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Project Team Members

Name Organization

Steve Hahn — team lead Graduate School

Phil Barak College of Agricultural & Life Sciences
Joanne Berg Division of Enrollment Management
Bobby Burrow Administrative Information Mgmt. Services (AIMS)
Rhonda Davis School of Veterinary Medicine

Karen Hanson Division of Information Technology (DolT)
Dan Jacobsohn School of Education

Jennifer Klippel Office of Budget, Planning and Analysis (OBPA)
John Krogman Division of Information Technology (DolT)
Bruce Maas Office of the CIO

Greg Moses College of Engineering

Dave Parter College of Letters & Science (L&S)

Mike Pitterle School of Pharmacy

Adam Fennel, Chris Slatter Huron Consulting Group
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Benchmark Institution Selection Process

Benchmark institutions were selected for interviews based on a variety of institutional
characteristics, including membership in collaborative IT organizations and/or a
reputation as an IT decision-making thought leader.

Institution RUCC CIC CSG Common Sense
X X

x

Indiana University

ohns Hopkins University

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
rizona State University X

xX X
x

Northwestern University X X

University of California - Berkeley X X X
University of lllinois X X

University of Michigan X X X
University of Minnesota X X

University of Texas - Austin X X
University of Washington X X

KEY:

RUCC: Research University CIO Conclave

CSG: Common Solutions Group

"Common Sense": Opinion of UW IT Policy office & AE team members
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IT Decision-Making Models

“Ad Hoc” Cluster

Highly Distributed

“Uniform Process” Clusters
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“Ierutie 00" Ourter - “Tomaie: Fosused” Cster

e Decisions are routed on single or multiple paths based on issue/type and
stakeholders involved (e.g. routed via CIO, ITC, school/college level)

e Alongside the CIO, a second entity (e.g. ITC) serves as a major decision-
making body for the academic and research communities

e Major decisions route up to Executive Leadership

* The CIO and ITC convene groups within the IT community to provide analysis
and support the decision-making process

Versions of This Model Seen at:

* Johns Hopkins University, Harvard University

Proiect is Initiated & Decision Owner Decision Owner and/
! e T Conducts & 1= or Executive ——» Communicate/Assess
Classified . . . .
Commissions Analysis Committee Decides
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Ad-Hoc _—

“Ierutie 00" Ourter “Tomaie: Fosused” Cster

More inclusive than Executive CIO
model — more local decision-
making, and representative
decision-making at higher levels
Closest model to current decision-
making environment

May present least resistance, both
culturally and politically

More flexible at divisional level and
departmental level

May encourage local innovation
Project funding may be dependent
on the local availability of funds

Model may blur lines on decision-
making lines of authority

Less accountability

More ambiguity

Efficiency may be compromised
May limit integration with strategic
planning

Local innovation may be difficult to
scale

Highest risk, with a greater
potential for duplication
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Executive CIO ® | oo

“Ierutie 00" Ourter - “Tomaie: Fosused” Cster

e Centralized decision-making model — a significant portion of IT decisions (as
defined) flow through the CIO’s office

* Major decisions route up to Executive Leadership

e The CIO convenes groups within the IT community to provide analysis and
support the decision-making process

Versions of This Model Seen at:

* Arizona State University, Indiana University

Initiate Analyze Decide Communicate/Assess
Project is Initiated & .| ClIO Commissions > ClO and/or Executive Iy

Classified g Analysis Committee Decides
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Executive CIO

“Ierutie 00" Ourter “Tomaie: Fosused” Cster

Nimble, simple, clear

Decisive role for CIO

All significant campus IT decisions
would route through the CIO
(informed role)

Aligns decision-making process with
the organizational chart

Potential for a clear, defined,
centralized funding structure
Facilitates link between strategy,
decisions, delivery, and economics

May be contrary to culture of

campus engagement

May stifle innovation

Highly dependent on CIO’s office

for many aspects of the process
e Personality dependent to CIO
* Potential for bottleneck in

ClO’s office

May encourage large, centrally

funded projects

May not be a stable model
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Domain-Focused D | @

“Ierutie 00" Ourter - “Tomaie: Fosused” Cster

e Three or more IT domains (e.g. Research, Academic, Administrative) serve as
decision-making entities, in addition to a higher-level body (e.g. ITC)

e An IT Infrastructure/Architecture Committee links the domains and supports
decision-making analysis in terms of IT cohesiveness and efficiency

* Major decisions are vetted by Executive Leadership

Versions of This Model Seen at:

e University of Michigan, University of Texas at Austin, University of lllinois,
Northwestern University

Appropriate Domain (e.g.

