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Executive Summary

This report summarizes the results of a nationaleguof cross-boundary information sharing in
the public sector conducted as a part of a Nati@wénce Foundation-funded project at the
Center for Technology in Government (CTG) at thaversity at Albany, State University of
New York. Researchers at CTG designed the survegltect the perceptions of public servants
and government officials about cross-boundary mfatron sharing (CBI) initiatives and to test a
causal model of the interactions of social and iexzi factors in these initiatives. The primary
purpose of the survey was to understand how afgpset of policy, organizational, social, and
technical factors influence government CBI initias.

The survey tested 41 factors (Appendix II), all which were pre-identified based on the
research and analysis conducted by CTG duringeeaplhases of the project. The initial
theoretical model represented in the 41 facton®dhiced in the survey is based on eight case
studies of cross-boundary information sharing iimoral justice and public health across the
United States. This report summarizes the resparfabe 173 public health and criminal justice
professionals who participated in the 2008 survey.

The survey questions focused on the existence atulenof the 41 factors as they related to the
CBI initiatives reported on by the survey resporiderRespondents were asked their opinions
about a mix of policy, organizational, social, aeghnical factors that relate to one specific,
U.S.-based government CBI initiative that they padsonally participated in within the last five
years. Respondents were asked to choose the ivatititey knew the best, regardless of its
current status (e.g., still in development, defunat implemented), level of success, or
effectiveness. It is important to note that theveyparticipants were overwhelmingly positive in
their perceptions of the success and outcomesefCiI initiatives on which they chose to
report.

The mean age of survey requndepts was 52 anc Characteristics of Survey
number of male respondents is slightly higher tr

Respondents
female respondents. Respondents reported an ave

of 11 years of experience with CBI initiatives, ai
haying part.icipated in an average of seven initesi Average Years of CBI Experiencit
during their careers. Also, responder)ts spent Average # of Career CBI Initiatives:
average of 14 hours per week working on SU average CBI hours/weeki4
initiatives. Nearly half of the respondents iddertif | Role in CBI Initiative:

themselves as having a leadership role (e .+ | eadership50%

executive sponsor or project manager) in 1 . Team member 30%

initiative in which they participated. As far ashet e User 10%

types of roles that respondents identified thenesel| Other 10%

as having in their initiative, one third characted
themselves as project team members, nearly ten

percent identified themselves as users, and anath®st ten percent indicated “Other” such as
project oversight, information provider, or a reg@etative of state government. The majority of
respondents identified themselves as agency exesutr managers of both program and IT

Mean Age 52
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departments in their day-to-day jobs. Only a snmdicentage of respondents identified
themselves as program or IT staff.

In terms of initiative characteristics, respondelg

reported that most initiatives were implementethat Initiative Characteristics
state level, but funding for these initiatives caimwen
a mix of federal and state sources. The majoritthef | «  Majority were state level
initiatives were aimed at building general inforioat | «  Funded by a mix of federal/stat
sharing capability rather than solving a speci|, Majority focused on general

problem. information sharing capability

D

-

More than half of the respondents reported thair thétiative resulted in effective work
relationships across organizational boundaries @osglided opportunities to share formal and
informal knowledge across organizational boundaries addition, more than half of the

respondents reported that the initiative resulted N

interoperable computer systems. While the respor
related to the effectiveness of the initiative caded
increased effectiveness and efficiency occurrecat| » Effective work relationships

great extent by improving day-to-day operations across organizational boundaries
government and delivering benefits to perso|es Opportunities to share
organizations, or groups, an overwhelming majooity information

[72)

respondents indicated that their initiatives rexllin |« Interoperable computer system
increased public participation only to a minimatea®. | « |ncreased effectiveness and

Finally, the majority of respondents reported ttre efficiency
initiative was a success and met its stated po|. Syccessin meeting stated poligy
objectives and goals. and goals

Basic statistical measures identified significamnt

differences between different respondent and projemographics. For example, criminal
justice initiatives, state initiatives, implementediatives, and initiatives that aimed at buildin
general capability received higher scores relateduccess. Moreover, participants who had
more experience (i.e., years working on and nurab@Bl initiatives) reported higher scores for
participants' knowledge, skills, trust among pgwtats, and willingness to participate.

