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INTRODUCTION

On January 26, 2007, the Honorable Tom Craddick, Speaker of the Texas House of
Representatives, appointed seven members to serve on the House Committee on Government
Reform for the duration of the 80th Legislature. The following members were named to the
committee: Chairman William Callegari, Vice-Chairman Jim Pitts, Leo Berman, Eddie
Rodriguez, Wayne Smith, David McQuade Leibowitz, and Borris Miles.

Pursuant to House Rule 3, Section 18 (80th Legislature), the Committee has jurisdiction over all
matters pertaining to:

1. the organization, operation, powers, regulations, and management of state departments,
agencies, institutions, and advisory committees;

2. elimination of inefficiencies in the provision of state services; and

3. the following state agencies: the Texas Incentive and Productivity Commission and the
Sunset Advisory Commission.

Speaker Tom Craddick issued Interim Charges to the committee on November 28, 2007 to study
and report back with facts, findings, and recommendations.

The final report is the culmination of the Committee's hearings and investigations. The
Committee wishes to express appreciation to the agencies, associations, and members of the
public who contributed their time and effort on behalf of the report.

Finally, the Committee would like to extend its sincere appreciation for those state employees,
whose time and talent were significantly taxed by the Committee's staff, and without whom this
report would not have been possible, Dan Wattles and Anita D'Souza of the State Auditor's
Office, Bart Bevers and Deborah Giles of the Health and Human Services Commission, Office of
Inspector General, and Debbie Irvine, Tammy Edgerly, Jason Bane, and Chandler Lewis of the
Texas Legislative Council, Research Division.




HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM
INTERIM STUDY CHARGES

CHARGE:  Research, investigate, and make recommendations on how electronic documents
can be created, maintained, exchanged, and preserved by the state in a manner that encourages
appropriate government control, access, choice, interoperability, and vendor neutrality. The
committee shall consider, but not be limited to, public access to information, expected storage
life of electronic documents, costs of implementation, and savings.

CHARGE:  Research, investigate, and make recommendations regarding litigation brought by
school districts receiving state funds under Chapter 46, Education Code, for defective
construction of instructional facilities and the state's interest in ensuring the use of such funds for
the repair or reconstruction of defective facilities or the return of state funds.

CHARGE:  Reviews authorized offices of inspectors general and assess the benefit of having
a statewide office of inspector general for all executive branch agencies.

CHARGE:  Study and review current laws regarding licensing and regulation of professionals,
as well as current laws regarding practice acts, and make recommendations on creating
limitations and streamlining of licensure requirements, such as the public policy implications of
decriminalization of license-related violations.

CHARGE:  Evaluate and make recommendations, if necessary, regarding state contracts with
pharmacy benefit managers. Assess the feasibility of combining prescription drug programs of
state health insurance programs. All recommendations should take into consideration any
budgetary impacts (Joint Interim Charge with the House Committee on Pensions and
Investments).

CHARGE:  Monitor the agencies and programs under the committee's jurisdiction.




ELECTRONIC DOCUMENTS

Research, investigate, and make recommendations on how electronic documents can be
created, maintained, exchanged, and preserved by the state in a manner that encourages
appropriate government control, access, choice, interoperability, and vendor neutrality. The
committee shall consider, but not be limited to, public access to information, expected storage
life of electronic documents, costs of implementation, and savings.




Background on Electronic Documents:

The nature of the government document has changed. Historically, documents were paper based,
where they were typed or printed in a manner that could be saved in a library or file cabinet.
With the advent of the electronic information age, government documents are frequently created
and stored in an electronic format. The widespread use of information technologies by state
agencies to create and store documents has focused policymakers on ensuring the effective use of
technology, including creating, using and archiving electronic government documents for public
access.

Unlike a paper-based document, which may be easily created using paper and ink; most
electronic documents are created using computer hardware and software. Computer hardware is
defined as the mechanical, magnetic, electronic, and electrical components making up a
computer system. Hardware commonly refers to objects that you can actually touch, like disks,
disk drives, display screens, keyboards, printers, boards, and chips.'

In contrast, software is untouchable. Software exists as ideas, concepts, and symbols, but it has
no substance. Software is a general term used to describe a collection of computer programs,
procedures and documentation that perform some tasks on an operating system.” Software
(sometimes referred to as computer programs or applications), consists of carefully-organized
instructions and code that programmers write in a language computers can understand and act
upon. These applications handle a variety of common and specialized tasks a user might want to
perform, such as accounting, data processing, word processing, and video communication.” It is
often bought by the user to address specific needs and is usually the reason people buy
computers.

