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I.
Initiatives
A.  Initiative  Title



Implement Desktop Standards

B.  Initiative Leader


Randall Walker


Division of Administration


(225) 342-9903


rwalker@doa.state.la.us

C.  Summary 

This initiative is for the definition and initial implementation of statewide standards for personal computer hardware and software. The primary focus is on the functional and minimal technical requirements for client desktops, rather than servers. The potential benefits include reduced training costs, improved support, increased productivity, knowledge transfer, uniform cost per seat, and broader foundation for future initiatives.

D.  Description of the Initiative

The goal of this initiative is to define and begin implementation of a standard set of desktop software for the executive branch. It builds upon the I.T. architectural principles and standards established by Goal IV Initiative 1. Note that standards may include more than one product for a given function.

The specific scope should include:

· Client desktop operating system

· Communications protocol

· Standard office productivity tools, including:

· Electronic mail

· Calendaring and scheduling

· Web browser

· Word processor

· Spreadsheet

· Optional additional components for some desktops (these may not be considered core desktop standards)

· Presentation/Graphics

· Database tools

· Web publishing

· Anti-virus software

· Fax software

· Project management

· Common Utilities (backup, etc.)

· Minimum Desktop hardware specifications to support the above

· Any required recommendations for support

The potential benefits of a standard desktop include:

· Reduced training costs for users and technical support

· Facilitate employee productivity/collaboration

· Improved employee knowledge transfer

· Improve cross-agency data sharing/interoperability

· Reduced license/support costs per seat

· Improved ability to track and predict expenses related to desktop computing

· Platform for future statewide system, including functional applications such as Human Resources and technical infrastructure such as network management

· First step for implementation of statewide functions that might be aggregated such as help desk

E.  Participating Partners and Stakeholders

Identify the participating partners and stakeholders of the initiative and describe key roles and/or relationships where necessary.

State Chief Information Officer (CIO)

Statewide IT Governance Entity

Undersecretaries

Council of Information Services Directors (CISD)

Desktop users

F.   Benchmarking Partners and/or Best Practice References

Most other states have defined and begun implementation of a standard for desktop computing. The approach taken has varied by state, ranging from architectural interface definitions to the more restrictive approach of establishing a single approved product for each category.

States that have formally implemented standards include North Carolina, Kentucky, and Utah.

G.   Assessment of Risks

· Cost.  Implementation of desktop standards will incur significant costs. There is the cost of defining the architecture. In an ideal world, this would be minimal, involving existing staff, with limited travel and consulting. The one-time costs and recurring costs of implementing desktop standards will be significant and will be quite visible. See the cost summary detailed below for a summary of the “hard” costs. There are other costs that are not as easily identified, such as the cost of conversion, lost productivity, and time spent implementing and training. Although it can be argued that much of these costs are incurred anyway and in a less than systematic manner, in many cases the costs are hidden. Costs may not appear in agency IT budgets, or are soft costs such as lost productivity, and are not easily incorporated into a cost/benefit analysis.

· Agency Resistance.  Each agency has specific missions, goals, and functions, servicing a certain constituency and subject to unique pressures. Their funding  depends primarily on fulfilling their mission. Agencies develop their own capabilities for implementing and managing their IT assets based on agency requirements.

· IT resource limitations; both staff and budgets. Agency IT managers try to keep up with rapidly changing technology and support the increasing pace of agency operations while facing budget-driven pressures to do more with less.  Under these conditions, it is increasingly difficult for them to meet both agency needs and expectations of their participation in cross-agency activities. Agencies are understandably reluctant to divert limited resources to any activity that does not appear to help them meet their primary objectives.

· Federal Requirements.  Many agencies that receive federal funds have the added requirements of meeting the requirements set forth by the federal agency responsible for the fund distribution. In many cases, specific computer applications are also required. In some cases, these systems requirements could dictate implementation of technology that does not meet the state standards. For instance, HUD required that the DOA use a specific company’s Web browser for one of their applications. That browser is not the standard chosen for the DOA enterprise.