The majority of respondents indicated that moghef

41 factors influenced their CBI initiatives. Lookj at Most Frequent Factors

the responses with the highest means, while
majority of respondents indicated that informatic
privacy, disclosure, and confidentiality were issue | « Information Privacy

the initiative, an even higher percentage |+« |nformation Disclosure
respondents indicated that concerns and needs & « |nformation Confidentiality
each of these issues were met in the course of| . Kpowledge of Own Organizatio
initiative. In response to a series of questioraualhe
extent to which participants were knowledgeableuabo

their own organizations in the context of the CBitiatives, many of the survey participants

=)
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indicated that these factors existed to a largergxdnd were more prevalent than other factors.
The “knowledge of own organization” factors spexafly included knowledge of policies,
information needs, and management practices. Asaprtb the respondents, the use of
appropriate and effective strategies was another ainthe top factors influencing their CBI
initiatives. However, while formal strategies re@s a high ranking from respondents, the
existence of informal problem solving was also tdfed as equally important. We believe
further investigation is warranted to better untkerd the relationship between informal problem
solving and appropriate and effective strategigkiwia government cross-boundary information
sharing environment.

On the other hand, when we looked at the responghs

th_e_lowest means (representing factors that exitbed L east Frequent Factors
minimal extent or not at all), respondents reportedt Influencing I nitiatives
participants had little knowledge about other pgstting

organizations in the CBI initiatives. More speditiy,

survey respondents indicated that knowledge abbet|® Knowledge of Other
management practices, information technologies, | Participating Organizations
policies of other organizations in the initiativentded to | * EXistence and Influence of
exist at a much lower level than the majority ohet Legislation and Legislative
factors, especially those factors focused on “kedlgée of Support

own organization.” We find this result very inteieg and | * Legislative or Executive
worthy of additional investigation. Based on ourliea mandates

analysis of the project’'s qualitative data and temeral
assumption that successful collaboration with nentn@rs requires increased knowledge about
one another, we were surprised to see that theserdadid not exist to a much greater extent,
even in initiatives that were considered successful

Also of interest was the finding that the existeara influence of legislation and legislative
support was overwhelmingly not a factor in theiatives. In addition, very few respondents
indicated that the decision-making structure foeirthinitiative was established through
legislation or executive mandate. Overall, respotgleonsistently stated that existing legislation
neither interfered with nor made their initiatiyasssible.

The results of this survey support the existenca admprehensive set of factors that are present
in and influence government CBI initiatives. In dduoh, the results of our preliminary analysis
of this survey highlight a number of factors worthfyfurther study. Overall, the identification of
these factors through our research will contribtdethe information sharing literature. In
addition, the identification of a consistent setfaftors and the understanding of how they
interact to influence CBI initiatives will provideractitioners from around the world with
important knowledge necessary to ultimately imprggeernment operations and services.
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Introduction

The Center for Technology in Government,

Purpose of the MI 11 Project

cross-boundary information sharing surve
represents the last phase of the “Modeling |
Social and Technical Processes

Interorganizational Information Integration
(MIII) project. This national study, conducte
by CTG and supported by a grant from tl
National Science Foundatidnyas designed to
understand how  effective informatio
integration and sharing occurs within ar
across boundaries of organizations. T

Integrating and sharing information in multi-
organizational government settings involves
complex interactions within social and
technological contexts. These processes oft¢
involve new work processes and significant
organizational change. They are also embeg
in larger political and institutional
environments which shape their goals and
circumscribe their choices. The purpose of tf

2N

ded

NS

purpose of the survey was to test tl
generalizability of a preliminary theoretice
model of how policy, organizational, socia
and technical factors interact to create crimir
justice and public health information sharir
capabilities. CTG developed this model based ordttta collected and analyzed during earlier
phases of the research project.

els
e

research is to develop and test dynamic mod
of information integration and sharing in thes
interorganizational settings.

This report provides a first look at the resultstloé survey in terms of frequencies and basic
statistics. The survey was administered during Galyr and March of 2008 to a sample of
mostly local and state government public health emmhinal justice professionals from across
the United States (See Appendix | for survey methugly, sample, and response rate of this
project)? While the research team has been disseminatidinfje based on the qualitative data,
the information provided in this report represeatpreliminary analysis of the survey results
using basic statistical measufeShe CTG research team is using this preliminamgiyais to
guide more detailed analyses of the survey data@tebst our theoretical model of government
cross-boundary information sharing. In additionis theport provides those individuals who
participated in the survey and others who are é@sted in government cross-boundary
information sharing with a summary of those iterhgterest that emerged from the initial phase
of analysis. These results might also be of intdedoth researchers and practitioners involved
in similar initiatives. Additional analyses will h@esented in future academic and practitioner-
focused outlets such as journals, conferences,imgpgapers, reports and other relevant media.

!National Science Foundation grant number ITR-02@515

2 A PDF version of the survey is availablenatw.ctg.albany.edu/static/ctginfosharingsurvey. pdf
% Copies of these publications are publicly ava#atmh the CTG Web site at the following link:
http://www.ctg.albany.edu/projects/pubs?proj=miiifss-pubs
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Project Background Leading up to the Survey

The project was conducted in three distinct, blateel and overlapping phases:

1. In Phase one, two intensive information sharinggmts were conducted: one with state-
level criminal justice agencies in New York, whigimed to develop a governance
structure for statewide criminal justice informatisharing initiatives; and one with the
New York State Department of Health and relatetesséad local agencies involving a
retrospective study of the state’s response to1®@9 West Nile virus outbreak and
planning for the reemergence of the virus in 2000s work was conducted in 2003-04.