A secondary component of software is the file format employed by the software application.
Many electronic documents created by certain software programs, such as a spreadsheet using
Microsoft Excel or a letter using WordPerfect, require the information to be stored in a specific
file format. A file format (sometimes referred to as a “document format”) is a particular way to
encode information for storage in a computer file.* The format is what enables a software
application to interpret the raw data contained in the file. Spreadsheets, such as Microsoft Excel
or Lotus 1-2-3, use page layout formats designed to convey numerical based information, such as
financial or mathematical data. Word processors, such as Microsoft Word and Open Office
Writer, use document preparation formats designed to convey mostly text.

Paper based documents provide a useful analogy. The pages and the ink are the hardware, while
the words, sentences, paragraphs, and the overall meaning are the software. A computer without
software is like a book full of blank pages - you need software to make the computer useful just
as you need words to make a book meaningful.

Despite the evolutionary change of the government document, the basic issues of creating, using

1. Wordnet, definition of hardware (2008), http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=computer%20hardware.
2. Wordnet, definition of software (2008), http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=software.

3. Webopedia, definition of software (2008), http://www.webopedia.com/TERM/s/software.html.

4. Webopedia, definition of file format (2008), http://www.webopedia.com/TERM/f/file_format.html.
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and archiving government documents still relate. The manufacturing method and materials of
works on paper, such as the inks, paints and paper components, can influence the inherent, long-
term stability and usability of library, art and archival items. Likewise, the manufacturing
method used to create an electronic document, such as the electronic hardware used, the software
utilized, and the file format employed, may influence the inherent, long-term stability, usability,
and cost of the electronic information.

Issue 1: Electronic information of the State of Texas needs to be produced as economically
as possible.

Background on Open v. Proprietary

Some software industry experts claim the problems of long-term stability, usability, and costs of
the electronic information are commonly associated with the use of closed software, often
referred to as proprietary. Proprietary software are programs that are the legal property of one
party, the use of which is made available to a second or more parties, usually under contract or
licensing agreement and often includes restrictions on use, particularly with regard to the
copying or modification of the software.” In the computer industry, proprietary often implies
that the company has not divulged specifications that would allow other companies to duplicate
the product.

Similarly, proprietary formats are controlled and defined by private interests. In a proprietary
format, only the software produced by the company who owns the specification of the format is
able to correctly open and read the data in the file.’

A number of software manufactures offer an alternative to proprietary applications; know as
open source software, applications whose architecture and specifications are commonly made
public.” This includes officially approved standards as well as privately designed architectures

whose specifications are

made public by the Type Proprietary Open Source
designers. The opposite of Operating System Windows Red Hat Linux
open is closed or Office Suite MS Office OpenOftice.Org; IBM
proprietary. Lotus Symphony
Image Editor Adobe Photoshop GIMP
Likewise, open format is a | Internet Browser Internet Explorer Mozilla Firefox
published specification for | E-Mail MS Outlook Thunderbird
storing digital data, usually | Web Server MS 1IS Apache

maintained by a standards

organization, which basically can be used and implemented by anyone. For example, an open
format can be implementable by both proprietary software and open source software, using the
typical licenses used by each.

5. Webopedia, definition of proprietary (2008), http://www.webopedia.com/TERM/P/proprietary.htm.

6. Texas Department of Information Resources, Open Standard, Open Source, Open Format: An Introduction 2
(June 2008).

7. Webopedia, definition of open (2008), http://www.webopedia.com/TERM/O/open.html.

8. Texas Department of Information Resources, Supra note 6 at 2.

8



Some industry experts claim that organizations and individuals that create and store their data in
an open architecture avoid being locked into a single software vendor, leaving them free to
switch software if their current vendor goes out of business, raises its prices, changes its
software, or changes its licensing terms to something less economically favorable for the user.’
Proponents of adopting open formats, such as the ODF Alliance, argue that adopting true open
formats could increase compatibility and interoperability and save the state as much as 60 to 90
percent in purchase and support of application software costs.'’

Providers of open source software and open formats often claim that their products offer better
long-term stability and usability, at lower costs. One of open source’s most touted benefit is the
price. Download the software and install it all for free. They further claim that their open
architecture allows anyone to customize the software application to their specific needs and even
design add-on products. By making the architecture public, however, a manufacturer allows
others to duplicate its product. Linux, for example, is considered open architecture because its
source code is available to the public free of charge."’