· Embedded base – Existing processes must continue during the process of implementing standards. There are increased costs associated with supporting multiple standards during a migration phase. There is also the cost of maintaining the integrity and usability of historical files.

· Vendor opposition – In the most narrow sense, if a proprietary standard is mandated, then all vendors other than the selected one are shut-out and will use every means they have to protect their base. They will step up their lobbying with the legislature and executive leadership. Even vendors who are not direct competitors may oppose standardization if they believe it puts one or more of their ancillary products at risk (training, third-party support, plug-ins, etc.). The admirable attempt by State Purchasing and CISD to reduce the number of computers on state contract from sixty different brands was defeated by vocal opposition of vendors. Vendor opposition is a major risk that must be dealt with proactively by executive leadership.
· Obsolescence – Any standards, no matter how carefully chosen will become obsolete over time. There will eventually be a cost associated with migrating from the former standard to a newer one. This must be recognized at the outset, with the commitment from both a managerial and financial standpoint. There must be an on-going commitment to review, update, and implement standards. This is consistent with the “IT as a utility” concept being proposed.

· Emotional attachment – Agencies and users tend to become quite possessive of their desktops. This is underscored by the word “personal” in personal computer. They become staunch advocates or unrelenting critics of specific vendors or products. An enterprise view will have to promulgated. 

· Differing IT architectures​ – As agencies have acquired hardware and software on the basis of their specific requirements, there are implementations of hardware and software that are not directly compatible.  There is also an allegiance among those staffs that support the various products to the products that they support.  Moving to a common platform or  exchange format may require some agencies to migrate to a new platform.

· No enterprise asset management strategy – Without a statewide computer hardware and software asset management system, it is difficult to know exactly the installed base of computer technology. Most agencies also have not documented the total cost of ownership for desktop computers, and will react strongly to those costs being revealed.

II
PROJECT INFORMATION 

A. Project Description

This project will begin the implementation of desktop standards in the executive branch. The actual definition of those standards should have been completed as part of Goal IV Initiative 1. This project builds upon the outcome of that initiative and fills in the definitions where necessary. The major emphasis, however, is upon the documentation of the current standards, identification of any conforming products, and beginning a phased implementation of those standards. The scope excludes standards outside of the personal computer client software and hardware, except to the extent that definition of the client software is mandated by the server software, or vice-versa. The scope is further restricted to agencies within the executive branch of government.
B. Technical/Conceptual Approach   

The most radical approach would be to simultaneously implement all hardware/software standards. It would ensure that the “big picture” was being looked at, and allow for turn-key replacement of desktops. It is also the most likely to fail, due to opposition, and shortage of available resources. The IT Governance Entity should identify the priorities for project implementation. One possible breakdown of potential projects is as follows:


Desktop hardware


Desktop Operating System


Electronic mail


Office software

This project builds upon the deliverables of the following initiatives:


Goal 2 Initiative 4 – I.T. Governance Structure


Goal 4 Initiative 1 – I.T. Architectural/Standards Definitions

The following approach should be considered to reduce opposition:

· Involvement of multiple parties – Participation of multiple agencies, reflecting a mix of current vendors and products

· Definition of scope in advance – State the ground rules clearly. Obtain agreement on how decisions will be made. Emphasize need for unity.

· Layered approach – stay at highest level. – Implementation efforts can range from formal definition of principles and interface standards to identification of compliant products or mandating wholesale replacement with a single product. The highest level that produces significant benefit could be chosen to reduce opposition.

· Establish future goals and grandfather the existing base.

· Explore one or two areas at a time (don’t fight the war on all fronts at the same time). By isolating the project to one or two important areas, it becomes easier to focus on issues and establish a winning track record.