2. Phase two included six additional case studies—gnasttside of New York State--
involving past or ongoing government cross-boundarformation sharing (CBI)
initiatives within the public health and criminaisgice policy arenas. This work, which
involved document collection and site visits toeiwview key government participants,
was conducted in 2004 and involved the states ¢dr@do (public health and criminal
justice), Connecticut (public health), North Camali(criminal justice), Oregon (public
health), and the city of New York (criminal justjce

3. Phase three consisted of a national survey designedt the preliminary cross-boundary
information sharing models developed from dataeoddld and analyzed during phases
one and two. Theory development and conceptual hmgdieegan in 2004 and the final
survey was administered in early 2008. The suregyasented the final data collection
phase of the MIII project. The Web based surveyichvivas pretested and piloted in late
2007, was administered in its final version fronbfeary through March of 2008.

Upon conclusion of the survey and following prepiaraof the response data, the research team
began its preliminary analysis. The team used bsisitistical measures such as descriptive
statistics, frequencies, crosstabs, and t-tests.r&maining sections of this report provide what
we consider to be the most interesting findingsnfrihis preliminary analysis. We first present
survey respondent demographics and the resultefiactiveness of initiatives. We will then
share the comparisons between different groupsegpandents and the factors affecting the
initiatives.

Survey Respondent Demographics and Experiences with CBI
Initiatives

According to responses related to demographic guesstthe mean age of survey respondents
was 52 and the number of male respondents is Bfigigher than female respondents.
Respondents reported an average of 11 years ofierpe with CBI initiatives and had
participated in an average of seven initiativesrdutheir careers. On average, respondents spent
14 hours per week working on such initiatives. Mehalf of the respondents identified
themselves as having a leadership role in theatig.

» Survey respondents ranged in age from about 30 {gear of birth 1928 through 1978),
with the average age being 52. While 58% of respotsdwere male, 42% were female.
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* When examining the overall number of years of wexgerience, respondents had almost
26 years on average. Looking specifically at presiexperience working on CBI
initiatives, respondents had an average of 11 y&daggperience. In addition, respondents
were involved in an average of 7 initiatives, wBb% of the respondents indicating
involvement in 5 or fewer initiatives.

* While 37% of respondents were engaged in theiralive as a project team member,
30% took part as a project manager. 17% of respuadeere sponsors of their initiative
and 8% were users.

* Nearly half of all respondents (47%) reported thaly were involved in some sort of
leadership role in the initiative, either as ancexize sponsor or as a project manager.

» Breaking down the initiatives into different phasire was a fairly even spread among
respondents involved in problem identification/plang (22%), development/design
(24%), and implementation/use (24%). About 17%datid that they were involved in
all phases from start to finish. 6% of respondamgcated “Other,” which includes the
activities of monitoring, evaluation, and education

* Respondents worked an average of 14 hours per eredteir initiative. 42% reported
that they worked 5 hours or less per week on théiative.

Characteristics, Results, and Effectiveness of the Initiative

While most initiatives were implemented at the estl®vel, funding for these initiatives came
from a mix of federal and state sources. Moreotrexr,majority of the initiatives were designed
to build general capability rather than solvingpeedfic problem. According to the responses
about results of the initiatives, more than halftbé survey participants reported that the
initiative resulted in effective work relationshipsross organizational boundaries and provided
opportunities to share formal and informal knowlkedacross organizational boundaries. In
addition, respondents reported that the initiatressilted in interoperable computer systems that
can communicate with each other. The responsetedeta the effectiveness of the initiatives
indicated that the initiatives increased effecte® and efficiency by improving day-to-day
operations of government and delivering benefitpéosons, organizations, or groups. Overall,
the majority of respondents reported that theatiites were a success and met their stated policy
objectives and goals.

* According to the survey results, about two third®@8%) of the initiatives were
implemented at the state level and about one {(Bi2&o) were implemented at the local
level. In addition, 55% of initiatives were relatedthe public health domain, and about
44% were related to the criminal justice area.

» About one-third (33%) of the initiatives involvedgencies at different levels of
government (either local, state, or federal). Thjsresult was followed by initiatives at
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multiple levels of government in collaboration witkher types of organizations (27%)
and across agencies at the same level of govern@@dti).

* Almost 70% of the initiatives’ goals focused on lding general capability for the
agency or agencies involved, in contrast to solarspecific problem.