In contrast, DOS, Microsoft (MS) Windows, and Apple's Macintosh architecture and operating
systems have been predominantly closed and have historically been fee based. Proponents of
proprietary software argue that, unlike open source, proprietary software can offer a single-
minded purpose, direction and reliability within an organization's existing design considerations
and priorities. Manufactures of proprietary software maintain that their software is more
dependable and comes with more comprehensive technical support. They argue that the absence
of licensing fees of open source software needs to be offset with the costs of training, support
and maintenance of such products.'?

Proposed Legislation

During the 80th Session, H.B. 1794 and S.B. 446 were introduced, both of which proposed to
statutorily mandate the use of an open document format for state created documents. The House
Committee on Government Reform heard H.B. 1794, which was left pending in committee,
while S.B. 446 was left pending in the Senate Committee on State Affairs. Each bill, if passed,
would have carried a total General Revenue cost of $55.8 million for the 2008-09 with a total All
Funds cost for the biennium of $121.2 million. > Both bills were a result of a certain factions
within the information technology marketplace to create and promote the benefits of open

9. ODF Alliance, Why ODF? The Importance of OpenDocument Format for Governments (2006).

10. Benefits of Open Document Formats, Public Hearing on HB 1794 before the H. Comm. of Government Reform,
80th Sess. (Tex. 2008) (statement of Marino Marcich, ODF Alliance).

11. Research, investigate and how electronic documents can be created, maintained, exchanged and preserved by
the state: Public Hearing before the H. Comm. of Government Reform, 80th Sess. (Tex. 2008) (statement of Tom
Rabon, Executive Vice President, Red Hat).

12 Research, investigate and how electronic documents can be created, maintained, exchanged and preserved by the
state: Public Hearing before the H. Comm. of Government Reform, 80th Sess. (Tex. 2008) (statement of Stuart
Mckee, National Technology Officer, Microsoft).

13 Memorandum from John S. O'Brien, Director, Legislative Budget Board on HB 1794 by Veasey to Honorable
Bill Callegari, Chairman, H. Comm. on Government Reform (Mar. 26, 2007); See also, Memorandum from John S.
O'Brien, Director, Legislative Budget Board on SB 446 by Hinojosa to Honorable Robert Duncan, Chairman, S.
Comm. on State Affairs (Mar. 25, 2007).




formats over existing closed or proprietary formats.

H.B. 1794 and S.B. 446 of the 80th Reg. Sess.

Bill Analysis Fiscal Note
Each bill would have required each electronic 2008 ($38,410,100)
document created, exchanged, or maintained by a 2009 ($17,374,741)
state agency to be an open, Extensible Markup 2010 ($10,055,183)
Language (XML) based file format, which specified 2011 ($10,063,690)
by the Department of Information Resources (DIR), 2012 ($10,072,422)

would be interoperable among diverse internal and
external platforms and applications; published without
restrictions or royalties; fully and independently
implemented by multiple software providers on
multiple platforms without any intellectual property
reservations for necessary technology, and controlled
by an open industry organization with a well-defined
inclusive process for evolution of the standard.

Findings:

¢ The terms "open" should not be confused with free software, nor should one assume that
"proprietary" means software at an upfront price. '* Neither of the two terms is specific
enough to describe a particular software license. In general, the most important part of the
copyright in the issue of software regards the software’s copying, distribution and
preparation of derived works."> Commercial software is being developed by businesses
which aim to make money from the use of both open and proprietary software.'®
Microsoft is a software company that mutually develops proprietary and open source
software.'’

¢ Open and proprietary software architectures should be viewed as competing business
models. Open source software is a vision where software development and support is a
service industry, not a product industry."® For example Red Hat is one of the premier
Linux and open source providers. While the development process and technology
offered by Red Had is open and can be obtained for free, the company generates revenue
and profit through a subscription model."” The subscription business model is when a
company sells periodic (monthly, yearly or seasonal) access or technical support to a
product or service, rather than selling products individually at a one time upfront cost.

14. Freeware has no clear accepted definition, but it is commonly used for a class of software that you can
download, pass around, and distribute without payment. Although there are different types of "free licenses”, the
most widely accepted by the industry is called the General Public License (GPL), first established by Richard
Stallman in 1983 (Stallman.org, biography, 2008). GPL requires that every user should have: the freedom to use
the software for any purpose, the freedom to change the software to suit your needs, the freedom to share the
software with your friends and neighbors, and the freedom to share the changes you make (FSF.org, A Quick Guide
to GPLv3 (2008)).

