between agencies is Initiated on
an as-requited basis with requesting agencies executing a Memorandum of
Understanding with agencies that maintain the required data.

CR assessed the Executive Branch’s data capabilities using an industey standard
maturity model and found the State was at level two of five levels. Analytic
capabilities have only recently become a prionty focus for OIT and the basics of
sound data governance need to be in place before the State can hope to have useful
data and tools for analyzing data across agencies. According to a recent article in
Governing Magazine (Appendix B), other states also cutrently have these
limitations.

One example in Maine 1s the State’s existing financial reporting systerns, which are
inadequate to meet the needs of analysts, administrators and decision-makers.
OIT’s Eanterprise Warehousing and Analytics group conducted a recent Gap
Analysis of the Financial Warehouse for the State Controller’s Office. The report
found that key data missing from vatious systems create a need to use multiple
systems to answer business questions, different agencies use different subsets of
teporting systems, and the overall usability of the systems needs improvement.”

2 Appendix D of CR’s report {OPEGA Appendix A) is the report on the Gap Analysis of the
Financial Warehouse. Page 8 of that Analysis has a complete list of these findings.
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The Gap Analysis recommended solutions such as providing the capability to join
annual budget data with accounting system data in one query and the formation of
a governance group to ensure future system upgrades address the needs of the
State as whole and individual agencies. According to the State Controller, the
recommendations in the Gap Analysis report are in the process of being
implemented.

Confinuous improvement in the area of data governance and analytics will require
partnerships between OIT and agencies with cleatly defined roles and
responsibilities of each party. OIT sees its role as IT service provider and caretaker
of the data, with agencies being owners of the data and responsible for analysis and
interpretation. CR, citing a 2014 NASCIO?® study, States and Open Data, noted that
OIT’s perspective on this and the way it has defined its role is consistent with IT
service functions in other organizations, but differs on the enterprise role for
standards development and execution. CR noted the lack of defined setvice levels
and quality metrics for data and analytics support provided to OIT customers and
the lack of standard data analytic tools.

Challenges and issues associated with creating effective pattnerships between OI'T
and the agencies have been discussed in Recommendations 1, 4 and 5.

CR’s repott contains additional detail on the subject on pages 6 and 14-20.

Recommended Management Action:

Advancing data governance and analytics capabilities should be specifically
considered in actions taken with regard to Recommendations 1, 4 and 5. In
addition:

A.  Agencies should develop the necessary internal business intelligence capacity
to effectively manage and utilize data. This might take the form of a dedicated
position with the responsibility and technical expertise to collaborate with OIT
and drive data governance and analytics within each agency. :

B. OIT should develop a formal data governance policy with controls to manage
data integrity and privacy risks for itself and a model policy for agencies to use
as a basis for their own.

C.  Agencies should develop data governance policies specific to their data with
assistance from OIT as necessary.

D. OIT and agencies should partner to develop an inventory of data sources in
each agency and assess the criticality and quality of data in each source.

E. OIT should identify and implement standard data query and analytics tools
that will be used across agencies and develop capabilities to support agencies
in using those tools by providing training and technical assistance.

3 National Association of State Chief Information Officers
httpy//nascic.org/publications/documents/NASCIO_EAOpenData_May2014.pdf
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OIT Should Establish Service Level Agreements with Agencies

4 The roles, responsibilities and expectations of OIT and the agencies it serves are
not cleatly defined or communicated. Each focus area of this review requires a
partnership between OI'T and State agencies to effectively and efficienty address
current needs and work toward continuous improvement. OIT has consistently
stated that its role is a service function with limited business area responsibilities
and authority. CR observed that this is an appropriate role for OIT and found that
OTT was clear about its role and the services it provides to agencies. However,
both OPEGA and CR observed that agencies do not fully undetstand OIT’s role
versus theirs and may not be aware of the responsibilities OIT expects and needs
them to fulfill — particulatly with regard to BCP/DR and data governance and
analytics.

Additionally, although OIT is a service function, it does not appear to have a fully
developed customer service focus and culture. Ten years after the IT consolidation,
OPEGA and legislatots continue to hear anecdotally about agency frustrations with
the cost of IT setvices and difficulties in getting timely, helpful assistance from
OIT. CR made several suggestions throughout its report encouraging additional
OIT focus on the customer.

