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PresentaFon Purpose 
  Share our experiences since adopFng an inclusive IT Governance 

and PrioriFzaFon process in 2004.  UFlizing this process, we’ve 
completed 208 projects, spending $10+M and expending 500,000+ 
hours.   

  Discuss our findings and changes resulFng from a comprehensive, 
process review in 2008.  The recommendaFons include nine specific 
changes aimed at improving prioriFzaFon while increasing 
collaboraFon. 

  Describe the history of our governance, best pracFces in project 
prioriFzaFon, cultural concerns, and how the process has evolved 
to create a collegial and transparent method for prioriFzaFon. 



PresentaFon Overview 

 Original Process – 2005‐2008 
  Overview 
  Successes / Challenges 

  IT Governance Process Review ‐ 2008 
  Structure, Process, & Timeline 

  Findings 

  RecommendaFons 
  ImplementaFon Highlights 

  Lessons Learned 
  Current Economic Constraints 



University of Illinois Structure 
Chicago, Springfield, Champaign‐Urbana 

  Three physical campuses, one 
virtual campus 

  Consolidated business and 
finance with highly 
decentralized student services.  

  University AdministraFon acts 
at the system level for some 
services along side mostly 
independent campus 
administraFve structures 



Enterprise System Structure 

An ERP, surrounded by chaos 
  Banner ERP 

  SunGard modificaFons 

  3rd party so^ware 
  Home grown add‐ons 

  Secondary administraFve IT layer at the campus and 
college level 



InformaFon Technology PrioriFes Commi_ee (ITPC) 

Fundamental process for direcFng 
administraFve IT projects & resources 
  IniFated in 2004, major overhaul 2008 
 Customers define the business issues and 
opportuniFes where we can apply IT 

 Customers select and prioriFze in which order to 
execute projects 

 Transparency throughout the process 



ITPC Overview – Scope / Size 

What types of projects need to go through the 
prioriFes process? 
  Any project that involves resources from a University 
AdministraFon unit, or campus based unit that plans to 
offer an administraFve system for the enFre campus 

  Any project that will interface with an Enterprise system 

  Any project that is administraFve in nature, and wishes to 
uFlize funding from the central pool of administraFve IT 
dollars allocated by AAMT (VP’s and Provosts) 



ITPC Overview – Scope / Size 

StaFsFcs 
 To date – 300+ projects reviewed / 208 complete 

 34 projects in progress 
 35 projects approved to be scheduled 
 7 projects submi_ed awaiFng review 

  ITPC allocates $1.5M and approximately 60K – 80K 
technology hours per year 

 Currently about 12‐18 month project pipeline 



ITPC Overview – Project Types 

DiscreFonary vs. Mandatory 
  ITPC projects may be mandatory or discreFonary 

 Mandatory projects are those mandated by the Board of Trustees 
or regulatory bodies or systems projects that must be pursued to 
maintain the integrity of the applicaFon infrastructure (such as 
system upgrades) 

 DiscreFonary projects are those that add new or improved 
funcFonality but are not required 

  Typically mandatory projects receive automaFc approval and only high 
level review 

  Mandatory projects can have a significant effect on the availability of 
discreFonary dollars and FTE 



ITPC Overview – Project Sizes 

Level 1, Level 2 & (Level 2) Large 

Examples: 
  Level 1 ‐ Grants and Contracts Accounts Receivable Report – 395 

hours / $0 

  Level 2 – CompensaFon Statement ImplementaFon – 1,034 hours / 
$19,350 

  (Level 2) Large – Electronic Se_lement – 5,149 hours / $110,880 



ITPC Overview ‐ Structure 



ITPC Overview ‐ Schedule 

FuncFonal Subcommi_ees –  

     Meet monthly – acFons forwarded to Cross FuncFonal Group 

Enterprise Architecture Commi_ee – Preliminary technology 
review 

ITPC Cross‐funcFonal Group – meets quarterly ‐ feeds ITPC 

InformaFon Technology PrioriFes Commi_ee ‐   
       Meets quarterly – feeds AAMT 

Academic Affairs Management Team 
      Meets quarterly – focuses on large impackul projects only 



ITPC Overview ‐ Measures 
  ITPC and other IT OperaFons data is collected uFlizing CA 

Clarity – PPM tool.  Seven organizaFons  at UI using Clarity. 