* The majority of initiatives (87%) were primarily @ainated by either state or local
government agencies. However funding for the & most commonly came from
federal or state government agencies.

* More than two-thirds of the respondents (68%) regabthat their initiatives resulted in
effective work relationships across organizatidmalindaries to a considerable or great
extent. In addition, responses show that theiraitives provided opportunities to share
formal and informal knowledge across organizatidmalndaries. While nearly half of
the respondents (48%) reported that their initegtiprovided substantial sharing of
written and codified knowledge across organizafiobaundaries to a great or
considerable extent, slightly more than half ofpmeslents (52%) reported that their
initiatives resulted in substantial sharing of kldhd unwritten practical knowledge
across organizational boundaries.

* Related to questions about interoperable techmidedstructure, more than 42% of the
respondents stated that their initiatives resultethteroperable computer systems and
networks to a considerable or great extent, ovérdighe respondents (57%) said that
their initiatives provided information systems tlskah communicate with each other.

* More than a half of the respondents (58%) repotteat their initiative resulted in
improvements in the day-to-day operation of govesninMore than two thirds (68%)
stated that their initiative resulted in benefitsedtly to persons, organizations, or groups
to a considerable or great extent.

* The initiatives were also judged to increase edficy and effectiveness. 41% of the
respondents said that their initiatives resulted¢ast savings to a considerable or great
extent and more than two-thirds (69%) reported their initiatives improved efficiency
to a considerable or great extent. Similarly, aktfi®6 stated that their initiatives resulted
in greater policy effectiveness to a considerablgreat extent. However, more than half
of the respondents (52%) stated that their inuesti resulted in increased public
participation to a minimal extent or not at all.

* According to more than two-thirds of the responde(®8%), their initiative was
successful to a considerable or great extent. Lis®wmore than two-thirds of the
respondents (67%) said that their initiative meirttated policy objectives and goals.

Factors Influencing Government Cross-Boundary img&tion Sharing -7-



Comparisons between Different Groups of Respondents

The research team identified several items of éstewhen comparing the different groups
among survey respondents. For example, while aibaedents tended to characterize their
initiatives as successful, those responses idedtifas criminal justice, state level, fully
implemented, and aimed at building general cagglt#éinded to indicate the highest levels of
success.

» Participants from the criminal justice area repréehigher level of success than public
health participants. Criminal justice responses aksve higher scores than public health
responses in regards to participants’ knowledgeuialielevant business processes,
information technologies, and management practicéseir organizations.

» Comparing state versus local initiatives, statgatives reported a higher level of success
than local ones. In addition, participants in statiéiatives gave higher scores than
participants in local initiatives about their kn@abe related to information needs,
management practices of their own organizations, bhoader environment of the
initiative and their communication and collaboratiskills. Lastly, strategies developed
by participants in local initiatives were judgeddeappropriate and effective than state
ones.

» Our analysis comparing the current status of tligaiives indicated that implemented
initiatives received higher scores than those istilevelopment, especially in regards to
guestions about the success of the initiative, wisen be expected. Moreover, when we
looked at the results of t-tests between implentemitiatives versus defunct initiatives,
we see that implemented initiatives reported a dridavel of executive support, better
leadership, and more willingness of participant@ntldefunct initiatives. These results
suggest some success factors in cross-boundarynafimn sharing initiatives.

* Initiatives that aimed at building general capapiteceived higher scores than initiatives
which sought to solve a specific need or problenguestions related to the success of
initiatives. Moreover, respondents who participaitednitiatives that aimed at building
general capability reported more satisfaction véttdressing concerns or issues in the
initiative than respondents who participated in thiéiatives that aimed at solving a
specific need or problem.

Factors Affecting the Initiative

The primary purpose of our survey was to identifyemeralizable set of policy, organizational,
social, and technical factors that influence goment CBI initiatives. The survey tested for
generalizability of 41 such factors, all of whictens pre-identified based on the research and
analysis conducted by CTG during earlier phasateforoject (See Appendix Il for the list of
survey factors). The survey questions focused erexistence and nature of these factors as they
related to the CBl initiative that the respondemse reporting on.

Center for Technology in Government, UniversityAlidany -8-



As mentioned at the beginning of this report, thegamty of respondents indicated that most of
the 41 factors represented in the survey questi@ns present to some extent in the participants’
CBI initiatives of interest. See Appendix Il fdie complete list of survey items and their mean
scores on a scale of 1 — 7. While consideringettistence of many of these factors, there were
some interesting finding that emerged from theipnelary analysis of the data. By identifying
those survey responses with the highest and lonveahs as our measure, Figure 1 below shows
the top 10 factors that respondents said existdlein initiative and the top 10 that did not. The
following paragraphs will discuss in greater detait findings based on these two sets of survey

items.