It is an industry standard practice to clarify roles, responsibilities, and performance
expectations through the establishment of clear Service Level Agreements (SLA)
between the IT organization and the agencies it serves. These agreements are
customer focused. Generally, they include a commitment to continucus
improvement, clarify roles and responsibilities of both IT and the agency, and
establish performance measures for IT services that both parties monitor and track.
SLAs can vary in specificity and may include the cost of each I'T provided service.

Service Level Agreements between OIT and the State agencies could not only
clarify roles and responsibilities, but also provide a means to establish service
expectations that may begin to address agency frustrations regarding the level and
value of OIT services in relation to what they cost.

Recommended Management Action:

OIT should establish a Service Level Agreement with each agency. OIT should be
responsible for initiating the process; however, each agency will need to assign a
representative with appropriate knowledge and authority to work with OIT on
developing the Agreement. Oversight of the entire endeavor by an entity assigned
the governance role outlined in Recommendation 1 could facilitate partcipation by
all agencies in this effort. OIT should consider standatd, effective SLAs and
processes used by other states in developing its own.
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DAFS Should Reassess OIT Funding for Core IT Activities
5 Common and Critical to All Agencies

The State funds OIT entirely through an enterprise account that charges individual
agencies for the various services it provides including BCP /DR, project
management and data and analytics efforts. This funding model is a barrier to
adequately addressing current IT needs and continuously improving in areas critical
to the State as a whole and whete a statewide base level of activity is necessary to
provide sufficient services and address risks common to all agencies.

Resources put toward these efforts are impacted by the allocations of individual
agencies whose budgets are constrained and who may not recognize how important
areas like BCP/DR are to their programs and the State. On page 5 of its report, CR
offers several examples of the consequences of insufficient funding for BCP/DR,
data governance and analytics, and project management suppott. The tisk of
inadequate efforts resulting from such funding decisions might be mitigated by an
alternative funding model. For exampie, one model could make direct
appropriations to OIT to cover the cost of core statewide functions, and charge
agencies directly for specific functions required by the agencies to pay for
additional resources OIT must employ.

Recommended Management Action:

The DAFS Commissioner and State Controller, in conjunction with the Chief
Information Officer, should reassess how OIT is funded for core functions and
capabilities common to, and needed across, all agencies including disaster recovery
and business continuity, data governance and analytics and certain portions of the
project management function. The DAFS Commissioner should report to the
Legislature’s Joint Standing Committees on Appropriations and Financial Affairs
and State and Local Government on the assessment, and whether a change in the
funding model is desirable to ensure sufficient funding for critical, common IT-
related activities across the Executive Branch. DAFS’ report to the Legislature
should include proposed legislation for implementing any desired changes.

DAFS Should Take Steps to Ensure OIT Project Managers Can
6 Develop Accurate Budgets, and Monitor and Report on Costs

CR found that OIT project managers are not able to provide cost estimates or
accutately report on costs incurred during projects. According to OIT, it does not
have information readily available to do so and this also impacts its ability to
develop a complete project budget and cost estimate during project planning.
Consequently, OI'T is not in a position keep customer agencies informed of
variances and predicted challenges to project budgets.

OIT explained that while it knows the project assignments and billing rates for
resources within OIT, that same information is not readily available to OIT for
project patticipants in the agencies. For exampile, hourly rates for agency staff are
calculated by the DAFS Setvice Center that supports the particular agency and are
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not known to OIT during project planning. CR also noted that OIT’s billing to an
agency for a project was handled outside the project team with limited data
regarding project spend and cost allocation available for tracking and assessment by
either the project team or the customer agencies.

Recommended Management Action:

Budgeting and cost analysis are key components of successful projects. OIT should
work with the DAFS Division of Financial and Petsonnel Services and the State
Controller’s Office, as appropriate, to identify and address the challenges impacting
OIT’s ability to develop accurate project budgets and analyze costs throughout
projects. Subsequently, OTT should ensure that project managers are petforming
regular budget to actual cost analyses and keeping customer agencies informed of
budget variances and anticipated budget challenges consistent with
recommendations on pages 24-25 of CR’s report.

