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INTRODUCTION 
In the spring of 2009, Case Western Reserve University’s Provost and Chief Information Officer commissioned 
an external review of the Information Technology Services (ITS) organization.  The report of the review panel 
confirmed many strengths and successes for the ITS organization and Case’s use of technology. The review 
also pointed out opportunities to improve how the University leverages its IT advisory committee structure to 
support decision making and priority setting.   

This report summarizes the outcomes of a year-long engagement with ITS leadership, the ITS Planning and 
Advisory Committee (ITSPAC) and ITSPAC’s sub-committees to develop improvements in response to the 
review team findings.  Work included a review of best practices in IT governance, delved deeper into the 
strengths and weaknesses of Case’s IT governance and solicited ideas for improvement from participants in 
the governance processes.  Discussions considered a broad range of topics that contribute to successful IT 
governance including committee structures, processes for planning and prioritization of technology investments 
and the relationship between governance and funding.  A separate but related analysis was performed to 
estimate the University’s total spending for technology across all its management centers.  The results of this 
assessment will support an on-going dialogue about how to optimize the division of responsibility for IT 
services at the University.   

CONTEXT 
Universities rely on IT governance to play four important roles.  First, IT governance is the process by which an 
institution engages its diverse stakeholders to establish priorities for technology investment that are aligned 
with institutional goals and priorities.  Second, IT governance structures and processes influence the 
development and design of technology services, policies and solutions.  Third, IT governance coordinates 
services and decision-making between technology organizations in schools and departments and the central 
technology organization.  Finally, IT governance groups and processes promote transparency, accountability 
and dialogue about technology that facilitates effective technology adoption. 

Case has many important elements in place to foster effective IT governance.  It has created a diverse set of 
technology sub-committees to represent the university’s individual (e.g., students and faculty), organizational 
(e.g., schools) and technology (e.g., research computing) constituencies.  The engagement of the Faculty Senate 
Committee on Information Resources (FSCIR) as part of the overall IT governance provides a means for IT 
leaders to hear the faculty’s technology priorities and concerns. The recent decision to create an Executive 
Technology Steering Committee provides an important link to the University’s senior leadership.  This linkage 
will help align technology priorities with institutional priorities and resource allocation decisions.   

ITSPAC is itself is a unique strength.  It brings together representatives from a wide array of interests and 
constituencies.  It also promotes dialogue among the various sub-committees and provides a forum to discuss 
the implications of issues that have a university-wide impact.  Finally, because of its diverse membership, 
ITSPAC plays an important role in promoting open communications about technology issues and decisions. 
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FINDINGS 
Case also faces challenges optimizing the effectiveness of its IT governance structures and processes.  This 
engagement has confirmed and expanded upon the opportunities to improve identified by the external 
review process.     

1. The role of ITSPAC and how it engages in decision-making needs to be better aligned with the size of 
the group, the breadth of its constituencies and its meeting frequency. 

a. There are lingering questions as to the best positioning and utilization of ITSPAC.  Specific questions include: 

 Should ITSPAC be used as a filter through which all recommendations that emerge from sub-
committees must pass prior to their consideration by the Executive Committee?   

 What criteria should ITS use to select issues or decisions for ITSPAC’s consideration? 

 How should ITSPAC relate to the sub-committees? 

b. In addition, ITSPAC meetings have at times not generated enough discussion prior to the group being asked 
to vote on an issue or decision.  The size of the group makes it difficult to generate thoughtful, highly 
participative discussions.  Without structured facilitation, there is a risk that ITSPAC meetings become only 
information sharing sessions. 

c. As a practical matter ITSPAC can only convene a few times per semester.  Therefore, it is difficult for the 
group to be used as a sounding board for operational issues or decisions. ITSPAC’s best role is to focus on 
strategic issues and decisions of broad impact and interest. 

d. Finally, ITSPAC represents many constituencies with different interests and priorities for technology.  Its 
members also differ significantly in their technology knowledge.  ITSPAC’s membership is derived from that of 
its sub-committees.  The process for appointing individuals to sub-committees was not clear to some ITSPC 
members.  Therefore, the legitimacy of ITSAC as a decision-making body was called into question. Similarly, 
ITSPAC members expressed concern that the governance processes vests too much authority in ITSPAC to 
approve recommendations and does not rely enough on the deeper expertise of the sub-committees.   