Project is Initiated & .| Research, Academic, .| Domain and/or Higher-
Classified “| Admin.) Conducts & "|  Level Body Decides

Commissions Analysis

Y

Communicate/Assess
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Domain-Focused @ | o

“Ierutie 00" Ourter “Tomaie: Fosused” Cster

Optimizes decisions within
functional IT domains

Builds communities of focus with
unique needs

Proxies for domains already exist on
campus

Academic domain may be natural
home for decision-making around
educational innovation initiatives
Scalable model — expertise exists in
abundance within domains

Siloed approach

May artificially separate faculty into
missions

May limit the leveraging of
investments across domains
Domains may be competing for
funding/a limited set of resources
May require the “buying out” of
faculty time to appropriately
support the process
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Uniform Process D | ¢

“Ierutie 00" Ourter “Tomaie: Fosused” Cster

e Asignificant portion of IT decisions (as defined) flow through an IT Planning Board — an
entity comprised of high-level faculty/staff (e.g. Deans, Department Chairs, and the ClO)

* The Planning Board may have access to funds for projects, and oversight of the central IT
budget

* Major decisions route up to an Executive Board

e A Service Management Board reviews all central services at a detailed level

* The Planning Board convenes groups within the IT community to provide analysis and
support the decision-making process

Versions of This Model Seen at

* University of Washington, MIT, University of Minnesota

Rld=chis Ip{tlated = CIO Commissions —— e Planr.nng it an:::l,a"ur ——» Communicate/Assess
Classified Executive Board Decides
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Uniform Process D ¢

Simple, representative model better suited for
both efficiency and transparency

Flexible and adaptable — IT Planning Board
can be staffed, configured as needed
Potential for smarter/blended decisions with
an institutional and strategic perspective
Scalable service model focused on
coordination and alignment

Potential for an increased focus on
accountability

Elevates divisional CIOs to a more active and
prominent role in institution-wide IT
prioritization

May facilitate institution-wide financial
control across both local and central IT

Prominent role for IT Planning Board would be
dependent on adequate staffing, oversight,
and accountability

Potential for a decision bottleneck

Balancing institutional priorities is complex,
and covers a mix ranging from large to small,
and from administrative to research needs
Potential for difficulty in constructing a
planning board that would be truly
representative
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Key Components of a Future State Model

An effective IT decision-making model should be supported by :

e Atriage and intake process e A process for business case * Clearly defined decision » Effective outreach and
* Clearly delineated decision- analysis, review, and input point(s) communication
rights/ownership * An after-action review process
Initiate — Analyze — Decide —» Communicate/Assess
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Future State Model — High Level Process
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This diagram represents key steps of potential models within any quadrant, and identifies core components
that will facilitate an effective decision-making process. A similar core process could be replicated at unit-level.
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Future State Model — Project Classification

Sample Project Classification Approach Sample Project Classification Matrix

UW Madison Project Classification - Impact Assessment
7 _ Risk Factor | Low (0) | Medium (1) | High (2) | Score
Informat'onl Business Project Management Complexity
Case, Level 2 input, 1. Team size
Leve[ 3 Signoff (Tvpe 3) 2. # of Units Involved
3. Duration
IT Solution Complexity

4. Technology/Technique/Process

Information, Business
Case, Level 2 signoff

5. Product maturity (if purchased)

Scope
Some

6. Solution complexity
[Type 2} 7. System/Interface profile
8. IT architectural impact

9. Maintenance required

Information Deployment Complexity
{Type 1} 10. Process impact
11. End user scope of impact

Few

12. Project profile

v

13. Project motivation -
Estimated project budget: S Overall
Project type | 0-5
Project type Il 6-15 Project
Cost : :
Project type Ill 16-26

Minimal Moderate Major

The triage function would be responsible for classifying projects/issues and routing appropriately through the
decision-making process. A classification approach incorporating a variety of factors could be used.
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Sample Project Classification Matrix

UW Madison Project Classification - Impact Assessment

Risk Factor | Low (0) | Medium (1) | High (2) Score
Project Management Complexity
1. Team size < than 3 3to8 > than 8
2. # of Units Involved 1 2103 >than 3
3. Duration < 6 months > 6 months - 18 months > 18 months