OIT Should Impiement the CohnReznick Recommendations
4 Within Its Authority

In addition to the OIT-specific actions suggested in Recommendations 1-6, the
CohnReznick report in Appendix A includes a number of OIT-specific
recommendations related to issues that are within OIT’s authotity and ability to
address on its own. These additional recommendations are summarized as follows:

Business Processes — OI'T should consider a thorough analysis of business
processes and identification of a broad range of opportunities along with key
performance metrics for a wide range of projects. (See page 6 of CR report for
more detail.)

IT Audit Function - OTT should consider re-establishing an Information
Technology audit function. (See page 6 of CR report for more detail.)

COBIT Framewotk - OIT should consider adopting COBIT, ot other
tramework, as a standard against which to evaluate its performance. (See page 6 of
CR report for more detail.}

BCP/DR —~ OIT should increase partnership outreach and identify communication
mechanisms to formalize reporting for BCP/DR initiatives between OIT and its
customers. (See page 13 of CR report for more detail)

Data Analytics (See pages 17-19 of CR report for mose detail.)
s  EHstablish a risk management process for data analytics.
o Prepare a comprehensive data policy
¢  Adopt data governance policies
s Establish technical standards
e Implement data assurance tools
o Monitor business petformance metrics

Project Management (See pages 22-26 of CR report for more detail.)
*  Continue developing Agile policies, tools and agency partnerships
e Standardize governance for Agile projects

Office of Pyrogram Evaluation & Government Accountahility page 11
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e Standardize Agile project initiation practices

*  Improve communication and quality management during project execution

*  Develop remediation actions in the case of project failutes to suppott
customers in solving their problems

*  Develop project close out signature requirements by all parties, including
customer and project manager to ensure all issues ate closed out and
customer need is met

¢ Consistently conduct project close out meetings

¢ Develop project close out metrics and final reporting keys

*  Develop testing standards for Agile projects

* Enhance oversight of third party providers

* Perform post-implementation goal assessments

Customer Service - OIT should strengthen its customer service focus and culture
to enhance relationships, better understand needs, support improved execution of
projects and ongoing technology efforts, and improve the delivery reputation of
OIT throughout State government.

Recommended Management Action:

OIT should consider these additional CR recommendations and establish a
timeline for implementing them, or appropriate alternative solutions, so as to
further mitigate IT-related risks for the State, move toward industry best practices,
and improve the services it provides. The Chief Information Officer should report
to the Government Oversight Committee and the Joint Standing Committee on
State and Local Government on its planned actions in response to these
recommendations.

Recommended Legislative Action:

The Jolnt Standing Comenittee on State and Local Government should monitor
OTIT’s progress implementing its action plan and advise the Government Oversight
Committee of any concetns it has with OIT’s efforts.

Office of Program Evaluation & Government Accountability page 12
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Agency Response

In accordance with 3 MRSA §996, OPEGA provided the Office of Information
Technology and DAFS an opportunity to submit additional comments after
reviewing the report draft. OIT’s response letter can be found at the end of this
report. DAFS and OIT’s overall response and actions they are proposing to take in
response to issues identified in this repott are below.

The Office of Information Technology (OIT) is pleased to receive and respond to
the 2015 Office of Program Evaluation and Government Accountability (OPEGA)
report, findings and recommendations. The wotk of OIT in the areas of review can
be very complex, and the OPEGA. team and CohnReznick worked hard to
understand our work and objectively complete their assessment.

Response to Overall Findings

OIT concurs with the overall findings of this report because they are closely
aligned to OIT’s current and established strategy to provide innovative, consistent
results to our agency customers. ‘The majority of recommendations have been
addressed by wotk OIT has completed since the review or will be completed as
part of projects that are currently underway.

Generally, we agree with the finding that enterprise executive level governance for
information technology needs strengthening and that funding is needed to support
the continuation of those planned improvements. We specifically agree that we:

e Made significant progress in the area of project management.

¢ Demonstrated important progress in the area of business continuity and
disaster recovery.