2. Committee members are uncertain how the committee structure including FSCIR, ITSPAC and its sub-
committees will be used in practice to review technology issues and decisions. 

a. The work of the last few months has established revised charters for ITSPAC and its sub-committees that 
have clarified their roles and domains of interest.  However, there is natural uncertainty among participants as 
to how in practice different types of IT decisions will be brought to the various sub-committees. 

b. Sample decision flows have been developed to illustrate how the expertise of the various committees can 
be tapped to analyze issues and formulate recommendations.  However, there is not yet a track record of 
applying them in practice. 

c. ITS is also developing a project proposal and review process that needs to be integrated with the decision 
flows developed for IT governance. 

d. However, the focal point and process for setting IT priorities still must be clarified.  This was a significant 
issue during the external review process and it remains an open question today. 

d. In order for IT governance to continue to mature, the following issues require attention: 
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 What principles or definitions will be used to differentiate day to day operational decisions that 
should be made by ITS management from issues and decisions that require broader input? 

 How will ITS leaders work collaboratively with committees to set the agendas for the work of each 
committee? 

 What regular process will be adopted by ITS to define which governance committees should consider 
an issue or decision as a routine part of planning? 

 What criteria will be used to determine what kinds of decisions or issues require a formal (e.g., 
majority vote) endorsement of ITSPAC? 

 What group will be vested with the authority to weigh competing demands for IT resources and 
recommend priorities to the Executive Steering Committee and the CIO? 

3. There is confusion as to how an area of the University brings forward to the governance process a 
project proposal or new technology requirement. 

a. Discussions with ITSPAC have revealed on several occasions a general confusion as to how to bring forward 
a proposal for an IT project or initiative that requires university or ITS resources. 

b. While many members of ITSPAC have regular communications with ITS and many informal channels to bring 
forward new needs, there was a general consensus that a more structured and defined processes would be 
beneficial. 

c. Lastly, the process for building and articulating a case for resources for a new need is unclear.  ITSPAC 
members understand that the University has relatively small discretionary resources for new technology 
projects. Therefore, they see value in having a defined process for senior decision makers to be able to fully 
understand and evaluate the relative costs and benefits or project proposals that compete for those resources.  

4. Several ITSPAC sub-committees seek more consistent and efficient interactions with ITS. 

a. ITSPAC sub-committees appreciate the willingness of the Vice President and CIO and other ITS leaders to 
bring information and issues to them for their consideration. 

b. However, some of the sub-committees have felt that at times the dialogue has been too one sided and 
presentation oriented.  Agendas for some meetings have been too ambitious to allow sufficient space for 
questions and discussion.   

c. Decisions and issues have at times come to ITSPAC for approval without sufficient context.  For example, it is 
difficult for ITSPAC to give its support for an ITS proposal for additional resources in one particular area 
without hearing about and considering all the competing demands for those resources.  It was also observed 
that it might not be the most effective or practical use of ITSPAC given its size and meeting schedule to ask it 
to understand, debate and endorse discrete resource requests.  

Summary of Findings 
In summary, CWRU needs to make revisions to its governance structures and processes that enable it to: 

• Adopt a transparent and accepted process to establish IT priorities. 

• Focus the role of ITSPAC and clarify the relationship between ITSPAC and its sub-committees. 
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• Create better alignment between institutional objectives, IT decisions and resource allocations. 

• Adopt a consistent process for surfacing new needs for technology. 