On ascale from 1to 7 survey participants reported to what extent
(1 being not at all and 7 being to a great extent) the following statements
accurately describe the initiative in question

16.18
Information security needs were met. ]16.14
| 16.13
Participants were knowledgeable about 7 16.06
their own organization’s policies. ’
]16.05
My organization's roles and 7 16.04
responsibilities were clear to me. | '
]15.99
Information disclosure needs were met. ] 5.98
| 15.96
Informal problem solving was common 7
o ] 5.95
throughout the initiative. i

3.72
3.64
3.56

Legislators supported the initiative.

Participants were knowledgeable about
other participating organizations’

3.55

3.11

The initiative resulted in increased public 310
participation. ’

The decision-making structure for the
initiative was established through

Participants misused the power of their
official positions.

Figure 1. Questions with the highest and lowest means
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The majority of respondents indicated that infoioratprivacy, disclosure, and confidentiality
were issues in their initiative and an even highercentage of respondents indicated that
concerns and needs about each of these issuesneére the course of the initiative. When we
look in detail, more than two-thirds of the respenis (68%) stated that to a considerable or
great extent information privacy was an issue iairtiinitiative; the majority of respondents
(83%) said that to a considerable or great ext#otimation privacy needs were met. Similarly,
while nearly two-thirds of respondents (66%) reedrthat to a considerable or great extent
information confidentiality was an issue in thetietive, the majority of the respondents (82%)
said that to a considerable or great extent inftomaconfidentiality needs were met.

Likewise, whereas more than 70% of the respondstated that to a considerable or great extent
information security was an issue in their initiati the majority of them (84%) reported that to a
considerable or great extent information securdgds were met. Similar to the responses about
security concerns, nearly two-thirds of the resgorsl (64%) stated that information disclosure
was an issue in their initiative. However, morenthree-fourths (76%) said that information
disclosure needs were met to a considerable ort gndent. In addition, according to the
majority of respondents (79%), concerns or issaeed by participants were addressed in their
initiative to a considerable or great extent. Thessailts indicate that although respondents had
several concerns at the beginning of their ini&titheir concerns were met during the initiative.
We plan on exploring through additional analysesatwhpecific factors influenced these
concerns being addressed and then how they inflaketie overall success of the initiatives.

In response to a series of questions about theéeexis of knowledge of participants’ own

organizations in the context of the CBI initiatiy@sany of the survey participants indicated that
these factors existed to large extent and more ithast of the other factors. Specifically, more
than three-fourths of the respondents (77%) regothat to a considerable or great extent
participants were knowledgeable about their owranization’s policies. Similarly, 62% stated

that to a considerable or great extent participamtese knowledgeable about their own

organization’s information technologies. Moreovéitee-fourths of the respondents reported
that to a considerable or great extent their orgditn’s roles and responsibilities were clear to
them. The fact that initiative participants wereksowledgeable about their own organizations is
not a surprise, but what is of interest to us i isis knowledge influenced other factors in our
model and then in turn influenced the success ef itfitiatives. In addition, we are very

interested in whether there were factors that erfied these examples of organizational
knowledge during the initiatives.

According to a majority of respondents, appropreatd effective strategies were used to a great
extent during their initiatives. In addition, theistence of informal problem solving also was a
high scoring factor. We believe this is worth femthanalysis. Looking in detail, 70% of the
respondents stated that to a considerable or greant strategies developed by participants to
support the initiative were appropriate and thmaaths found that strategies developed by
participants to support the initiative were effeeti Similarly, nearly two-thirds of the
respondents (64%) reported that to a considerabigeat extent informal problem solving was
common throughout the initiative. Based on theieadnalysis of our qualitative data, “informal
problem solving” was not only common, but esserntahe success of the CBI initiatives. In a
number of instances it involved initiative partiaigs representing several different government

Center for Technology in Government, UniversityAlidany - 10-



agencies from various levels of government havingame up with new and innovative ways of
addressing barriers to improved information sharifidhe informality of this problem solving
had to do with the fact that there were no esthbtisules or procedures to help guide this cross-
boundary decision making. In many cases, the pnobléhey were addressing were how to
overcome information sharing barriers that were@peiaused by traditional bureaucratic policies
and rules as well as differing—and sometimes caitifij—organizational cultures. Additional
research in this area of informal problem solviagras warranted.

