CJCC Information Sharing and Integration Committee

Information Sharing and Integration Committee Meeting Minutes
December 7, 2005
Annex, First Floor Conference Room
Ann Arbor, MI

2:30 p.m. – 5:00 p.m.
Participants Present: 
David Behen, Scott Patton, George Siasoco, Scot Cannell, Steve Hiller, Mark Ptaszek, Sheila Blakney, Delphia Simpson, Uma Harithsa, Peter Dams
Meeting called to order at 2:30 p.m.
Members were given the following documents: 

· CJCC Information and Integration Committee Minutes for November 16, 2005

· Agenda for December 7, 2005
· Accompanying Notes for Meeting
I. Approve Minutes
Sheila Blakney moved, Delphia Simpson seconded and members unanimously approved the minutes from the previous meeting.

II. Fine tune working definition of integration

Peter Dams invited member’s input into the working definition of integration which he developed from the previous meeting’s brainstorming session: “The integrated justice data system will improve decision making, reduce the cost of business, and ultimately increase public safety through simplified access to accurate, timely and shared yet secure data that are stored and maintained via simplified non-redundant data entry based on common definitions.”  

Scott Patton commented that the definition, while capturing members’ thoughts on integration, needed to be reduced to 10 words or less. Discussion ensued on whether data will be stored in a single place or if middle-ware will be used to pass data back and forth. Mark Ptaszek said that the definition is not really a definition, but a purpose statement which lists a set of goals or vision for the future. 
Scot Cannell advised replacing “will improve decision-making, reduce the cost of business, and ultimately increase public safety through” with “provides.” Scott Patton noted that this phrase still needs to be mentioned later as these are important outcomes. Steve Hiller said that the word “shared” may be interpreted differently and “access” already implies sharing. “Justice” will be replaced with “integrated public safety and justice data system” in order to capture local police forces and not just the courts. 

Mark Ptaszek summarized the discussion and changes made to the working definition: “The integrated public safety and justice data system provides simplified access to secure, accurate and timely data.” It also has three goals which are essential to the purpose of integration: improve decision-making, reduce the cost of business, and ultimately increase public safety. There are three characteristics of the system: simplified non-redundant data entry, some kind of strategy for maintenance and storage, and common definitions (which have to be plural as some words will necessarily mean different things to different agencies as a result of statute or other rationale). Peter Dams noted that the definition can still be changed at a later date.
II. Review benefits of integration: Edit – add- delete

Peter Dams facilitated a discussion on items that need to be changed or added to the benefits matrix developed previously.  Members agreed to delete the term “kill less trees” from the “Integration: Best” category. The terms “reduce errors” and “increased verification” will be clarified as “reduce errors (clerical)” and increased verification (of data entry points, e.g. address lines in police agency systems)”. 
Steve Hiller said that for “No Integration: Best”, the present system in the law enforcement side works well, and is an actual improvement from the system two years ago. Some things are working well and much improved from before. “Some integration elements working well” (e.g., Live Scan works well for Law Enforcement and the Prosecutor’s Office) will be added. Mark Ptaszek indicated that one agency’s changes affect other systems (e.g. changing of name).
Peter Dams said that the committee needs to develop a benefits matrix.  What are the short and longer term benefits and who are affected (user, decision maker, and public)? This can be later marketed to the affected agencies and the public.  Scott Patton will develop the benefits table and distribute to members.  Mark Ptaszek said that once benefits are identified, the committee needs to prioritize based on each agency.  The public policy makers need to then see why these benefits are necessary (e.g., accuracy for the court systems reduces work). 
III. Conduct gap analysis

Peter Dams said that the definition discussion has addressed several vision statements. The difference between where integration and data sharing is now and where the county wants to be in the future is made up of a number of gaps and barriers. He indicated the differences between mission/vision/goals. Members start on a Mission (purpose, what you are trying to accomplish) toward a particular Vision (where you end up). Along a timeline of a period of years, there are a number of goals (milestones), marking a particular period of time, with enclosed objectives.  Each objective may have several action plans (to do what by when). He hoped to accomplish the identification of bigger goals and some of those objectives. A gap analysis would identify what gaps and barriers that keep members from achieving the vision.
Members were asked to brainstorm what they see as gaps in the data systems.  The following were contributed and sorted into categories:

Adequate Resources
· Money, Lack of Funding, Expense of Changing Current Way of Doing Things, Disparate Funding Between Agencies, Who Pays?, No Budget
· Adequate Resources (Time, Money, People), No Departmental Resources
· Lack of Control of Data

Technical and Legal Opportunities/Challenges
· Number of Current Systems, Moving Targets, Standards/Platforms, Complexity with Too Many Software Systems