• Improve the university’s ability to collaboratively manage technology.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
The consultancy resulted in the development of a set of recommendations to improve IT governance.  These 
recommendations were developed in consultation with ITSPAC, ITSPAC sub-committees, ITS leadership and the 
newly formed Executive Technology Steering Committee.  The recommendations emerged from an iterative 
discussion that occurred throughout the year.  Many have already been implemented by the University.  

Summary of Recommendations 
Case can improve its IT governance by: 

 Repositioning ITSPAC as an information sharing and discussion group, rather than a decision-making 
body. 

 Clarifying the domains of interest and charge for ITSPAC sub-committees. 

 Improving the linkage of IT decisions to institutional priorities and funding mechanisms. 

 Establishing a senior IT governance committee (Executive Technology Steering Committee) comprised of 
the Provost, the Executive Vice Presidents for Finance and Administration and the Chief Information 
Officer to provide overall leadership for IT governance, establish strategic technology goals and 
monitor alignment between IT investments and institutional priorities. 

 Creating a single, smaller group with recognized legitimacy to recommend IT priorities (IT Project 
Review Board). 

 Leveraging an annual planning process to capture technology investment opportunities more 
comprehensively and predictably. 

 Migrating to a single process for capturing new project needs outside the planning cycle.  

 Undertaking an analysis of total investment in IT. 

 Reviewing its IT funding models. 

The levels and responsibilities of the revised IT governance structure is presented below. The actions required 
to bring these changes about are described in the remainder of this section. 
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Group  Primary Role  

Executive Steering Committee  Set annual goals  

Authorize major projects and investments 

Approve policy changes 

Review outcomes  

FSCIR, Deans, VPs  Shape annual goals for technology 

Provide feedback on proposed priorities and  initiatives 

Review outcomes  

Project Review Committee  Approve feasibility and design phase of major projects 

Recommend major projects and initiatives 

Recommend priorities  

ITSPAC Sub-committees  Identify new needs 

Participate in solution design 

Recommend priorities for smaller projects 

Advise ITS on the management of domain specific resources  

ITSPAC  Discuss major trends in technology 

Provide feedback on initiatives with broad impacts  

Support communication efforts 
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Status of Recommendations 
Implementation began during the course of the engagement.  As the table below illustrates, many of the 
proposed actions which are described in this report have already been adopted. 

Item  Status  

Reposition ITSPAC  Complete  

Clarify the role of ITSPAC Sub-committees  Revised charters completed and in various 
stages of adoption  

Improve links to University priorities and resource 
allocation decisions.  

Executive Steering Committee formed and 
active.  

Create a single group to recommend IT priorities  Priority Review Board formed and active.  

Analysis of total IT investment  In-process  

Review IT funding models  Follows from IT investment analysis  

Leverage annual planning process  Will be used for FY11-12 cycle  

Single process for new project needs  PMO established.  Roll-out of single process 
pending  
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Detailed Recommendations 
1. Adopt the revised ITSPAC committee charters and make them widely available. 

Throughout the course of this year each ITSPAC sub-committee has revised their charter to create greater 
consistency in the committees’ charges and to align them with the new governance models.  The new charters 
recognize that the ITSPAC sub-committees are subject matter experts in particular technology domains (e.g., 
research computing).  Their role is to identify and support the development of solutions to commonly 
encountered IT problems or emerging needs, assist ITS with the development of new policies, standards and 
practices and recommend priorities for IT investment.  The sub-committees are advisory to the ITS leadership, 
the newly formed Executive Technology Steering Committee and the newly formed IT Priority Review Board.    

As implementation proceeds, ITS leadership should work with sub-committee leaders to review their revised 
charters and discuss its implications for the kinds of issues and decisions that should be brought to them for 
advice and discussion. Once the review and discussion is complete, all the charters should be shared and 
discussed at a future ITSPAC meeting.  The consideration of the revised charters by ITSPAC should occur in 
parallel with a review of this document’s recommendation to adopt a more structured annual planning process 
and standard project proposal process. 