The survey statements with the lowest mean scqneesent those factors that appear to have
existed the least in the respondents’ CBI initiegi(See Appendix Ill). For example, all of the
statements related to factors about initiativeipi@ants’ knowledge of other organizations (i.e.,
their organizational policies, information techrgiles, and management practices) appear to
existed to a much lesser extent than the majofittiter factors. In the survey, only 10% of the
respondents reported that to a considerable ort gndant participants were knowledgeable
about management practices, information technosogie@d policies of the other participating
organizations. When respondents answered the quoesb what extent participants were
knowledgeable about the information needs of offaticipating organizations, 29% indicated
to a considerable or great extent. In addition,yofhB% stated that participants were
knowledgeable about the relevant business proce$sks other participating organizations to a
considerable or great extent. We find this reswtyvinteresting and worthy of additional
investigation. Based on our earlier analysis ofdhbalitative data and general consensus in the
information sharing literature that successful aodiration with new partners requires increased
knowledge sharing, we were surprised to see tlesetifiactors did not exist to a greater extent.
However, as mentioned above, we are interestedmaucting further analysis of our data to
better understand how all of our “knowledge” retbtactors influenced and were influenced by
other factors within the context of the CBI initiegs.

In term of the remaining factors that we find a& fower end of our scale, the existence and
influence of legislation and legislative supportswaverwhelmingly not a factor in the initiatives.
In addition, very few respondents indicated thatdlecision-making structure for their initiative
was established through legislation or executivendate. Overall, respondents consistently
stated that existing legislation neither interfength nor made their initiative possible. When we
look at the responses to questions about the rfolegeslation, more than three-fourths of the
respondents (76%) stated that existing legislatah not interfere with their initiative to a
considerable or great extent. Nearly 20% of respotsdreported thadegislators supported their
initiative to a considerable or great extent, butrenthan one-fourth of the respondents (26%)
said legislators supported their initiative to animal extent or not at all. In addition, half okth
respondents stated that existing legislation didmake their initiative possible to a considerable
or great extent, while 21% reported that existiegidlation made their initiative possible to a
minimal extent or not at all. Based again on thdiexaanalysis of our qualitative data, we find
these results interesting and worth additional ystitom our qualitative data, some form of
legislation was cited as a trigger for starting Bl Gnitiative. We also found that existing
legislation hampered cross-boundary collaboratypmiking it difficult to extend authority and
share resources across agencies and levels ofrgoest.
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Concluding Remarks

In conclusion, this report summarizes the resulta survey which aimed to understand what
factors and issues come into play in cross-bounidioymation sharing initiatives in the public
sector. We propose that the results of this susugyport the existence of a comprehensive set of
factors that influence government CBI initiativés. addition, the results of our preliminary
analysis of this survey highlight a number of fastthat we believe are worthy of further study.
Overall, the identification of these factors coofites to the information sharing literature and
provides useful ideas for the practitioner world.
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Appendix I. Survey Methodology, Sample, and
Response Rate

The survey sample included a mix of local and stgteernment professionals from criminal
justice and public health agencies across the &@stand Washington, DC. The population is
unidentified and therefore we did not use randompdimg strategies to identify our potential
respondents. These participants were identifieldeeiby their involvement in past or current
government CBI initiatives or by their positions government agencies responsible for
providing criminal justice or public health relatesrvices. In order to have a common
understanding in the minds of the survey resporsdetrioss-boundary was defined at the
beginning of the survey as several possible kirfdsoandaries, including across different units
or departments within a single organization; acaifferent agencies; across different levels of
government; and across public, private, non-prafij academic sectors. An information sharing
initiative was defined as a government led-effast develop the necessary institutional,
organizational, and technological policies, proessand systems that allow organizations or
multiple units within a single organization to shaand use both internal and external
information. Survey respondents were asked themaps about a mix of policy, organizational,
social, and technical factors that relate to orexiig, U.S.-based government CBI initiative that
they personally participated in within the lastefiyears. Respondents were asked to choose the
initiative they knew the best, regardless of iterent status (e.g., still in development, defunct,
or implemented) or level of success or effectivenes

The full administration of the survey began by etmg invitations to 815 government contacts:
361 individuals in criminal justice agencies andl4bdividuals in public health agencies. It
contained a description of the survey project aackground about the previous research leading
up to the survey. Members of our sample were inéafritinat the link to the survey itself would
be mailed the following week and they were givea dipportunity to opt-out prior to receiving
the survey. In addition, the invitation asked fantact information of individuals who could
replace the invitees if they chose to opt-out; gsgigns for additional survey participants were
also welcomed. In total, we had 15 opt-outs frommicral justice agencies, 7 of whom were
replaced by alternate contacts, and 36 opt-outs fpablic health agencies, 4 of whom were
replaced by alternate contacts. The invitation alowed us to check for working e-mail
addresses, resulting in 36 non-contacts from cairjustice agencies and 42 non-contacts from
public health agencies. A follow-up e-mail contamian individual’'s unique survey link was
sent approximately one week later and reminder® went to non-respondents two, four, five,
and six weeks after the first survey link e-maikvsent.

