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Year Chartered: 1868
Carnegie Classification: RU/VH (R1)
Fulltime Faculty: 1,582
Part-time Faculty: 500
Undergraduate Students: 25,500
Graduate Students: 10,298
Staff: 10,000
Academic Departments: 130
Annual Revenue: $1.78B
State (gen funds):  $498M
Research: $650M
Tuition: $330M
Central IT Budget: $ 60M

Total campus IT spending: ~ $160M
Total campus IT Staff (FTE): 800

Reference: http://berkeley.edu/about/fact.shtml

Context: UC Berkeley
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UC Berkeley’s “Enterprise”

Sample
Administrative
Departments:

Finance

HR Center
Student Affairs
IST (IT)

Sample (of the 130)
Academic
Departments:

Letters & Sciences
Business School
Law School
Public Health
Optometry
Public Policy
EECS

Forestry

And one campus in the larger “UC Enterprise”:
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Questions for You




Enterprise Standardization

O  Enterprise = whole organization

O Standardization = agreement on
common approach

O  Optimizing the greater good

O Local sub-optimization implied




Enterprise Systems History

O Patterns recur, but in different form
O Pattern of Evolution/Maturity

0O At first People were the Process

O Scope of Process expands

O  Economic, consumer drivers




1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

Approach for Today

Enterprise Systems at Berkeley
Growth of Complexity and Cost
The Dream of Standardization
Barriers to Standardization

Case Studies - overcoming the barriers




The UC Payroll/Personnel System

(1970’s)

O 1976: UC needs a payroll system
O The Integral contract and design
O Attempts to standardize pay rules
O Maintenance

O  Mainframe systems through PC era, selling point is
customization: “no change required”



Meanwhile, in the business world...
(Late 1980’s-1990’s)

O Ratio of managers to
workers increased

from 19% in 1950 to
32% in 1987

O Since 1988 1/3-1/2
of all med/large U.S.
businesses downsized
every year

O “Compact’ Broken
in 1990’s




Business Process Standardization:
(1990’s)

~ QR 1970’s - Frank Gilbreth
1 "Ml and his “therblig” units

Figure 2: Research el around business process standardization
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O ]uly 1990 HBR: Michael Hammer “Don’t

automate, obliterate”

O Rethink business when bringing
technology in
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O Influence on ERP & JAMES CHAMPY




ERP Comes to UC Berkeley

(1994-2005)

ERP Immaturity

Encoding existing practices
Customization & deferred maintenance
Local control versus standardization
HR and Financial Systems

Reporting

& atue DEle | - 19 NS e 5o

Automation without coordination



Berkeley Financial System Update, December 1997

Business Analysis Progress and Next Steps

The project team made significant progress in the Business Analysis stage of the Departmental User
project as reflected in the following chart. More than 50% of the total business
requirements have been written and approved. The business requirements clarify the
functions that department and central persons will be performing with BFS.

Functional Owners & the

Business Analysis
Status as of December 18,1997
Define Fit
Requirements 1 Analysis

Chuat of 61.0%
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1 Percent complete represents business requirement definitions approved by Functional Owner. O TWO C Onstituencies

The definition of the Chart of Accounts is targeted for completion by January 10.
The remainder of the Business Requirements definitions are targeted for completion

by January 31. O The Role of IT



Customization & Satisfaction

2003)

CHALLENGES:

O

User satisfaction correlates
with customization

Cost also correlates with
degree of customization

Complexity /
Maintainability

iNews: Administrative services

ERecruit's trial by fire

Patrick Ellis, Human Resources
Bill Allison, IST-ASD

On July 14, 2003, eRecruit, the HRMS component that manages the staff recruitment process, launched to both praise and some v
questions about the user experience as delivered by PeopleSoft added to the roar. Additionally, as often happens with rollout of Iz
first few weeks, exacerbating the pain for campus users as they tried to adapt to new processes. Campus feedback was loud — s
the things we could do to improve the user experience with HRMS.