15. Donald K. Rosenberg, Open Source: The Unauthorized White Papers (2000).

16. Webopedia, definition of commercial software (2008),
http://www.webopedia.com/TERM/c/commercial software.html.

17. Microsoft, Open Source (2008), http://www.microsoft.com/opensource; see also, Barb Mosher, Microsoft's New
Open Source Web CMS, CMS Wire, Dec. 9, 2008.

18. Joab Jackson, The Real Cost of Open-Source Software, Government Computer News, July 5, 2005.

19. RedHat.com, about (2008), http://www.redhat.com/why red hat.
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Proprietary software commonly generates revenue by selling the customer the right to use
the software product as opposed to selling them actual ownership of the product (as they
might own a physical object) and in turn provides support and needed updates. In sum,
both open and propriety software are businesses models that have different ways of
extracting value from a particular piece of software.

¢ The total cost of ownership (TCO) of an electronic document is a complex formula that
goes beyond the simplicity of the software being open or proprietary. TCO needs to
include the original cost of the computer hardware and software, as well as the hardware
and software upgrades, the maintenance, technical support and training.”’ Most estimates
place the TCO at about 3 to 4 times the actual purchase of the original hardware or
software. '

¢ The TCO can very from one state agency to another depending on the needs of its
business. Agencies use different types of software, both open and proprietary that may
be used for only one agency, and agencies need a degree of flexibility to fulfill their
particular mission.”> For example, the TCO of the severs and backend computer
operations of the Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board (TSSWCB) were
reduced in 2003 by moving to an open source solution, after the Board experienced poor
customer service and security issues with its then proprietary system.”> However not all
agencies might be as agile and free from legacy issues, or have the same level of in-house
expertise as TSSWCB.** The money an agency may spend for technical service, support,
training, customization and testing open-source applications may exceed its current
known proprietary systems>, as reflected by the Legislative Budget Board's fiscal notes
for H.B. 1794 and S.B. 446.%° The fact that the costs of integrating new open source
software or formats might be mitigated by phasing them in during an agency's natural
upgrade cycle to new hardware or new versions of software, only goes to the complexity
of determining true TCO.?’

¢ The State of Texas has existing infrastructure to help it determine true TCO of an
electronic document. The 73rd Legislature in 1989 established the Department of

20. Webopedia, definition of TCO (2008), http://www.webopedia.com/TERM/T/TCO.html.

21.1d..

22. Research, investigate and how electronic documents can be created, maintained, exchanged and preserved by
the state: Public Hearing before the H. Comm. of Government Reform, 80th Sess. (Tex. 2008) (statement of Ginger
Salone, Deputy Executive Director, Texas Department of Information Resources).

23. Telephone Interview with Clay Wright ET AL., IT Officer, TSSWCB (Jan. 18, 2008).

24. TSSWCB was unable to determine any exact dollar amount of savings due to the use of open source software
because money saved by free software does not come from reducing current expenses but rather from not having to
spend future money on the acquisition of proprietary software. Nevertheless, the agency estimated a specific
savings of approximately $10,000, when opting for an open source solution for deploying its statewide area
network.

25. Joab Jackson, The Real Cost of Open-Source Software, Government Computer News, July 5, 2005.

26. The cost of the bills is related to five primary factors: Train agency staff to use the new software ($50.9 million,
All Funds); convert existing files to the new protocols ($15.9 million, All Funds); reprogram existing agency
applications; increase document storage capacity ($10.2 million, All Funds); and provide technical support for
open source software (344.2 million, All Funds) (Memorandum from Keith Yawn, Agency Performance Review,
Legislative Budget Board on State Electronic Documents to Jonathan Mathers, Committee Clerk, Tex. H. Comm. on
Government Reform (March 19, 2008) (on file with author).