The table on the following page summarizes the foci of the sub-committees. 
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Sub-committee  Domain  

CTOs  • Technology standards 
• Overall technology architecture and direction 
• IT support processes and service levels 

Enterprise systems and 
reporting  

• Resolve resource conflicts across system areas  
• Establish priorities for minor modifications 
• Recommend the adoption of new features/products 
• Coordinate upgrades  

Research computing  • Governance of shared research computing resources 
• Recommend policies impacting the use of technology in research and  

scholarship 
• Identify needs for new services and support  

Teaching and learning  • Recommend the adoption of new features/products within the learning  
management environment 

• Recommend policies  impacting the use of technology in teaching and learning 
• Promote the effective use of technology in instruction 
• Identify needs for new services and support  

Information security  • Promote awareness of security risks 
• Sponsor efforts to adopt best practices 
• Review and recommend policies that impact information security 
• Identify needs for new products and services  

User support  • Identify needs to expand or contract the service portfolio 
• Collaborate with ITS and the CTO group to optimize the division of central  

and local support responsibilities 
• Review and recommend service levels  

Directors of Finance  • Recommend policies and practices pertaining to the funding of technology 
• Monitor central and local technology costs 
• Work collaboratively with ITS and other sub-committees to maintain an  

optimal division of responsibility for technology  

 

  



Case Western Reserve University 
 

Goldstein & Associates Page 12 

 

 

2. Focus ITSPAC on long-range planning, annual goal setting and the review of major initiatives or 
changes in practice that have wide-spread impact. 

ITSPAC’s unique value is that it brings together stakeholders that represent all of the different uses and users 
of technology at Case.  As such, its best role is to serve as a cross-organizational advisory body that can help 
ITS shape its goals, priorities and initiatives.  Sub-committees of ITSPAC should be the focal point for 
considering initiatives and issues in detail.  These groups have the expertise and focus to work with ITS to 
weigh the issues and make detailed recommendations to the Executive Technology Steering Committee. Sub-
committees should not be considered organizationally subordinate to ITSPAC.  ITSPAC should be conceived of 
as a joint meeting of the sub-committees rather than as a part of an organizational hierarchy.  
Recommendations developed by ITS and one or more sub-committees should not require the endorsement of 
ITSPAC as a whole to move forward.   

ITS leaders and non-ITS sub-committee chairs should keep ITSPAC informed of the issues they are working on 
through periodic status reports and occasional informational briefings at ITSPAC general meetings.  This will 
serve the purpose of maintaining an information flow among the sub-committees.  Further, ITS leaders and 
sub-committee chairs should have the flexibility and discretion to propose to the Vice President and CIO topics 
that they would find it useful to have ITSPAC as a whole discuss and better understand. 

ITSPAC’s feedback should be sought for the following types of issues or decisions: 

 annual institutional technology goals and strategies; 

 annual ITS goals; 

 modifications to technology practices that have widespread impact on faculty, students and staff; and 

 large scale enterprise technology projects that will have widespread impact on faculty, students and 
staff and crowd out other investment priorities. 

3. Form a project review board to review and prioritize large IT projects. 

As documented in the findings, ITSPAC is too large and meets too infrequently to efficiently serve as a project 
prioritization body.  While the Executive Technology Steering Committee should approve annual IT goals and 
authorize any large scale projects, its members can’t devote the time necessary to evaluate project proposals 
in detail. Instead, the University should form a priority setting committee comprised of individuals sufficiently 
senior to have a broad perspective on institutional goals and priorities, but close enough to day to day 
operations to evaluate project proposals. 