After the launch, eRecruit began quietly meeting two of its prime objectives: automating the processing of job requisitions and ap
weeks of launch, eRecruit was supporting these tasks at an equal, and then higher, volume than the previous manual process. As
submitting a total of 46,640 applications, and the campus is processing applications at a rate roughly 50 percent higher than last {

Immediately after launch, the d pment team began ing the two biggest problems —
performance and browser compatibility issues. Working in close cooperation, the HRMS team and IST
determined that the biggest performance issue was actually tied to year-end financial transactions in a Browsers For HRMS

shared database environment, and addressed these performance problems within the first two weeks of
launch. Meanwhile, as the flames flickered on Micronet, we struggled to address browser compatibility.
As purchased, eRecruit is certifie
Explorer and Netscape. The HRM

many of tmese ncompatiiivies :  Figure 4-3. Limiting Customization
modifications (see Figure 1) to d
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The Dream

(2008)

“Charlie, we rolled out Peoplesoft HR in 6 months and full SAP in 3 months at Home Depot”




Standardization: the push for vanilla
(2008)

oo e




Barriers to Standardization

O Truly Unique Processes

O Cultural Resistance
(Administration, [T &
Departments)

@// 777 % O Lack of exception process




We *Look”™ Great! But...

(2008-2010)

BFSQOBAIRS

Home BFS. BAIRS Metrics & Announcements Training & Contact Info A - 2 Topic List

REMEMBER

yyyyyyyyyy

EVG]TYOHG gets 1,500 to 40 (Vanilla) -

Functional owners didn’t get
departmental needs

RRRRR T—
ﬁ__
t g System (BIBS) ~ROLES Creste Approve

0 R - No No No Possibie Possitie |11 N0 No
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O Process automation didn’t get Efee e EoEEE D E Dl
reengineering

O  Business rules didn’t get understood

0O  Everybody got pain: administration &
departments

O Pain got exacerbated by aggressive

schedule




[ essons of Vanilla
(2010)



Lessons of Vanilla =,
(2010) ¥

O Move to “vanilla” brought stealth reengineering in the form
of delivered processes

Need for broad, multi-channel outreach & engagement
Broader representation needed (both constituencies)
Temptation of leadership to over-sell benefits

Change management and communications

“We need less consensus and more participation”

D, DA QR0 T O 00

Delays from fear of being wrong - paralysis and then snap
decisions



c The accelerating pace of change... "
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Change Is Coming to Cal

Leadership must make more nimble, effective decisions

Campus must define governance: input vs. decision rights;
who makes decisions and how

The institution must simplify its processes

The institution must reengineer the way it selects, configures
and deploys technology

The campuses must standardize where we can across the UC
system

This requires re-thinking the organization’s staffing models



The IT Organization Today

784 Berkeley staff classified in IT jobs
today

($81M annually)

O 42 work in demand to identify and

document all aspects of the B
problem to be solved Dt
O 46 work in design and business B Delivis

analysis of projects

O 696 work in delivery of services
(the fire-fighters)



Need to balance:
Demand, Design, Delivery

~ Demand Planning: 25%

. = . ldentify and document all
U : aspects of the problem to be
e solved

Detailed Design: 30% - B D
1 . Analyze process, data and D
gi technology options and map J B Deliver

SRS the solution at the right
layer

Delivery: 45%
Borrow, buy, or build the right
~ —+~  solution to achieve the design
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Managing Demand

24 Timekeeping systems at UC Berkeley

O D0, -0

2 that integrate with PPS electronically
Standardizing on solution

Standard rules : Nonstandard interpretation

The importance of stupid questions
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Aligning Design with Vision

~ Strategy: “Become more student-centric” '

Team’s Interpretation:
. B ———

Student-service focus:

Comfortable Wait

Initiative team designed new comfortable
waiting area with couches, TV etc.

Registrar’s Vision:

3=

Student-service focus:

No Wait

What he meant: Design the registration
process to run “like a hotel check-in”



Sustaining Standards through
Change Management

Process for Technical Bugs and Mods=- BFS
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Multi-campus eProcurement

Using Lessons from Vanilla

New model in play: Saas
A New Role for IT
Business in the Driver’s Seat

Managing Risk and Expectations



Staffing A Project for
Standardization

BearBuy Project Organization Chart A UCB OE Affiliated Project

ec! ring Committee

Frank Yeary (UCB), Ron Coley (UCB),
Operational Steering Committee Andrew Szeri (UCB-OE),
Ron Coley (UCB), Jim Hine (UCB& UCSF), John Wilton {UCB), Frank Yeary P John Wilton (UCB), -- ) End Users Advisory Committee
(UCB), Eric Vermillion (UCSF), John Plotts (UCSF), John Ellis (UCSF), Elazar  [f= = Jim Hine (UCB & UCSF), . UCSF: Maria Guerra (SOD) Suzanne Murphy(EVCP), Fred Schaufele (SOM},

