Appendix D:  Information Technology Capital Project Review Process
Review and Prioritization Process

In January 2011, COT presented the timeline, review methodology and criteria for the 2012-2014 Capital IT Project Planning Process to the Commonwealth Technology Council (CTC). The decision was made to modify the previous biennium scoring criteria to reflect the current financial situation within the Commonwealth as well as to require a more in depth business justification and understanding of the total cost of ownership (TCO). These changes would amplify the significance of improved efficiency, and improved quality of life for citizens while providing a clearer financial picture of not only what it will cost to implement but also the ongoing support costs the Commonwealth would be committed to for at least the first five (5) years. 

COT solicited members from the CTC to join COT management on what was again termed the Agency Review Committee (ARC). This committee was comprised of three members of COT executive management and four agency volunteers representing the Cabinet for Health and Family Services, Transportation, Education and the Office of the State Budget Director. 

Over the course of the first three weeks of May, ARC members had the opportunity to review each information technology item and system within the 20012-2014 portfolios according to the defined criteria and methodology. 

Over the two-day period from May 25 to May 26, 2011, each Cabinet and agency was allotted time to present an overview of their capital IT items and systems, and to specifically outline how each item or system addressed the individual components of the evaluation criteria.  This forum also allowed for interaction, discussion, and questions between the ARC and those agencies submitting projects.

At the conclusion of the agency presentations, the ARC members each reviewed one identified project against the defined criteria and then discussed their justifications so a level of common scoring understanding was obtained. ARC members were allowed two weeks to submit their scores to the Commonwealth Office of Technology for compilation.

Due to continued scheduling conflicts, the ARC did not physically reconvene to provide group consensus on the final project scoring and ‘high value’ designations based upon information assembled from the individual member submissions. However, discussion and consensus was reached via group email discussions.
Capital Project Review Criteria

Each proposed information technology capital project was evaluated against two sets of criteria:  Business Value and Risk Factors.  Project ranking were assessed against each component on a scale of -1 to 5, with each assigned ranking being explicitly defined.  An objective score was derived based upon an evaluation of the project as submitted to the Capital Planning Advisory Board, and upon a presentation and interactive discussion conducted with each agency’s information technology officer or project designee.
Business Value











Business Case
Has a business case been prepared and submitted to include such items as Business Need/Benefits, High-level Requirements and/or Features, Expected Risks, Critical Success Factors, Assumptions, Return on Investment (quantitative or qualitative), and Mean Time to Pay Back? Does the business case show a large and rapid justification for the investment?

Efficiency

Does the project outline demonstrable and quantifiable savings, revenue generation, or cost avoidance? Does the project provide additional transparency or accountability? Are efficiency gains SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Relevant, Time-limited)?

External Requirement
What are the circumstances outside the control of the Executive Branch that are influencing the need for the project? Is the influence indirect (i.e. a change in one system that necessitates a change in another), or direct (i.e. the result of legislative, federal or judicial requirements)?
Service Improvement

Does the proposed project automate existing processes, or are processes being redefined prior to automation?  Does the proposed project provide new online services to citizens or business? Does the proposed project support or directly enable the success of other project(s) either within the agency or across agencies?

Improved Quality of Life for Citizens
Will the project directly affect an improved quality of life for a majority of Kentucky citizens through improved public health, education, safety, infrastructure, environmental issues, economic development or similar enterprise initiatives?
Risk Factors











Total Cost of Ownership

What is the TCO of the project (includes hardware, software, state staffing, vendors/contractors, support and maintenance for the life of the initiative, etc)?
Architectural Compliance
Does the solution comply with the Commonwealth’s technology standards? (http://technology.ky.gov/business/Pages/architecture.aspx) 
Location Infrastructure Tier Level 
What is the Industry Standard Data Center Tier level for the location where the solution will be housed related to power, cooling and availability? Definitions from the Uptime Institute can be found here (https://gotsource.ky.gov/docushare/dsweb/Get/Document-354698) (Commonwealth Data Center qualifies as ‘Tier 2’).