Our final sample size was 617 individuals. Thereewgl opt-outs without replacements, for a
rate of 11.5%. We had 173 completed surveys, fate@aof 28%. The remaining 373 individuals
did not complete the survey. The final representatif the sample make-up was satisfactory for
doing a statistical analysis. We received respofrses 48 states and they were well-distributed
across the United States. Breaking down the peagestacross policy domain and level of
government to compare respondents who completedguhey with the non-respondents and
individuals who opted-out, the results were vemikir by policy domain; this similarity was
also true when we compared the respondents wholetadpthe survey with the entire sample.
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However, across all comparisons, we found that gbeentages were different by level of
government. Therefore, our results are not necéssapresentative by level of government.
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Appendix Il. Survey Factors

Factorsinfluencing gover nment cross-boundary information sharing initiatives

1 | Focusing Event

2 | Enabling Legislation

3 | Institutional Framework

4 Support from the Legislature

5 | Executive Involvement

6 | Executive Leadership

7 Formally Assigned Project Manager(s)

8 | Informal Leaders

9 Respect for Autonomy of Participating Organizations

10 | Exercise of Authority

11 | Availability of Financial Resources

12 | Technical Infrastructure

13 | Use of External Consultants

14 | Governance Structure

15 | common Standards

16 Diversity of Participating Organizations and th8ivals

17 | Group Past Experiences

18 | Individual Past Experiences

19 Knowledge of Information Needs - Individual orgaatinns

20 Knowledge of Information Needs - Participating arigations

21 | Knowledge of Information Needs - Cross-boundariatiive

22 Knowledge of Intra and Inter-organizational BussiBsocesses — Own Organization, Other
Organizations and Across Organizations

23 Knowledge of Own Organization - Policies, Techn@sgnd Management Practices

24 Knowledge of Participating Organizations - Polici€schnologies and Management Practices

25 Knowledge of Initiative -Policies, Technologies dildnagement Practices

26 | Knowledge of Environment

27 | Knowledge of Current and Emerging Technologies

28 | Technical Skills

29 | Collaboration Skills - Communication, Coordinati@pllaboration and Effectiveness

30 | Boundary Object Use

31 Clarity of Roles and Responsibilities of ParticipgtOrganizations

32 | Confidentiality and Privacy Concerns

33 | Security Concerns

34 | political Concerns about Information Disclosure

35

Confidentiality and Privacy Concerns
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Factor sinfluencing government cross-boundary information sharing initiatives

36 | Unmet Concerns

37 | Incentives

38 | Trust among Key Participants

39 Willingness to Participate

40 | Localized, Episodic Problem Solving

41 | Appropriate and Effective Strategies
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Appendix lll. Survey Items from Highest means to
Lowest Means