IT Solution Complexity

4. Technology/Technique/Process UW Expertise Familiar New to UW

Product implemented & working in 1
university of UW's size and/or smaller
universities
There is more than one approach to
achieving the project goal and/or some
problems are expected

Product implemented & working in >1
university of UW's size

Product not implemented in any

5. Product maturity (if purchased) university

Solution is well defined and no
problems are expected

The solution is not known or is only

6. Solution complexity vaguely defined

7. System/Interface profile No other system interfaces 1 to 2 interfaces 3 or more interfaces
. . Follows UW approved design Not in use at UW but follows Evolving 'industry' standard and/or
8. IT architectural impact . p.p 'g ] & . v /
patterns, principles, practice established standards leading edge technology
. . Maintenance requires user-level Maintenance requires readily available [ Maintenance requires high level and
9. Maintenance required . - . . e . .
skills and ubiquitous IT programming skills difficult to obtain IT skills

Deployment Complexity

10. Process impact Department Division Campus-wide

Large campus-wide faculty, staff, or
student cohort or greater

11. End user scope of impact Department staff/faculty only Divisional

12. Project profile Fully accepted by target constituency | Accepted but particularly high visibility | Controversial for target constituency

- - —, - - (<
13. Project motivation No Federal/State or UW System Project responds to impending (>1 yr) | Project responds to impending (<1 yr

mandate mandate mandate)
Estimated project budget: $ Overall Score
Project type | 0-5
Project type Il 6-15 Project Classification
Project type lll 16-26
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Desired Future State Characteristics

Process

= (Clear: Establish clear process and entry points into the model

= Transparent: Document and communicate decisions and rationale

= Consistent: Principles, policies, and procedures are consistently applied

= Agile: Provide flexibility for quick response

= Data-driven: Focus on developing and leveraging high-quality data to support decision-making
Structure

= Representative: Provide for appropriate representation of various constituency groups across campus
= Collaborative: Enable “cross talk” across (and within) areas and stakeholders

= |nnovative: Stimulate innovation as a common goal

= Supported: Invest in staff and resources to enable informed decision-making

=  Mission-based: Align with the University’s strategic and mission-related goals

= Accountable: Each “organization” has goals and is measured against them on a periodic basis

The team identified key characteristics seen as crucial to the success of any future state decision-making
model.
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Assessment — IT Decision-Making Models

The team evaluated potential models against a selection of the key characteristics seen
on the previous slide.

Illustrative Assessment - Structure Illustrative Assessment - Process

Representative Clear

Collaborative  Data-driven Transparent

©)

Mission-based Innovative Agile Consistent
= Uniform Process

Accountable

——Domain-Focused

The “Uniform Process” and “Domain-Focused” models were evaluated as best fit to the desired characteristics.
Points of differentiation are illustrated above.
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Advisory

Uniform Process Model

Decision Rights

IT Decision Support
Function Members:
Chancellor,
Frovost, WCA,
|| select Deans,
clo F—— = Executive Board B Chair of ITC,
CIO (non-
voting)
DolT
Members:
Select Deans,
||| select dept.
ITC ——— — Planning Board chairs, C10
[non-voting)
IT Community =
Communities of Practice
{llustration) Members:
p : . Divisional Cl0s
(el WA ) |- — — 3 Sarvice Management Board — || and Director -
AlIMS
{ Help Desk :]
{: Security :l

This model most closely resembles the decision-making approaches within the “Uniform Process” cluster and
is structured to manage IT services as an enterprise-wide portfolio.
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Advisory

Wisconsin Model

Decision Rights

Executive Board
Vice Ch llor f
Provost Chancellor ee .a.nce c_nr or
Administration
IT Decision Support
) PP [ CI0 (Ex-Officio & ) Dean for L&S; 2-3
Function ) Chair of the ITC .
Mon-voting) additional Deans
Members:
s Select Deans,
ITC - — — :
Planning Layer Associate
| Deans, dept.
- — - | chairs, CIO
Research Instructional Administrative (non-voting):
clo Computing Technology Technology VCA
Members:
DolT (S — : ~emBers.
Service Management Layer Divisional
| ——t— ClOs, Director-
IT Community — Research Instructional Administrative AIMS
Communities of Practice .
Computin Technolo Technolo
{Hlustration) P E gy gy
4 MiddleWare )
( Help Desk )|
( Security )

This model is an expanded version of those found in the “Uniform Process” cluster and is structured to
manage IT services as an enterprise-wide portfolio while providing for decision-making in functional areas.
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