Data Classification

Will the system contain personally identifiable information defined as ‘sensitive’ or above within Enterprise Architectural Standards subdomain 4080 (https://gotsource.ky.gov/docushare/dsweb/Get/Document-301107/)  

Solution Definition

What is the anticipated level of effort to customize, develop, invent, or create the proposed solution?
Executive Sponsorship
How important is the technology project considered among the entire cabinet’s capital project priorities? What steps is the Agency putting in place to ensure Executive engagement and commitment is sustainable over the lifespan of the project?  How will competing priorities be handled and addressed?

Implementation Timeline

How quickly will the project be implemented, and how quickly will the Commonwealth see a Return on Investment? Will the implementation be all at once (‘big bang’) or will the functionality be implemented in multiple phases?

Level of Complexity
What is the level of effort and technical complexity required to make the project successful? Is the expertise to implement fully in-house or will contract staff be needed for some period of time? Are there skill sets currently available in-house to be used to manage the Vendor(s) that provide the solution?  Has the Agency undergone a major system implementation in the last five (5) years? What business process re-engineering and change management efforts will be implemented as part of the project? 
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	Rating
	Weighted

	Business Value
	Wt
	-1
	1
	3
	5
	Score

	Business Case & Justification
	7
	None Provided
	Minimal Information or Justification
	Some level of detail but not clear or logical 
	Detailed,  complete explanations with large, rapid ROI, etc
	35

	Efficiency Includes Cost Savings or Avoidance, Revenue, or Accountability
	7
	None identified
	Negligible or minimal opportunity
	Significant opportunity expected; not quantified
	Quantified, significant

opportunity
	35

	External Requirement
	6
	None identified
	Legislative Requirement
	Federal Requirement
	Required by Litigation, fine or penalty
	30

	Service Improvement thru Shared Services
	6
	 Single use application on new physical server(s)
	Some modular components with partial use of existing hardware 
	Modular, new component development with partial expansion of existing hardware
	Reuse of largely existing components with full expansion of existing hardware 
	30

	Improved Quality of Life for Citizens
	4
	Does not relate
	Indirectly Supports
	Directly affects a small % of KY citizens
	Directly affects a large % of KY citizens
	20

	Scoring Weight
	30
	
	
	
	Subtotal
	150


	Risk Factors
	Wt
	-1
	1
	3
	5
	Score

	Total Cost of Ownership (from Business Case)
	6
	>60M
	25M to 45M
	6M to 15M
	< 3M
	30

	Compliance with Commonwealth Architectural Standards 
	4
	Non- compliant
	Proposes use of non-proven, out-dated or immature technologies
	Proposes emerging technology on the standards “horizon”
	Fully compliant
	20

	Location Infrastructure Tier Level 


	4
	Unclassified (Below Tier 1)
	Tier 1
	Tier 2
	Tier 3 or 4
	20

	System will Contain Data Classified as ‘Sensitive’ or above within EAS 4080
	4
	No determination of data content
	No data above ‘Confidential’ level
	No data above ‘Sensitive’ level
	All data below ‘Sensitive’ level
	20

	Solution Definition


	3
	Solution must be developed from scratch or customized >25%
	Solution must be moderately customized 

(>10%  to < 25%)
	Solution is readily available with minor customization expected (<10%)
	Solution is readily available with no customization or replicated from previous success
	15

	Executive Sponsorship
	3
	Bottom organization priority
	Lower 50% organization priority
	Upper 50% organization

priority
	Top organization priority
	15

	Implementation Timeline
	3
	> 2 years or ‘Big Bang’
	> 1 year but           < 2 years
	< 1 year but

> 6 months
	< 6 months
	15

	Level of Complexity
	3
	Difficult
	High
	Medium
	Low
	15

	Scoring Weight
	30
	
	
	
	Subtotal
	150


Project Value Ranking
Project value ranking will be determined by relating the Business Value with the Manageability of the proposed project.  The total score in each category is divided by the total weighting (30) to derive axis placement.
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