27. Research, investigate and how electronic documents can be created, maintained, exchanged and preserved by
the state: Public Hearing before the H. Comm. of Government Reform, 8§0th Sess. (Tex. 2008) (statement of Ginger
Salone, Deputy Executive Director, Texas Department of Information Resources).
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Information Resources to coordinate and direct the use of information resources
technologies by state agencies and provide the most cost-effective and useful retrieval
and exchange of information within and among state agencies, and to Texas residents and
their elected representatives.”®

‘ Any statute that would mandate a specific software or document standard would be out of
date in a short period of time due to the rapid pace of change in technology.” For
example, the State of Texas adopted the OSI network protocol in 1990 and by 1993 had
to drop OSI to due market forces that favored the now widely used communications
protocol, The Internet Protocol Suite (commonly called TCP/IP).*® Open Systems
Interconnection (OSI) was an effort to standardize networking, in an attempt to get
everyone to agree to common network standards that was started in 1982 by the
International Organization for Standardization (ISO). Prior to OSI, according to its
proponents, networking was largely vendor-developed and proprietary, with protocol
standards such as SNA, Appletalk, NetWare and DECnet. It was common for large
networks to support multiple network protocol suites, with many devices unable to talk to
other devices because of a lack of common protocols between them. However while OSI
developed its networking standards, TCP/IP came into widespread use on multivendor
networks. So while statutes may not be an appropriate way to direct the State's strategic
plan for technology, DIR has the authority and flexibility to promulgate rules and require
adherence to new technological standards when deemed appropriate.

Recommendations:

1.1 The Legislature should not mandate in statute the use of any specific software or file
format. It is not in the State's best interests to insert itself into any market battle between
competing software architectures. Doing so could increase the state's fotal cost of ownership of
electronic information, as technologies can easily become outdated.

1.2 The Department of Information Resources (DIR) should continue to move state agency
software acquisitions toward achieving the business needs of the State at the lowest total cost of
ownership. Given the complexity of TCO in regards to open and closed architecture, the
committee would encourage DIR to develop a comprehensive buying guide that state agencies
could utilize when determining whether to purchase open or proprietary software during natural
upgrade cycles.

Issue 2: The State of Texas needs to adapt to ever-changing technology and business
processes to ensure its electronic data is accessible and usable to the public.

Background

28. Tex. Govt. § 2054 (2007).

29. Research, investigate and how electronic documents can be created, maintained, exchanged and preserved by
the state: Public Hearing before the H. Comm. of Government Reform, 80th Sess. (Tex. 2008) (statement of Ginger
Salone, Deputy Executive Director, Texas Department of Information Resources).

30. Texas Department of Information Resources, Meeting Citizen Needs: A Vision for Information and
Technologies to Serve Tomorrow’s Texans 17, Nov. 1993; see also 18 Tex. Reg. (4987).
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Whenever someone is writing an article, retouching an image, building a web page, listening to a
song or watching a favorite movie on a computer, they are using files. These files need to have a
format in order to be opened, read or modified. The format is what enables an application to
interpret the raw data contained in the file. File formats are marked in the extension of the file
name, the characters after the period in the name of a file. *' For instance ".wpd" is a document
created in WordPerfect and ".doc" is a document created using MS Word. These extensions are
used by computers to identify how a file is to be used and what programs can be used to open it.

As previously discussed, a file format can be open or proprietary. An open format is a published
specification, usually maintained by a non-proprietary standards organization, and free of legal
restrictions on use. Open file formats can be opened by a variety of manufacturers’ products. In a
proprietary format, only the software produced by the company who owns the specification of
the format will be able to correctly open and read the data in the file.*> The International
Organization for Standardization (ISO), an international-standard-setting body that promulgates
worldwide industrial and commercial standards®®, has adopted several formats, including the
Open Document Format (ODF), Open Office Extensible Markup Language (OOXML), and
Portable Document Format (PDF).”*

Industry supporters of open file formats claim that open formats guarantee long-term access to
data without legal or technical barriers. They claim that document produced in an open file
format can then be processed by other applications seamlessly, without interference of any
proprietary code or any other restrictions. Likewise they claim that a document saved in an open
file format naturally has long term access and is never indecipherable because the technical
specifications used to produce it are always available.””

Manufactures of proprietary software claim that open file formats solve only some of the
problems that exist when trying to access electronic documents. Additionally, they assert that
open file formats can also create barriers to document access in certain circumstances. They also
claim a government policy of using only a single file format is shortsighted and that depending
on the specific technological goals of a state agency and the documents in question, proprietary
solutions exist that may offer better access to electronic documents.*®

Other States
Several other states, including Minnesota, Florida, and New York, have considered but

ultimately determined not to adopt legislation or rules mandating the use of open document
formats. As of the date of the committee’s report on this issue, there are no states in the United

31. Texas Department of Information Resources, Open Standard, Open Source, Open Format: An Introduction 2
(June 2008).

32.1d..