· Little Experience in the Area, Best Practices, Game Plan

· Agreement on Terms, Lack of Definitions of Terms, Definitions

· Security Concerns

Government Structure

· No Single Owner, Accountability, Different Missions and Needs, Independence of Agencies

Change Management
· Change Management, Perceived or Real Loss of Control, Unrealistic Timelines and Perceptions, Works for Me (Don’t Care about You), It Has Always Been Done This Way, Historical Relationships, Lack of Local Control/Input, Not Enough Quick Results (Take Too Long), Scope Seems Unattainable, Broad Scope
Politics

· Politics, Lack of Commitment, District and Circuit Court Differences, Road Control County Subsidies, Governance (Elected and Appointed Officials and Who is In Control), Too Many Votes, Political Climate Could Change (Champions Could be Gone), Infighting between Agencies, No Champions
· Lack of Public Support, Lack of Understanding on the Need for Change

· Shared Commitment, No Commitment from Department Heads, No Cooperation Between Agencies, Lack of Buy In from All Affected Parties, Opportunity Costs, Competing Priorities
Scott Patton was surprised that there were not more technical issues. David Behen said that there should have been more government structure. Mark Ptaszek said that the artificial categories are still interrelated and should be sold as such to stakeholders.

Members needed to develop goals and objectives that would close the gaps using the categories as goal labels and possible goal statements. Peter Dams said that the goals can be developed for the next 12 months.  Which are the biggest challenges? What is keeping you from moving from the first step?  Members agreed that the following categories were ranked in order of what the biggest barriers are:
1. Politics

2. Adequate Resources

3. Change Management

4. Technical and Legal Opportunities and Challenges

IV. Develop Integration goals and objectives

Peter Dams asked members to think of how these gaps can be closed by developing goals and objectives. Goals are not activities but the result of activities.  Objectives contain the same properties as goals but are intermediate steps to achieving the goals. If the barriers are removed, what would the system look like in 5 years?
Politics

· Project champion declared

· Project charter and vision
· Everyone understands working definition

· Buy-in from key (political) stakeholders ( sign charter
· Commitment of resources (what would it look like, cost)
Adequate Resource
· 2-5 year budget commitment from the Board of Commissioners
· Cost of ownership for years 1-5

· Identify dollars, people, and time
Change Management
· Communicate plan to staff
· Engagement plan to staff

· Buy-in from end-user/people who do the work

· Involve staff in plan development

Technical/Legal Opportunities
· Identify small achievable goals
· Start with county

· Develop common understanding of definitions and terms

· Develop understanding of current processes (develop “is” maps)
· Identify “where to start”
V. Develop tentative timeline for 2006

Peter Dams said that the vision should be communicated to the CJCC.  He asked members to consider what could be done in the next three months.
Politics

· Project champion declared, 1-3 months
· Project charter and vision, 1-3 months
· Communicate to the CJCC, 1-3 months

· Identify within 1-3 months who the key stakeholders will be

· Buy-in from key political stakeholders, 6-12 months

· Commitment of resources would be done within 6-12 months

Adequate Resource

· 2-5 year budget commitment from the Board of Commissioners, 6-12 months

· Cost of ownership for years 1-5 (high level)

· Identify dollars, people, and time, 3-6 months

Change Management

· Communicate plan to staff 0-3 months

· Engagement plan to staff, 0-3 months

· Buy-in from end-user/people who do the work, 0-3 months

· Involve staff in plan development

Technical/Legal Opportunities

· Identify small achievable goals, 0-3 months

· Start with county

· Develop common understanding of definitions and terms, 3-6 months*
· Develop understanding of current processes (develop “is” maps), 6-9 months**
· Identify “where to start”, 0-3 months
*Peter Dams suggested developing a matrix with a glossary/inventory of terms on the x-axis, and a list of agencies which use these terms on the y-axis.  

** Members agreed that development of current reality process maps for each department can utilize existing process maps. A modular approach may allow for greater facility in mapping. 
Peter Dams noted the importance of having balanced goals. He indicated that the previous discussion of goals covered the preliminary goal check: customer (internal: users of the system; external: public), service (users of system), operational/process, staff development, and financial. 

VI. If time: Anything to add to “other issues?”

Peter Dams indicated that this can be addressed at the next committee meeting. 
VII. Next Steps

Peter Dams said that the deliverables will be the matrix identifying the four different goals, and timeline. At the next meeting, he advised sorting and prioritizing the items to be done in 0-3, 3-6, 6-9, and 9-12 months. He will be speaking to Scott Patton about additional steps regarding the next meeting.
Adjourned at 5:00 p.m.
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