The project will begin the implementation of statewide standards in selected areas. As such, it presupposes that while some use of the selected technologies may exist today, it is not universal, or perhaps even not the most prevalent. The primary goal is not to re-use what exists, but to define what should exist at the end of three years. Existing staff and support infrastructure will be used as much as possible, as well as third party contracts for training and support that may exist now. Based on the rapid advancement of technology (which also implies rapid obsolescence as well), it is predicted that the technology existing at the end of three years will only be minimally related to the initial base. There is no end seen to this.

One absolutely essential imperative, however, will be that service interruptions must be minimized. For instance, if the e-mail server or client is being replaced in an agency, there should be no visible interruption to agency communications. If the word processor is being replaced, there must be provision for backwards-compatibility during the conversion process. This may require supporting multiple standards for some period of time, with the concomitant increase in resources required.

C. Implementation Approach 

Project Timetable

Step
Description
Begin
End

II-4.
IT Governance Charter
July 1, 2000
June 30, 2001

IV-1.
IT Architectural Definition



IV-3a.
Document Desktop Standards



IV-3b.
Begin Implementation/Migration Process



-Project Resources:


IT Governance Entity


Chief Information Officer


Team Appointments – The IT Governance Entity will have the authority to appoint committees and task forces for projects.  It is possible that multiple teams shall be appointed for this initiative, with some teams focusing on documentation of requirements and others overseeing implementation efforts in one or more subject areas (e.g., operating system, electronic mail, office suite).The Entity shall appoint members for the teams, which shall include agency volunteers and CISD representatives. Potential members volunteered to date include:

Organization
Representatives

Board of Regents
Bob McCoy

Culture, Recreation & Tourism
Doug Bryant

Delgado
James Hobbs

DOA/OIS
Barbara Oliver

DOTD
Mike Gusky/Gerry Stringer

Education
Dave Elder

Natural Resources
Rizwan Ahmed

Revenue
Linda Moore

State Purchasing
Denise Lea

This project should build upon the output produced by Initiative IV-1 “Develop Enterprise Information Architecture and Establish Statewide Information Technology Standard”. The Governance Entity shall determine if a phased or big-bang approach to definition shall be used. Depending on standards selected and availability of resources statewide and by department, the actual implementation effort may require from 1 to 3 years.

D.  Project Cost Estimate.

See the previous section entitled “Risks” for a discussion of “soft” costs. 

Personal Services – The major costs for personal services would be soft costs, in the assignment of existing staff to the documentation, evaluation, and implementation of the selected standards. Because these staff exist today, although performing other tasks, no new costs are projected for them. There would be some additional work at the statewide level monitoring the implementation of standards, but this could be incorporated with the staffing proposed in Goal II Initiative 4.

Travel – Out-of-state travel costs should be minimal. Most travel should be in-state to seminars/presentations, training and field travel for installation/support.

Software Licenses: The actual costs will depend on the software standard selected and the terms negotiated. For purpose of illustration, we will use the leading industry office suite. With volume discounts, the state could obtain a cost per seat of $225 annually. There are over 90,000 employees in the state workforce. If we assume that there are only 30,000 desktops, the license costs for the three year period would be $225 x 30,000 annually ($6.75M) or $20.2 million for three years. This does not include associated costs for server hardware or software (e.g., Microsoft Exchange).

Training: A per seat average of $75 minimum will be necessary to train employees at a very basic level of competency on desktop systems. For 30,000 seats this would be $2.25 million. This does not include the costs of technical training for support personnel.

Hardware: Almost everyone has access to a PC today. But hardware expenditures increase because they become obsolete, due to the ever-increasing demands placed on them by software applications. There will be significant hardware costs to ensure that employees have desktops with sufficient CPU, disk and memory to run the standard software. Assuming a base CPU, a reasonable assumption is that an average of $200 or more will be spent upgrading memory and disk during the three year period. For 30,000 seats, this would be $6 million dollars.

Funding Category
Total Cost

Personal Services


Travel
$15,000

Software License
$20,250,000

Software Maintenance


Training
$2,250,000

Professional Services


Hardware
$6,000,000

Other


Total
$28,515,000
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