¢ Are making progress in the area of data sharing and business intelligence.
We also concur that in all areas we must continue to improve. To that end, as patt
of our Five-year Road Map, OIT has developed a framework to achieve these

improvements and estimated the tesources necessaty to be successful. OIT can
continue to improve by:

o Continuing to foster strong partnerships with our agency pattnets.

e Expanding the role of the Project Management Office (PMO) to all IT
projects.

e Growing the use of enterprise technology tools like Business Process
Management and Electronic Content Management.

e Continuing to train and deepen the capabilities of the Agile Center of
Excellence (COE).

e Complefing agency specific business impact analysis (BIA) efforts.
e Executing current plans to improve network infrastructure.

e Increasing the maturity level of our data analytic offerings.
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To be successful, OIT will need support from other executive branch agencies and
the legislature in order to reach the highest level of quality outcomes. Agencies ate
very cooperative in the areas of project management, disaster recovery, cyber
security, and data management. However, they are also straining under the load of
supporting their own missions while assisting OIT with statewide IT initiatives
such as the Windows 7 rollout and the upgrade to Intetnet Explorer 11. However,
substantial partnerships will be needed to complete our work. For example:

® Agencies should continue to cooperate with the PMO and follow industry
standard processes and methods, and should continue to incorporate
project management cost allocations as part of the overall cost of projects.

e Apgencies should continue to cooperate with BC / DR activities.

e Agencies should take the lead on articulating data sharing and Business
Intelligence (BI} plans (enterprise wide information shating and analytics) ,
while OIT provides data governance, the best-in-class tools and processes
to realize those plans.

@ The Maine Legislature should appropriate funds to encourage enterprise
initiatives (disaster recovery, cyber security, project management, data
analytics, etc.).

Response to OPEGA Recommendations

The Administration Should Establish an Executive-level Enterprise-wide I'T
1 Governance Function

OIT strongly concurs that enterprise-wide executive-level governance is

needed. The State of Maine stands to gain much in the way of efficlency and
innovation by following common, consistent and transparent delivery practices
such as Agile and enterprise project management for all initiatives. Gains can also
be realized by choosing enterprise technology solutions over single point solutions,
establishing 2 single vision and strategic direction for technology adoption and
mnovation, and establishing enterprise technology priorities.

Action Steps

e Planned: As part of the Five-year Road Map, OIT will clearly articulate
how agencies and taxpayers benefit.

e Planned: OIT will include agencies in specific implementations.

e Planned: OIT and DAFS will work with the Governor’s Office to research
and implement a stronger enterprise IT governance process.
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The Administration Should Ensure Business Impact Analyses and
2 Subsequent Business Continuity Plans are Completed for All Agencies

OIT agrees with this recommendation and to further a successful outcome, OIT
will: '

Action Steps

e Completed: Provide an industry best practice framework and lead a
repeatable process to complete BlAs.

¢ Completed: Formally launch a network improvement project that will lower
risk and increase performance.
Completed: Initiate conversations with agencies to assist them in the
creation of their BIA and Service Level Agreements (SLA).

e Underway: Continue on-going projects.

3 The Administration Should Take Steps to Advance the State’s Data
Governance and Analvtics Capabilities

OIT concurs with this recommendation and commits to the following:

Action Steps
e Completed: Assemble a formal multi-agency data governance commitree.
o Completed: Assemble, with agencies, a darta integrity and inventory working
group.

4 OIT Should Establish Service Level Agreements with Agencies

OIT concurs with this recommendation. Sexvice Level Agreements are already

utilized by OIT to formalize agreements with some agencies, and agrees that the
use of SLAs should be expanded.

Actions Steps
¢ Schedule regular agency engagement meetings where the following
discussions take place:
o Issues and problems
o Future plans
o Strategies to provide better customer service
o Agreed action plans to remedy customer service or relationship
issues

5 DAFS Should Reassess OIT Funding for Core I'T Activities Common and
Critical to All Agencies

OIT agtees to review this recornmendation. Currently, as reported by OPEGA,
OI'T must cover all costs by directly recovering them from our partner agencies.
This can limit OI'T’s ability to invest in entetprise improvement and innovation and
to offer enterprise-level consulting services at a cost that can be accommodated by
both small and large agencies.
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DAFS Should 'Fake Steps to Ensure OIT Project Managers Can Develop
6 Accurate Budeets and Monitor and Report on Costs

OIT concurs with this recommendation and has already established a closer
relationship with the State government service center to better measure and report
on project budgets. OIT commits to continuing our improvement effort in all
aspects of project management, including budget control.