The project review board should focus on enterprise-wide projects that represent a significant commitment of 
staff time and dollars or will have a significant impact on the University community (e.g., sourcing a service to 
the cloud).  It should not focus on routine maintenance, projects mandated by compliance or projects focused 
on incremental changes or small innovations.  The prioritization of these initiatives can be carried out by ITS 
working in consultation with the stakeholders requesting the project and/or the relevant ITSPAC sub-committee 
focused on this technology domain.  Rather, the project review committee should focus on large initiatives that 
emerge from an annual planning process (described below) which must be prioritized, new needs that emerge 
during the year which require the re-prioritization of existing projects in order to accomplish and multi-year 
plans to renew and refresh Case’s technology infrastructure. 
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The review board should not set priorities in a vacuum.  Projects should be evaluated using a consistent set of 
criteria developed in consultation with ITSPAC sub-committees, the faculty senate and the Executive 
Technology Steering Committee.  The mission of the review board should be to identify a set of IT projects 
and investments that maximize the return to the University by best meeting its strategic objectives.  To 
accomplish this, the University will need a set of annual technology goals that can be used to prioritize 
competing demands for resources among projects that are all potentially worthy of implementation. 

The composition of the project review board is critical to its success.  Its members must be viewed as 
representative of the University and sufficiently experienced and committed to institutional goals to weigh 
competing demands for scarce technology resources.  The review committee should be comprised of 
representatives of each school and major administrative unit and the faculty senate committee on Information 
Resources.  Representative should be appointed by the Executive Technology Steering Committee in 
consultation with each Dean and Vice President.  Some may choose to be represented by their chief 
administrative officer or IT leader.  Others may choose a different representative.  Regardless of how each 
school and major administrative area chooses to be represented, it is critical that members join the review 
committee with the frame of mind that they are there to articulate the needs of their areas and act in the 
interest of the university as a whole. The Review Board should co-chaired by the Deputy CIO and a Dean 
selected by the Provost in consultation with the CIO. 

The responsibilities of the review board are summarized in the table below. 

Role  • Recommend annual investment priorities 
• Review, prioritize and recommend significant proposals for large technology 

projects with broad institutional impact 
• Monitor the portfolio of projects and recommend strategies to resolve major 

resource conflicts 
• Not engaged in approving small projects, required maintenance or operational 

decisions  

Membership  • Comprised of representatives of each School and major administrative unit and 
Faculty Senate Committee on Information Resources 

• Members appointed by Executive Technology Steering Committee in 
consultation with Deans and Vice Presidents 

• Co‐chairs appointed annually by the Executive Steering Committee  

  

4. Adopt an annual technology planning process identify to institutional goals and broad investment 
priorities. 

To ground the annual technology planning process in institutional goals and priorities, the process should begin 
with conversations with FSCIR and the Executive Steering Committee.   These initial conversations should be 
facilitated by ITS leadership and focus on questions such as: 

 What current institutional goals or strategies have strong dependencies on technology? 

 What significant new strategic initiatives are under consideration that could have an impact on 
technology or technology services?  
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 What gaps in technology capabilities or services could threaten a broader institutional goal? 

 What criteria should ITS and Project Review Board use to prioritize potential technology investments? 

 What additional questions should the annual planning process address? 

The outcome from the initial consultation with FSCIR and the Executive Steering Committee should be shared 
with ITSPAC sub-committees and serve as a foundation for planning conversations that they hold in concert 
with ITS leadership.  Each ITSPAC sub-committee should hold one or more planning meetings to discuss how the 
following questions impact their scope of interest (e.g., research computing, security, administrative systems, 
etc): 

 What long-range changes in this field of technology might begin to impact the University in the coming 
12 to 18 months? 

 What are the primary opportunities to better use technology to meet a strategic goal of the 
University within this scope of interest? 

 What significant investments should the university consider making in technology in this area in the 
coming year? 

To enrich these discussions, sub-committee members should be given sufficient lead time to solicit input from the 
stakeholders and organizations they represent and bring their ideas and emerging needs to the sub-
committee discussions. 