  Highly recommend invesFgaFng uFlizing a PPM soluFon. 
 Measures collected and published by PMO related to ITPC: 

  Porkolio status 

  Individual Project Status 
  Financial Status 

  Project Performance 

  Work Requests (<250 hours) 

  Resource UFlizaFon / Capacity 

  Project PrioriFzaFon 
  Customer SaFsfacFon 

  Time ReporFng  



ITPC Overview ‐ Measures 
Clarity PPM – Brings thousands of pieces of IT data together 



ITPC Overview –  
Measures 

Porkolio Status – 1‐page 
snapshot showing: 
  Overall project count 
  Project pipeline – effort 

  Projects completed and started 
and scheduled to complete/
start in next month 

  Project performance against 
schedule / budget 

  Financial status and cash flow 

  Outsourcing counts 



ITPC Overview ‐ Measures 
Project status report – standard stoplight report 



ITPC Overview ‐ Measures 
Project performance – drill down into why we are over budget or 

schedule. 

Such as….. 
  Key decision milestones missed 
  Scope creep 

  CommunicaFon issues 
  Delivery of code/fixes from vendor 
  UnrealisFc original schedule 
  Unexpected high level of defect fixes 
  Complexity of specificaFons 
  UnderesFmated work based on 

unknown factors 

  Changes in specificaFons by the 
client 

  IT organizaFon resource constraints 
  FuncFonal organizaFon resource 

constraints 



ITPC Overview ‐ Measures 
Work Request Performance – DiscreFonary work < 250 hours 



ITPC Overview ‐ Measures 
Time ReporFng Data ‐  Can’t do without it  



ITPC Overview ‐ Measures 
OrganizaFon‐wide selecFon and understanding of prioriFes 



ExisFng process ‐ Successes 

 It is an operaFng, documented and repeatable 
process for the evaluaFon and execuFon of 
informaFon technology projects.  

 300+ projects reviewed 
 208 projects completed 
 Process transparency 
 Improved communicaFon 
 Improved project scheduling 
 Improved picture of resources vs. demand 



ExisFng process ‐ Challenges 

 Business strategy & IT alignment in project 
selecFon 

 Funding limitaFons 

 Process parFcipaFon 
 CommunicaFon outside of the process is seen 
as weak 

 Cross‐funcFonal prioriFzaFon of projects 



ITPC Process Review – FY08 

Methodology (5 phases) 
1. Prepara)on (11/07—12/07) 

 Solicit feedback from ITPC & SCs 

 IdenFfy areas for discussion 
2.   Informa)on Gathering   

 (01/08‐05/08) 
 Conduct interviews to idenFfy 
issue details and opFons 

3.   Focus Group (04/08-05/08) 
 Discuss issues with broad 
consFtuent work group 

 Outline recommendaFons 
4.   ITPC Review (05/08-06/08) 

 Submi_ed to AAMT 

5.   AAMT Review / Approval (07/08) 

Scope 
  IdenFfy issues affecFng the efficiency, effecFveness and responsiveness 

  Propose recommendaFons for improving the process 



ITPC Process Review 
Findings – Significant Issues 

1.  A strategic element is desired but there is 
uncertainty about how to achieve it. 

2.  Cross functional prioritization is 
not being adequately addressed.   

3.  Some topics are not represented well 
in the 3 subject area structure.   

4.  The ITPC process does not have a 
current charter. 



ITPC Process Review 
Findings – Significant Issues 

5.  The current pracFce of approving a long queue 
of projects for which there are not resources is 
damaging to ITPC operaFon and percepFon.  