Action Steps
e Completed: OIT has scheduled regular meetings with the Service Centers
and selected agency representatives to improve project budgeting and
controls.
e Planned: Propose pilot budget and control method for the Department of
Labor project portfolio.

OIT Should Implement the CohnReznick Recommendations Within Its
7 | Authority

OIT concurs with this recommendation. Many of the recommendations proposed
by CohnReznick are currently part of OI'T’s work plan. As reported, OIT has made
strides in forwarding the Agile frameworks for projects; additional examples of
initiatives cutrently underway include:

Action Steps
Business Process

o Completed: Continue infrastructute group adoption and implementation
of an industry standard operational improvement regime known as
KanBan.

e Planned: Formally launch planned Key Performance Indicator project.

e Planned: Standardize customer engagement process for projects and
initiatives, including MOUs and SLAs.

Audit Function

e Planned: OIT will investigate audit function role and consider
apphicability.

COBIT Framework

e DPlanned: OIT will consider COBIT framework and investigate
implementation.

BCP/DR

o Planned: OIT has begun outreach to gain input and detetmine
comrnunication mechanisms to formalize teporting.

Data Analvtics
e (See recommendation #3)
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Project Management

Planned: PMO will execute current plan to hire an Agile testing leader to
standardize the process.

Planned: PMO will establish in policy all implemented practices.
Planned: PMO will review and amend current policy for common
governance scheme for both Agile and tradition projects.

Planned: PMO will execute current plan to add 7 additional Agile
resources to COE.

Planned: PMO will begin Agile/KanBan Coaching to DHHS/Office of
Child and Family Services.

Planned: Expand the role of enterprise Agile coaching.

List of related High Level OIT Actions, Planned, Completed or Underway

Completed: Hired 2 BC/DR manager credentialed by the Disaster
Recovery Institute.

Completed: Developed a Business Impact Analysis for OIT.

In Process: Have started the process to acquire the necessary equipment
to provide redundancy between data centers.

Completed: Fstablished a team that is working with the agencies regarding
the application of big data.

In Process: Developing tools that will enable agencies to extract data that
will contribute to better business decisions and metrics.

In Process: Working closely with the agencies to complete BIAs and
SLAs.

In Process: Working alongside the agencies to increase the maturity level
of our data analytic offerings.

In Process: Working with the agencies to enhance the expanding role of
the PMO to all executive branch Information Technology (IT) projects.

Completed: Hired Agile Coaches to deepen OIT and agency Agile
practices.
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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS AND FINANCIAL AFFAIRS

Tuesday, October 13, 2015
Room 228 State House

DRAFT AGENDA Amended 10-9-15

Audio of the AFA proceedings may be found on the following website:
htip: A www. maine. gov/legis/ofpr/appropriations commitlee/audio/index. htm

Scheduled Start Time: 10:08 am

Maine Public Employees Retirement System Year-end Investment Performance and
Outlook
- Sandy Matheson, MaincPERS

Work Sessions LD 212 (An Act Concerning Cost-of-Living Adjustments for Certain
Retirees) and LD 927 (An Act To Remove the Age Penalty for State Retirees Working
at Institutions That Are Closing) for Purpose of Guiding Fiscal Impact Estimates

Presentation of the Funding Issues Contained in the Office of Program Evaluation &
Government Accountability (OPEGA) report “Office of Informaiion Technology

Follow-up Review”
- Beth Ashcroft, Director, OPEGA

Issues Related to the Department of Health and Human Services (Mental Health
Crisis System; Substance Abuse Account Balances)*
- TBD, Department of Health and Human Services

Revenue Update*
- TBD, Department of Administrative and Financial Services

Revenue Reports can be found at the following site:
hitp:rwww. maine. gov/osc/finanirept/revenue. shiml

Potential Follow-up and Clarification Questions Regarding Position Vacancy
Report*
- TBD, Department of Administrative and Financial Services

Establishment of November Meeting Date

* Item tentative or incomplete pending information on availability of presenter(s)