ITS leadership should synthesize the results of each sub-committees planning discussions and present it at an 
annual ITSPAC planning meeting or mini-retreat.  At this time, ITSPAC should discuss and try to achieve a 
consensus recommendation as to an overall set of annual technology goals to recommend to university 
leadership.   

The project review board should consider the large initiatives that emerge from these planning discussions and 
develop an initial set of priorities. These proposed priorities should be brought to FSCIR and the Faculty 
Senate budget committee for their review and comments.  In addition, annual goals and investment priorities 
should also be shared with the University Deans and administrative vice presidents for review and comment. 

The Executive Steering Committee should review the recommended goals and investment priorities along with 
the feedback and suggested refinements identified in recommendation 4d.  The Steering Committee should 
make final adjustments as necessary to the goals and enterprise investment priorities and approve them for 
implementation over the coming year.  The final approved set of goals and initiatives should be widely 
communicated to ITSPAC sub-committees and the Case community. 

The diagram on the following page presents a summary of the IT planning process. 
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5. As soon as feasible, expand the project proposal and review process being developed by the ITS 
project management office (PMO) to be used on a university-wide basis. 

 Leverage the project proposal form being developed by the PMO to create a standard method to propose 
a new technology project, investment or initiative.  Initially, make the form available to be completed by an 
ITSPAC sub-committee or a departmental technology leader in a school or administrative unit.  To facilitate 
this process, ITS should make available resources from the PMO to work with sub-committees of local IT 
leaders to develop the project proposal and to develop an initial project description and high level resource 
estimate. 

Require that all project proposals be accompanied by a preliminary business case that establishes the 
projected benefits of the project and its linkage to the annual technology goals and institutional strategic 
priorities.  

Utilize criteria developed as part of the annual planning process and approved by the Executive Steering 
Committee for the project review committee to prioritize project proposals that emerge between planning 
cycles.  Small to moderate sized projects that can be accommodated by existing resources should be 
prioritized and scheduled by ITS in consultation with the requesting organization.  Projects or initiatives that 
are larger and/or require the allocation of new resources to complete should be referred by ITS to relevant 
sub-committees for discussion.  For example, a request to make a change to PeopleSoft that could not be 
accommodated in the normal course of system maintenance should be referred to the sub-committee for 
enterprise systems for consideration and prioritization.  Similarly, a request to develop a new shared resource 
for research computing should be vetted by the research computing sub-committee.  Sub-committee reviews 
should also look for opportunities to link together similar initiatives or needs that are emerging in multiple 
parts of the University. 
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The project review board should consider moderate to large sized project proposals and make 
recommendations as to their importance and relative priority.  ITSPAC sub-committees should be engaged as 
necessary to analyze the costs and benefits of potential projects. As requested by ITS leadership and the 
project review committee, sub-committee should also recommend whether the new need should be met by re-
prioritizing existing workloads or by requesting new, incremental resources. 

6. ITS should monitor and report on the institutional project portfolio on a regular basis. 

a. As soon as feasible, ITS should begin to report on the University’s active and requested project portfolio.  
Reports should be discussed with the project review committee but made available to any interested member 
of the university community.  Useful views of the project portfolio include: 

 Projects sorted by level of risk and magnitude of potential benefit 

 Active projects by magnitude and area (strategic goal supported, scope of technology, etc). 

 Active and requested projects in comparison to available and committed resources   

b. The Executive Steering Committee should conduct semi-annual or quarterly reviews of the project portfolio 
and the backlog of requested projects.  The review should focus on the macro level composition of the 
portfolio and evaluate questions such as: 

 Is the project portfolio taking on the right balance of risk and benefit? 

 Are resources being allocated in alignment with overall institutional priorities? 

 Are there strategic projects in the requested backlog that need to be moved to a higher level of 
priority? 

The results of the portfolio review should be shared with FSCIR and all the ITSPAC sub-committees for their 
information and comment. 