Eric Vermillion {UCSF), Jon Giacomi (FM), Michael Nordberg (SOP),

I
I
Harel {UCSF), Delphine Regalia (UCB), Erin G UCB), Shel W uCs), — =
arel | ), Delphine Regalia ( ), Erin Gore ( ), Shel Wagner { ), (UCSE) :__ UCB & UCSE: Jim Hine
I
I
I

Jane Wong (UCSF)

UC8: Ron Coley, Heidi Hoffman , Mark Schiissel, Costas Spanos, Barbara Lane,

Lori Cripps, Grace Crvarich, Shana Amenaghawon, Diane Leite,
Executive Sponsors
E & | Change - Ron Coley (UCB} F——-
Management Jim Hine (UCSF)
: T 4]
Ralph Maier
oh Project Manager
Vanessa Wong (Lead- UCSF)
Jon Conhaim (Deputy - UCB )
X
L I T T - )
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Office ng Business Process Validation Group Delivery Manager Project
Transformation Robin »
Support
'_Uﬂ— Communications Lead
AP Lead(s) e ur::a(:cnen( Eric Craypo (UCB & Sk Global IT Manager(s) SciQuest Iteration Huron Consultant
Lori Cripps (UCB), ] Barbara Lane (UCB) 1 UCSF) Scott M;\:Gdllvray JR Sculden (UCB), Manager H Jens Brown, David
Gail Kawakami (UCSF) 4 Joe Watz (Uce- | ] Jane Wong (UCSF) Diana Richardson Wong
Promotions)
APSME D:ve Kolsom m-iss;, L L L) IT Tech Lead O G Huron Consultant
Gilbert Ortega (UCSF) Rich Taylor (UC8) Functional SME | |~ Susan Ignacio (UCB) Travis Wills 1 Nina Pukonen
Leah McKee (UCSF) | ) Cindy Lasky (Ucs) | J Training Lead Penny Pan (UCSF) Mimi Sosa (UCSF)
SETER e David Murphy (UCB) Doug Moran (UCSF}
John Leary (UCB) Christine Saenz (UCB) Eugene Reshetov (UCB) IT Development
Stacy Templeman (UCB)| Be 5 Andy Li (UCSF} SciQuest Supplier
Daisy Polma (UCSF) Trainers A:,'"m“::l:': Joe Friedman (UCB) Enablement Lead |
Andrew Kieinhenz | { | christine Saenz (UCB), e (’32:}" ok, Gy
{UCSFJ, 'arke Keeton
Functional SME oA . - nove oot ‘(’Sg;-) Francis Gomes (UCB)
Barbara Scullion (UCSF), | Sourcing Roghu Musini (UC8)
John Leary (UCB) Greg Macway, Dave Gautam Chaudhary
Pendergast, Dave Kolsom [~ (UCSF)
(UCse)
Rich Taylor (UCB), Stacy Eugene Reshetov |~ Testing Lead/
Templeman (UCS) {UCB,UCSF) Dasigner) Load Testing
_ _|Susanna Chau (UCSF}; \—| Wendy Jones (UCB}
| TBD (UCB) TBD (UCSF)
Functional SME | T
Susanna Chau (UCSF- ! =
Lead), Andrew | ! .
Kieinhenz (UCSF)  |I : Nancy Lul (UCSK),
Cindy Lasky(ues) | _ _ _ _ _________/ TBD (UCB)
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Business Needs |dentification Group
~70 memhers LICSF and LICR