6.  Direct representation of the interests of 
front-line college/department units in 
the process is minimal.  

7.  Cross-campus development of project 
proposals is problematic. 

8.  Project proposal development is seen as a barrier, 
particularly by those outside the process.  



ITPC Process Review 
Findings – Significant Issues 

9.  Campus parFcipaFon is perceived to be out of 
balance.  

10. Outcomes of ITPC projects are not evaluated.   

11.  Communication outside the process is sub-
optimal and has negative effects on the process.  

12. The resource picture for ITPC is unclear, 
particularly as it affects the queue and 
scheduling of projects.  



ITPC Process Review 
Findings – Significant Issues 

13.  The threshold for Level 1 projects results in a 
mismatch between the cost of developing the 
business case and implementaFon costs.  

14.  AAMT Fme would be be_er focused on larger 
projects, rather than all Level 2 projects.   



ITPC Process  
Review  

RecommendaFons 

Nine recommendaFons across 
the ITPC process.  Described 
individually in following slides. 



ITPC Process Review 
RecommendaFons 
1.   Develop ITPC Charter 

  Document ITPC role, structure, membership, authority, responsibiliFes, 
operaFons and calendar. 

  Define relevant processes for all commi_ees / subcommi_ees in one document. 
  Point of reference for all consFtuents 

  Endorsed/updated annually 

2.   Increase alignment with strategic direc)on 
  Define administraFve informaFon technology strategy 

  Seek projects supporFng UI strategic iniFaFves 

  In‐depth analysis of alignment to date and opportuniFes for alignment in the 
future. 



ITPC Process Review 
RecommendaFons 

Comparing the focus of the strategic 
projects to UI strategies, it becomes clear 
that the following areas have good 
coverage: 

  Service improvement to faculty, staff, and 
students 

  Research and scholarship 
  Enrollment, recruitment, retenFon, and 

advising 

This comparison also points to the following 
gaps as highlighted in the chart to the right. 

  CommunicaFon, collaboraFon, contact 
management and social networking 

  Student learning, curricular improvement, 
transiFonal and first year programs, learning 
assessment, and teaching excellence 

  InstrucFonal technology, online learning, 
conFnuing educaFon, and other non‐tradiFonal 
learning opportuniFes  



ITPC Process Review 
RecommendaFons 
3.   Improve cross‐func)onal processes 

and project review paths 
  Form new cross‐funcFonal group to 
improve prioriFzaFon across areas 

  All proposals have a path through 
iniFal review groups before ITPC 



ITPC Process Review 
RecommendaFons 
4.   Manage demand  and queue 

  Request separate funding for “massive” and “mandatory” projects 

  Request funding for unfunded maintenance 

  Allocate resources to subcommi_ees to apporFon to their select projects 



ITPC Process Review 
RecommendaFons 
4.   Manage demand  and queue ‐ con)nued 

  Understand the project queue versus resource availability 



ITPC Process Review 
RecommendaFons (conFnued) 
5.  Improve cross‐campus development of proposals 

  Task subcommi_ees with be_er facilitaFon of proposal development 

  Introduce process controls to improve collaboraFon 

6.  Hold annual event for review and planning 
  First annual summit held March 2009 
  Focused on: 

 Overview of the process 
  Accomplishments to date 

  Large project review for next FY (projects > $250K or 5,000 hours) 
  Discussion of project alignment with university strategic iniFaFves 

  Discussion of IT project selecFon in the context of poor economic environment 

7.  Perform post‐project surveying to measure success 



ITPC Process Review 
RecommendaFons (conFnued) 
8.  Create a comprehensive communica)on plan for ITPC 

  IdenFfy audiences, deliverables, communicaFon schedule and responsibiliFes 

  Adapt communicaFons to maximize consFtuent awareness and parFcipaFon 



ITPC Process Review 
RecommendaFons (conFnued) 
9.  Delegate authority for ITPC to manage project levels and scope 

  Request authority to monitor project levels and change as needed:  
  Level 1 ‐ 250‐850 hrs. / < $100K 
  Level 2 – 850+ hrs. / > $100K 
  Large projects – 5,000 hrs. / > $250K 

  Request project approval authority for all projects less than $250K or 5,000 hours.  
AAMT will conFnue to review large projects and monitor ITPC decisions. 