Survey item: Participants were asked, on a scale from 1 to Tyhat extent the following
conditions applied to the CBI initiatives they weeporting on(The ten survey items with highest
and the ten survey items with the lowest meansiaaded). Mean
Information confidentiality needs were met. 6.18
Information security needs were met. 6.14
Information privacy needs were met. 6.13
Participants were knowledgeable about their owmmigation’s policies. 6.06
Concerns or issues raised by participants weresadédd in the initiative. 6.05
My organization's roles and responsibilities wdearcto me. 6.04
Participants were knowledgeable about the inforonatieeds of their own organizations. 5.99
Information disclosure needs were met. 5.98
Strategies developed by participants to supporinitiative were appropriate. 5.96
Informal problem solving was common throughoutittigative. 5.95
Participants were knowledgeable about their owamiation’s management practices. 591
The initiative resulted in effective work relatidmgs across organizational boundaries. 5.85
Strategies developed by participants to supporiritiative were effective. 5.82
The initiative resulted in benefits directly to gens, organizations, or groups. 5/82
Taken as a whole, the initiative was a success. 5.78
During the initiative, many problems were solvedhout involving top management. 5.Y5
Individuals took on coordination or problem-solvirggponsibility beyond their official duties. 5.74
The initiative met its stated policy objectives ayudhls. 5.73
Relevant individual executives were highly supp@f the initiative. 5.72
A collective decision-making process was frequenglgd in the initiative. 5.70
Participants worked on the initiative willingly. 5.68
Individuals successfully assumed leadership respitinsbeyond their official duties. 5.68
Participants were knowledgeable about their owmiation’s information technologies. 5.67
Participants were knowledgeable about the releasiness processes within their own
organizations. 5.65
Participants had effective communication skills. 5.61
The initiative resulted in improved efficiency. 5.61
Information security was an issue in the initiative 5.58
The roles and responsibilities of other participgitbrganizations were clear to me. 5/57
The initiative included assigned project managers. 5.57
Assigned project managers were effective at tiobis.| 5.56
The organizations participating in the initiativens diverse in terms of level of government, 5.56
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Survey item: Participants were asked, on a scale from 1 to Tyhat extent the following
conditions applied to the CBI initiatives they weeporting on(The ten survey items with highest
and the ten survey items with the lowest meansisaded). Mean
mission, or resources.
Participants had effective collaboration skills. 5.56
The initiative benefited from high-level executisgonsorship. 5.56
Participants had effective coordination skills. 5.55
Communication within the initiative was effective. 5.55
Participants trusted each other. 5.53
Participating organizations shared the same goakrms of the initiative. 5.50
Participants were knowledgeable about the broauerament of the initiative. 5.48
Information privacy was an issue in the initiative. 5.46
Information disclosure was an issue in the iniiti 5.38
Common technical standards were used in the inigiat 5.36
Information confidentiality was an issue in theiative. 5.33
Common technical standards were established foinube initiative.. 5.33
Participants were knowledgeable about the inforomaieeds of the initiative as a whole. 5|33
The specific needs of my organization were respieoyeothers. 5.29
The specific limitations of my organization wergpected by others. 5.29
Participants were knowledgeable about policies/egleto the initiative.. 5.28
The initiative resulted in substantial sharingkifis and unwritten practical knowledge across
organizational boundaries. 5.24
The initiative resulted in improvements to the deaday operation of government. 5.24
Common policies were established for use in thiatnie. 5.23
My organization was able to do its job without ifeéeence from others. 5.19
Common policies were used in the initiative. 5.18
The initiative resulted in substantial sharing oitten and codified knowledge across
organizational boundaries. 5.18
The decision-making structure for the initiativesaestablished by the participants themselves. 5.12
The initiative resulted in information systems tbah communicate with each other. 5|09
The initiative depended on the unique experiencgofe participants. 5.08
Participants had adequate technical skills. 5.00
The participants had incentives to participatéhmihitiative. 4.99
Participants were knowledgeable about managemantipes used in the initiative. 4.99
Meeting minutes, planning documents, and draft ri@sewere valuable to the initiative. 4.98
Participants were knowledgeable about informatémihologies used in the initiative. 4.96
Participants were knowledgeable about the relehasiness processes of the overall initiative. 4.95
Prototypes and process descriptions were valualifeetinitiative. 4.91
The initiative resulted in greater policy effecinass. 4.87
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Survey item: Participants were asked, on a scale from 1 to Tyhat extent the following
conditions applied to the CBI initiatives they weseporting on(The ten survey items with highest
and the ten survey items with the lowest meansisaded). Mean
Regulations or formal agreements were relevartidartitiative. 4.83
Participants were knowledgeable about current taloigies. 4.82
The initiative resulted in cost savings. 4.77
The technical infrastructure was adequate forn@tive. 4.74
Stories and personal experiences were valuabletmitiative. 4.74
Participants were knowledgeable about the inforomatieeds of other participating organizations. 4.73
Regulations or formal agreements were essentthketmitiative. 4.65
Financial resources were adequate for the inigativ 4.56
The decision-making structure for the initiativesabcumented. 4.51
The initiative resulted in interoperable computgstems and networks. 4.47
The initiative resulted in an integration of dispiar databases into new data resources. 4.46
| personally had positive experiences with pastlammitiatives. 4.42
Participants were knowledgeable about emergingitaolgies. 4.41
Participants had positive previous experience waykogether as a group. 4.33
Relevant individual executives displayed a charismaadership style. 4.2
Elected officials (other than legislators) suppaiiee initiative. 4.27
Participants had previous experience working tagedis a group. 4.28
Participants were knowledgeable about the relehasiness processes of the other participating
organizations. 4.10
The initiative started because of a specific egech as new legislation, a crisis, or an election.| 3.99
Many participants had positive experiences wittviongs similar initiatives. 3.99
External consultants played an important role aitiitiative. 3.99
Charters or formal authorizations were valuabléinitiative. 3.98
Relevant individual executives focused more onpédmicipants in the initiative than on the data pr
information systems. 3.95
Participants were knowledgeable about other pp#iitig organizations’ policies. 3.72
Legislators supported the initiative. 3.64
Participants were knowledgeable about other ppetitig organizations’ information technologie  3.56
Participants were knowledgeable about other ppetitig organizations’ management practices| 3.55
Existing legislation made the initiative possible. 3.11
The initiative resulted in increased public papation. 3.10
Participants had negative previous experience wgrtdgether as a group. 2.48
The decision-making structure for the initiativesaestablished through legislation or executive
mandate. 2.17
Existing legislation interfered with the initiative 1.91
Participants misused the power of their officiasitions. 1.56
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