Clearly Defining Roles

Business Needs Identification Group

ucs |ucsk
Last Name First Name [Depanmem Name Il.ast Name First Name Role Department Name
Amenaghawon, |Shana |College of Chemistry |aralar Reynaldo Approver, Buyer [FM: CPFM FACILITIES
Py Py — A Pr—— 1= pern " e ~r
3arbara Requester, Buyer |FM: RISK MGMT AND
. - e .
Project Team Roles and Responsibilities
— . " {athy Approver SOM: CANCER CENTE!
Faclate internal meetings to drive resclutions 3nd dedsions by prowiding guldance and \ntonio Approver SOM: ECM-EAMILY HL
<rowledae and best oractices in unhversities setting simiar to UC camouses - -
Provide assstance n configuration declslons, data dedsions, and integration approaches to viatthew Requester, ApproySOP: PHARMACEUTIC
IE& I Precurement Consultant Ralph Maier ‘ran Requester SOM:S/M-DIABETES C
Jskybricige Global Consultant Scatt MacGilvray
JscQuest induding best methodelogy and approach in necessary PeopleSoft enhancements vielanie Requester FM: CONTROLLER'S O
viarina Dept. Mgr 500: OROFACIAL SCIE
tr. s (UCSE) T Procureme their speclalaes vedge versity purchas 3 T )
User Procurement Leads an Denoto-Reynoids (UCSF) he User Procu: v:lr‘wnch):i nruvn:'lc heir speclalzed knowledge on Univ y purchasing saul Buyer SO0 DENT-ORAL & IV
| PP [uca) processes and offer polnts of view from the core procurement operation. Members will attend -
rhara Lane (UCS) P P T - -
arbaratan design workshops and provide Input to the solution configuration and business processes. The v1ary Approver, BuYe‘ SOM: CELL CULTURE
User Procurement Leads have the authority to make critical purchasing business and policy sherl Requester SOM: RADIOLOGY
decisions for their campus. Executive Sponsors have the option to revise these decsions or have | derman Requester, ApproyFM: CPFM-FACILITIES
jthese decisions approved by the Executive Steering Committee, Operational Steering Committee, oyce Finance Mgr SOM: FINANCE OP MY
Purchasing SMEs Dave Kosom [UCSH) The Purchasing SMEs will provide ther specialzed knowledge on UC Berkeley and UCSF
Rich Tayler (UCS) burchasing processes and offer points of view from the core procurement operation. Members | Villlam Approver S0P BIOENGINEERIN!
Darvid Murphey [UCB) will attend desgn workshops and provide input to the solution configuration and business 'Iffaﬁv Requester SON: SCHOOL OF NU#
processes. . e
Dasy Palma [UCSF) vichael Assoc Dean S0P: DEAN'S OFC: SC
Christine Saenz (UGS} Jalsy Approver FAS: CPC
Cindy Lasky (UCS) -onstance Approver SFGH PSYCH CHILD
Stacey Templeman [UCB) \udrey Consultant M
IContracting/Strategic Sourcing Dave Ko'som [UCSF) The Contract Manager provides thelr specialized knowledge on the Universty procurement X
oL Tavior (UCE) contract management processes and requirements. Has the responsibility and authority for J1a Approver, Buyer |SOP: DEPARTMT OF C
I Taylor (VL0 averall suppier relationships, onteact regotiation, driving suppher requirements, and conducting | fictor Reauester SOP: DEPARTMT OF C
Dave Pendergast (UCSH) supplier performance management
Greg Macway (UCSF) [The Strategic Sourcing team collaborates with SciQuest Supplier Enablement resources and
Sracey Tempeman suppliers in faclitating and managing supplier enablement, catalag configuration and supplier
foutes 1 rolates 1o SEQuest content
AP Leads Gall Kawakam| {UCSF) The AP Leads provide ther specizized knowledge on University finance and accounts payable
—— arocesses and alfer points of view from the core finance operation. Members will attend desgn
Loei Cripps (UCB) workshops and peovide input 1o the solution conliguration and business processes, The AP Lead
s the respansibility and authority 1o make critical AP business and poicy decisions for each o
AP SMIEs Patsy Gee [UCSH) r"’m AF SMEs provide ther speciaized tnowledge on University finance and accounts payable




Managing Risk

UCB - UCSF BearBuy Implementation Risk Analysis

A risk analysis for the BearBuy implementation is performed scon after it is determined that the project hints a sign of slippage in early February 2011.The initial risk analysis will lixely focus more on project-level i
such as no functional design work, inadequate resources, and competing project priorities. The risk analysis will be updated monthly to ensure that the risk activities (mitigations, monitoring, contingency) are still

adequate and that the risk priorities are still true. New risks may be identified, older risks might be minimized, and mitigations may need to be updated. Ideally, a continuous risk management approach should be
ensure that the most relevant risks to this project will be monitored, tracked, and mitigated.