Lessons Learned – Process Review 

We discovered the following takeaways regarding the process 
review itself: 

  Seek input from throughout the organizaFon. 
  Be honest and transparent regarding process weaknesses. 

  The review helped to baseline some level of knowledge of 
the process among the review parFcipants. 

  Fashion the recommendaFons so they are doable.  To 
overcome resistance, include in the report an 
implementaFon plan for the recommendaFons.  This 
addressed on the front end the quesFons of “how are you 
going to do this?” or “it will never work.” 



Lessons Learned –  
IT Governance Models 

In evaluaFng IT Governance and PrioriFzaFon in your organizaFon, 
pay a_enFon to the following: 

  Do you have the right people involved at the right levels?  Do 
these people have the right background and informaFon to 
make thoughkul decisions? 

  Focus more Fme evaluaFng the business issues and less Fme 
on the technology. 

  Be prepared to make hard decisions and work within the 
constraints of your resources. 

  Push down smaller decisions for efficiency and let execuFves 
focus on the projects with high costs and impact. 



In evaluaFng IT Governance and PrioriFzaFon in your organizaFon, 
pay a_enFon to the following: (conFnued) 

  AcFvely align toward the business strategies of the insFtuFon 
– this won’t happen on its own. 

  Know resource capacity and demand in order to provide 
context for making decisions.  Don’t forget to account for 
non‐discreFonary projects (upgrades) and incremental 
maintenance growth levels, these take away capacity for 
discreFonary projects. 

Lessons Learned –  
IT Governance Models 



In evaluaFng IT Governance and PrioriFzaFon in your organizaFon, 
pay a_enFon to the following: (conFnued) 

  The leader(s) of the process and components need to have a 
vested interest in the success of the process or else results 
will be substandard. 

 Must have a dedicated resource to manage the day to day 
operaFons and overall coordinaFon of the process. 

  A^er a period of Fme step back, take stock and upgrade your 
process. 

Lessons Learned –  
IT Governance Models 



Postscript – Economic Constraints 

•  Subsequent to the compleFon of the process review, the 
economic constraints on the university sparked an increased 
focus on the mission criFcality of projects. 

•  All material projects were required to assess: 
  Mission CriFcal – Would this project be defined as mission criFcal?  Does it fall 

into any of the following categories and if so, how? 
  Provides compeFFve advantage or prevents compeFFve disadvantage in recruiFng and 

serving students, faculty and staff. 
  Addresses situaFons where operaFonal efficiency is severely compromised or there is 

severe customer dissaFsfacFon. 
  Provides significant incremental revenue or cost savings to the university. 

  Return on Investment 

  Tangible support of strategic iniFaFves of the UI / campuses 

  Unit contribuFon to project labor effort / funding 



Postscript – Economic Constraints 

Fifteen projects were subject to the initial Mission Criticality review. 

5 Projects deemed 
Mission CriFcal 

5 Projects deemed 
Not Mission CriFcal 

3 projects pulled back 
to build in‐house 
(savings $200,561) 

2 projects tabled at 
the request of 

sponsors  ($249,691) 

Results 



ITPC Overview ‐ www.itpc.uillinois.edu 

Comprehensive ITPC informaFon Source 
  Submit a proposal 
  Copies of all project proposals 

  Project status reports 
  Process informaFon 

  ITPC membership informaFon 
  ITPC meeFng schedules 

  ITPC Charter, Annual Report, Minutes 

  Contact the ITPC 



QuesFons? 

Thank You! 