33 ISO, About (2008), http://www.iso.org/iso/about.htm.

34. ODF was approved in May 2006 and OOXML was approved by ISO in March 2008.

35 ODF Alliance, Why ODF? - The Importance of Open Document Format for Governments, Dec 2007 at 2.

36 Research, investigate and how electronic documents can be created, maintained, exchanged and preserved by the
state: Public Hearing before the H. Comm. of Government Reform, 80th Sess. (Tex. 2008) (statement of Stuart
Mckee, National Technology Officer, Microsoft).
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States that require the use of open document format to the exclusion of other formats when
creating state documents. The Massachusetts Information Technology Division did adopt a
policy requiring state agencies to use an open document format in 2005. Since that time, the
Massachusetts division has altered its policy to allow agencies to create and save records in

several formats, including, ODF, OOXML, HTML, and PDF.”’

Open Document Format Proposed Polices by State

State / Bill

Analysis

Status

California
A.B. 1668 February 23, 2007

Would have required "all state agencies,
beginning on or after January 1, 2008, to
create, exchange, and preserve all
documents, as specified, in an open
extensible markup language-based, XML-
based file format, and to start to become
equipped to receive any document in an
open, XML-based file format, as
specified.”

The bill remained in
committee.

Connecticut
H.B. 5299 January 10, 2007

Would have required each state agency to
"consider the availability of open source
code software when purchasing, licensing
or procuring computer software, as an
alternative to proprietary software. Such
comparison shall be based upon a
comparison of costs and quality standards
of such software."

A public hearing was
scheduled for February 21,
2007. The bill remained in
committee.

Florida
S.B. 1974 February 22, 2007

Proposed committee substitute introduced
on March 28, 2007 would have required
the new Office for Enterprise Information
Technology to "develop a plan and a
business case analysis for the creation,
exchange, and maintenance of documents
by state agencies in an open format."

No action was taken by the
Committee on adding the
proposed language. The bill
became law on June 12, 2007
without that language.

Minnesota
H.F. 176 January 17, 2007

Preservation of State Documents Act, if
passed, would have required that all
documents "including text, spreadsheets
and presentations" of the state be created
in ODF.

The bill language was
changed on March 23, 2007
to require an electronic
records study be conducted
by January 15, 2008, and was
enacted into law. The study

was published in February
2008.

Oregon Bill would have required "state agencies The bill remained in

H.B. 2920 March 27, 2007 to disclose public records in electronic committee.

form in certain circumstances and, when
practicable, in open formats for which
freeware is available."

New York
A8961 June 6, 2007

Directs the Director of the Office of
Technology, in consultation with other
entities to study electronic document
production and preservation in

New York, and to make
recommendations regarding appropriate

The study was published in
May of 2008.

37 Auditor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Report on the Examination of the Information Technology
Division's Policy for Implementing the Open Document Standard, NO. 2006-0884-4T (Sept. 20, 2007).
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government control, access, choice,
interoperability, and vendor neutrality by
January 15, 2008.

Findings:

’ Some government documents can be discarded immediately, while others should be
saved for years. Most government documents are subject to public information requests.
This, along with e-discovery™®, emphasizes the need for a format that allows the public to
access state information now and decades from now, regardless of which software
product and version was used to create it.*

¢ Thus, interoperable data is a desirable goal as it leads to new and innovative approaches.
Interoperability is the ability of software and hardware on different machines from
different vendors to share data.** When interoperability exists there can be enhanced
services and efficiencies: better capture, storage and retrieval of critical information,
coordination of key activities, and better communication between state agencies and with
the public.*' The most obvious example of interoperable data is the Internet, where data
is routinely decoupled from the program that created it and shared across multiple
websites, which reinterpret the information in the form of maps, blogs, pictures, et cetera.
One tangible example of interoperable data on the internet that benefits citizens is the
website USAspending.gov, which provides citizens with easy access to government
contracts, grants and other government spending data. The information on
USAspending.gov can be searched in several ways to isolate or identify specific
transactions and results can be easily manipulated to be displayed in text or graphic rich
detail.*

¢ While open file formats are a solid attempt to allow products developed by various
vendors to work together, the sole use of open file formats does not guarantee
interoperability. For example, OpenDocument Format (ODF) is a popular open standard
for office applications, which includes spreadsheets. Theoretically this means that two
separate office software programs that use ODF, such as OpenOffice and KOffice, should
be able to share spreadsheets. In practice, there are obstacles to sharing spreadsheets
among ODF compliant software because ODF currently lacks formula specification for
spreadsheets. So while KOffice and OpenOffice can easily open one another's

spreadsheets, they often lose the actual formulas that make the spreadsh<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>