CMS VENDOR VIABILITY
ASSESSMENT

o A-Team
Response to COT
Directive

OR

o The Traveling
Assessment Tour




CHRONICLES OF CMS
INVESTIGATION

o COT directive to determine the viability of
“out of the box” CMS

o Strategy to complete directive
Call the Assessment Team (A-Team)
Create a tactical plan
Hit the road, or air space, as required

o Evaluate vendor systems in production
applications

o Begin RFP development
o Reportto COT



COT DIRECTIVE

o January 5, 2007 COT meeting
o Request for more information on the
ouy option for acquiring a CMS

o Determine if vendor supplied CMS
available in today’s market are viable
alternatives to build or borrow options

o CMS must be observed in actual user
applications with courts similar to GJ




STRATEGY TO
COMPLETE DIRECTIVE

o Information required by March 2, 2007 COT...no
time to spare!

o Assemble team of specialists from immediately
available resources

o Review marketplace for leaders in the development
and implementation of case management systems

o Determine court locations for observation of the CMS

In application
%
desar!



® IMPORTANT DETAIL

o Assessment Team of Specialists

1.Require knowledge of court process, financials,
IT systems

2. Consistent participation or who is
available now and for the next 4 weeks
3. COT statement that courts are unable
to provide resources

4. AOC also resource constrained...
However, the right stuff was located!

GJ Specialist, Training Specialist, Financial Specialist
Chief Architect and Team Leader all committed to fly!



ADDITIONAL DETAILS

A. Which Vendor CMS do we observe?
1. Leaders in the marketplace
2. Statewide or multi-court systems
3. Acceptable system architecture
B. What locations are available
1. Courts with similar business to AZ GJ
2. Ability to allow observation with short notice
3. Contact court representatives for appointment




STRATEGY TO COMPLETE
DIRECTIVE, continued...

o Appointments
confirmed with courts
In Kansas, Nevada,
Virginia, Florida

o Tactical Plan for how
to get the most out of
the time that is
available

o Scramble for air travel
and lodging
THEN...
HIT THE ROAD to
OBTAIN the DATA!




IN SEARCH OF OPTIONS

o FOUR LOCATIONS
REQUIRED TO
OBSERVE THREE
VENDOR CMS

First...

Kansas statewide system
1. Leavenworth Court
= Yavapai SC
2. Wichita Court =
Pima SC
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A-Team Leader with Kansas Car Rental-



STILL IN SEARCH...

Then...

Nevada and Florida Multi-Court
Systems

Same vendor CMS in both locations
Large and small volume courts

Long-term relationship between
court and vendor compared to...

Quick start-up implementation in a
short term requirement




MORE SEARCHING...

Finally...

Virginia and a new multi-
court system

Limited Deployment of the
CMS

Meets AOC Architecture
Standards

Functionality is easily
adapted

Partnership opportunities

A-Team Picture in VA h
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CMS EVALUATIONS

o Matrix functionality comparison

o Overall functionality

o User Interface acceptability

o Implementation effort and issues

o System architecture and technology

o Vendor responsiveness during all phases of
Implementation

o Current and ongoing support from Vendor

o Follow-up teleconference with Vendor and
court representatives.



Reqguest for Proposal
DEVELOPMENT

o Vendor assessment experience
o Previous RFP activity
o CMS RFPs issued by other states

o Standard Template requirements of AOC
Issued RFP

o Incorporation of the CMS Requirements
Matrix

- Matrix validated by court user group

- Same Matrix utilized in other CMS
assessments and evaluations



MORE RFP
DEVELOPMENT

o Additional Technology Requirements
o Interface Requirements

o Detalls specific to Arizona General
Jurisdiction Courts

o Procurement Review
o Legal Review
o REPORT TO COT




REPORT TO COT

o Vendor Viability Assessment =
o Request for Proposal =
o AGAVE & ICIS Review =

WHAT NEXT?