Analyzing Total IT Investment 
The final component of this engagement was the design and facilitation of a process to evaluate the 
University’s total investment in information technology. The goals of IT investment analysis are to: 

 Quantify total University investment in IT. 
 Demonstrate how that investment is allocated by major activity. 
 Identify opportunities for rebalancing services. 
 Provide schools and administrative units greater insight into their IT spend. 
 Create a baseline for internal and external benchmarking. 

At this time, the required data has been collected and an analysis is underway.  The data is being used to 
inform a series of questions including: 

 What does the University invest in total by activity? 

 How do resources compare by school and department? 

 What services are highly fragmented across the University? 
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 Are there opportunities to consolidate commodity services and increase focus on strategic or highly 
differentiated activities? 

 What is not getting done?  

In the long-run, the IT investment analysis can also spur a larger conversation on whether the institution is 
sufficiently investing in technology to meets its strategic goals and whether these resources are being used 
optimally.  Critical long-term questions to consider include: 

 What is the best use of charge-backs? 

 Are there mechanisms in place to fund recurring as well as one time costs of IT investments? 

 Do IT budgets automatically increment when the University grows? 

 Is funding reserved for technology renewal and replacement?  

 As Case proceeds with these discussions, it is important to keep the following best practices in mind: 

 The University should maintain a rolling, five year, institution-wide forecast of IT capital requirements.  
The capital plan should include funds required to sustain existing technology and to enable strategic 
investments in new capabilities.  

 IT investment decisions should be made with an understanding of both their one-time and recurring 
costs. 

 Operating budgets for renewal and maintenance of new technology should be increased at the time 
a new technology is implemented. 

 Charge-backs are most effective when they are used to shape behaviors (e.g., incent use of a common 
good), recognize highly differential consumption of a service among management units or to create a 
scalable revenue stream for a service that has highly variable costs. 

 Charge-backs tend to be an ineffective mechanism to fund IT when the costs of administering t he 
charge-back are too great or the charge-back creates too wide a disparity in IT capabilities across 
Centers. 

 In order to maximize efficiency, if a technology service is deemed to be a common good by the IT 
governance structures (provided by ITS or an outside service provider on behalf of the entire 
University) than all management centers should pay their share of the costs of the service regardless 
of whether they elect to use it. 

 All IT organizations should continuously seek ways to minimize t he costs of delivering commodity IT 
services and preserve their resources to focus on the more differentiated requirements of the 
constituents that they serve. 

CONCLUSION 
Implementing the actions developed during this consultancy will enable Case to build greater understanding 
and confidence in its IT decision-making.  The actions address the major findings of the external review and 
will provide greater clarity as to the role of IT advisory committees and where the ultimate accountability for 
establishing IT priorities lie.  As the governance and planning processes mature, the University will gain 
greater visibility into its total IT needs and priorities.  This visibility should spur additional collaboration, create 
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greater alignment of investments with institutional goals and enable the University to uses its scarce IT 
resources in a more optimal way. 

Several factors are critical to sustaining the effectiveness of IT governance including: 

 Providing adequate time and staff support to sustain communications with IT advisory and governance 
committees and the University community in order to make priority setting and resource allocation 
decisions as transparent as possible. 

 Top-down guidance from the Executive Technology Steering Committee to the IT governance and 
advisory committees to help them understand the resource base which can be allocated to IT and to 
provide annual goals for technology that help groups like the Review Board to establish priorities in 
an objective manner. 

 Engagement in the governance and planning processes by all management centers and their IT 
groups. 

 Meaningful, two-way communications between ITS, the IT Review Board and ITSPAC Sub-committees 
that enable major decisions to be thoroughly discussed before they made. 

 Trust in ITS to make operational decisions and to establish day to day priorities. 
 A willingness among ITS and management centers to first explore how to make a collaborative 

solution work rather than starting from an assumption that each unit requires its own unique solution. 