Risk Assessment Consideration

Does the project have executive sponsorship and championship?

What is the level of responsiveness of the supplier and access to information of the SciQuest functionality?

Has the project taken into consideration team knowledge gap in customizing PeopleSoft to integrate to SciQuest when developing the project plan schedule?

How likely is it that the design and verification effort has been underestimated? Has the effort been significantly underestimated?

Are the functional requirements defined, complete, unambiguous and understood by the team? If not, what percentage of requirements is still uncertain?

Does the project consultants have the right level of expertise and experience implementing project in universities of this size and complexity?

Is there a risk of stakeholders' lack of confidence that BearBuy will deliver to help end users do their job? Do the requirements adequately meet users' business needs?

Methodology

Each risk is assigned a value for the probability (how likely) and the impact (consequences). In this risk assessment, the probability is given the value of 1 (low), 2 {medium), or 3 (high). The impact is also rated o
same scale. The rating is derived by multiplying the value in probability and impact to give a value of 1 through 9, where 1 is a low probability/low impact risk and 9 is a high probability/nhigh impact risk.

Risk Matrix for UCB and UCSF BearBuy Implementation
Probability Impact
Risk ID Risk L M H L M H | Rating Imsk Owner Mitigating
1 Project team does not undearstand project vision, objectives, and desired x X 6 Ron Coley E tive sp o project vision to project team, confirm
outcome [Jim Hine junderstanding and team commitment.
2 Campus stakenholders lack confidence in success of project, low x X g [vanessaWong [Conduct cutreach, understand user needs, and will valdate user requiren
agoption. LJon Conhaim lensure meeting their needs.
Ron Celey
3 Commitment of effort (%) in functional resources are inadaquate. X X 6 Lim Hine |Secure functicnal rescurces as top prionity.
4 Technical resources lack confidemce project will be & success due to x X Ron Coley Restore confidence by demonstrating solutions are being implemented be
experience In BFS and that the project is deadine driven. im Hine users’ neads and feedback.
» Fill Change Manager position asap and plan an aggressive and effective
5 of comr:enmgean d wron m’" ;anam;gmaz:roam. inappropriate level X X ::%s:nah\gl:‘ng Imanagement strategy. Begin executing change management activites an
u wrong target audy : ! jusers communication.
| Escalate to executive level of SciQuest to correct situation by augmenting
6 SciQuest team is not responsive; dees not dellver tasks on time. X X 6 Nim Hine rces both in design/buid and technical s ]
7 Liens are not correct related to ineffective PO Export integration (2.9. x X g 'R Schuden IEngage and leverage Skybridge PecpleSoft expertise to achieve seamles
Change Order, chartfields) LJane Wong Integration to SciQuest.
8 P:z::s':x of e(;zr;nngellr:‘e ar; l;?de(es:;“:am' re:::l?:ag':‘n x X anessa Wong Re-align project schedules according to realistc deadines and SciQuest
:ned:bmy Xpac ’ sense PPag! & on Conhaim [olan. Estmate number of hours or level of effort for each task.
h
° Team has knowledge gap in customizing PecpleSoft to integrate to x X 2 |sg Global [Consult with Skybridge Glebal on best appreach and guidance on integra
SciQuest. bridge jooints.
Program management support {consuitants) lack expertise and
Dere Smith [Augment the consuiting team with consultant with the right expertise. Eva
10 experience in implementing in client environment of similar size and X X 6 (Huron) oot ca and take corrective actions as necessary.
11 |Progress and project roliout at different pace Ben o campusee, x X g [Fon Coley tay In lockstep as much as possible. Establish contingency plan and roll
[Jim Hine trategy.
taff project members with thorough knowledge in procure-to-pay businet
Inability to share commoenality in business processes, configuration, Ron Cole:
12 ka'z" eatalon atratams ty P 9 X X 6 lim Hina y s, systems, and with broad view of organizaticnal goals to impleme




Where do we go from here!

Shared Service Centers

Re-engineered organization (demand, design, deliver)

[T shifts more focus to a consultative role to the business
Defining governance and funding for common good

Robust program management function

N Ticrdized el You've Got Fun:ing!
Expansion of %
Shared Services -
Common Good
Funding

IT Reports to IT



Discussion & Questions



