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STRATEGIC INFORMATION MANAGEMENT (SIM)
SELF-ASSESSMENT TOOLKIT

PREFACE

Federal agencies are under pressure to improve the services they provide to the public, with
greater accountability for achieving results, quicker and at lower cost. Pressures for change
are coming from a variety of sources. The 1993 Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA) establishes expectations for agencies to plan strategically and achieve better mission
outcomes. Other laws, regulations, and guidance are contributing to new demands on agency
managers, along with public expectations of improved service. A consensus has been
developing that federal agencies can and must change the way they work, and change in ways

that deliver beiter services to the public.

These pressures are making it necessary for agencies to manage their operations strategica.dy,
taking advantage of information technologies (IT) where appropriate. Federal agencies have
not kept pace with evolving management practices and skills necessary to (1) precisely define
critical information needs, and (2) select, apply, and control changing information
technologics. The result, in many cases, has been wasted resources, a frustrated public unable
to get quality service, and a government ill-prepared to measure and manage its affairs in an
acceptable, businesslike manner. Agencies need to improve their management practices in
order to mitigate risks leading to poor IRM performance and get higher returns on their

information technology investmernts.

May 1994, GAO issued a study of how leading private and public sector organizations
- { re improving their mission performance through strategic information management and

t :anology.! GAO found that senior managers in these organizations used a consistent ‘et of

! Evecutive Guide: Improving Mission Perfermance Through Strategic Information
Mar.agement and Technology (GAO/AIMD-94-115).
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practices that helped them to achieve successful performance outcomes. These practices
worked because, over time, they institutionalized better ways of doing business that ure
necessary to capture the value of information and information technology. They require no
new laws to implement them, since they are consistent with current federal regulations. The
practices are supported by the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs and the heads of
over 20 federal agencies. OMB has incorporated them in its revision of A-130, and GSA has
included them in their draft IRM guide.

This Strategic Information Management (SIM) Self-Assessment Toolkit is designed to help
agencies put these practices tc work for themselves. The practices address enterprise-wide
information management issues and do not prescribe how to design, build, test, and acquire
information systems. Rather, the focus of a SIM self-assessment is on achieving measurable
improvements in outcome-criented performance that matters to the public, rather than just on
complying with rules and regulations. Agency assessment teams can use this guide to
benchmark the agency’s current strategic information management practices against a defined
set of practices used by leading private and public sector organizations. Based or these
results, senior agency management can develop and rccommend specific actions to pursue in
order to improve the implementation of these practices over time and achieve measurable

improvements in performance.

Caveats About This Guide

Strategic information management is in a relatively immature state ard is influenced by a
wide range of factors--managerial, technical, cultural, and political. Stable cause-and-effect
relationships are difficult to define and expert points of view often differ significantly. This
exposure draft--based upon our analysis of a relatively small number of case study
organizations--admittedly is neither comprehensive or complete. A number of areas remain
that require further research before integrating them into our framework. We view this

product as the first in a series of efforts needed to help bring strategic information
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management in the federal government up to the level of leading organizations. As such, we
ask that users of “his assessment toolkit treat it as an evolving product that will undergo
refinement and additions as it is pilot tested further and as we receive input from agencies
reviewing and using this draft. We will also continue to explore and revisit the management
practices themselves in response to the changing IRM environment, and will refine the

practices or incorporate additional ones that may emerge over time.

The fundamental practices identified in the toolkit should be vicwed as a template relevant to
any organization. We recognize that this particular management template can require
customized appl:cation to any organization depending on a wide variety of contextual factors
(e.g., current improvement initiatives in place) as well as existing organizational strengths and

weaknesses.

Additionally, this assessment tool should not be treated as cookbook that everyone in your
organization can readily understand and apply. Using it requires knowledge, experience, and
judgement in strategic information management. If used solely in a "check list" manner, it

will not produce the benefits it is intended to yield.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview of Strategic Information Management
Strategic Information Management (SIM) is the process by which top agency officials and line
managers plan for, direct, and evaluate the use of information and information technologies to
help accomplish their major programmatic objectives. It is a critical part of any general
management approach, cutting across basic organizational activities such as financial
management, program management, property management, and human resources management.
Strategic information management typically involves:

. defining a mission based on customers and neceds;

e establishing core business processes to meet those nceds;

. understanding the management decisions that guide the mission delivery

Processes;

. supporting those decisions with the right information available to the right people

at the right time; and

. using information technelogy to improve the delivery of products, goods, and

services to customers.

Figure 1 outlines the critical questions that senior managers face in each of these areas.
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Figure 1: Strategic Information Management Issues
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How is the mission defined and tied to customer needs?
What are the explicit goals, strategies, and performance indicators?

Are processes, systems, and people properly aligned to achieve the mission?
What are the right strategic information systems projects to work on and is

there adequate return?

What are core managemcnt and business processes?
Which processes are highest cost and most customer sensitive?

Which processes present the most significant opportunities and risks for

improvement?

How are the right people involved in decisions at the right time?
How are processes working to organize decision-making?
Which key decisions support mission accomplishment?

How is the organization learning from its choices over time?

How accurate, reliable, secure, and timely is information?

1. "w valuable and useful is information to make decisions?

How are performance measurement data being captured?

How well integrated are financial, management, and mission data?

Are information technology alternatives being fully considered?
How are the most appropriate technologies identified?

Are technologies in line with relevant industry standards?

How well integrated and interconnected are technology assets?

As the arrows in this figure show, there is a mutual dependency between technology and

information, and the decisions, w-rk processes, and missions that they support.
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1.2 Improving Management Practices Over Time

This assessment guide is intended to help senior mangers (1) determine how well their agency
is applying information resources ‘o acnieve program results and (2) develop an action plan for
implementing effective management practices. Leading organizations have found that it takes
time to implement good management practices and significantly improve mission performance.
An initial SIM assessment of your agency will probably show that it has neither fully
implemented these management practices, nor achieved desired levels of improvement in
program results. For this reason, a SIM assessment should not be viewed as a one-time effort
Rather, the initial review should establish a baseline of the agency’s practices and develop an
action plan for continually improvirg them over time. Subsequent SIM assessments should
show whether your agency is making progress in putting ttese practices in place, and is

achieving demonstrated results in improving mission performance.

Improvement should be demonstrated both in applying the means (the use of effective IRM
strategies and processes) and achieving the ends (demonstrated improvements in mission
outcomes and in IRM’s contribution to those outcomes). Agency assessments like these are
particularly vulnerable to limited success because of a tendency for a process focus to become
the ends rather than the means of producing demonstrated results. In addition, in the federal
government environment where turnover in agency leadership is commen, it is easy for these
efforts to be treated as quick snapshot efforts that end up losing momentum and commitment ‘
over time.The following table shows how an agency might progress over time in both

implementing the management practices and demonstrating mission perfermance improvement.
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Table 1: Approximate Implementation Stages for Management Practices

Benchmark Improvement in | Across-the- Continued Selected
assessment 3 or more board across-the- practices have
completed for practices improvement in | board been fully
current all practices improvement implemented,
management as at leading
practices organizations
Performance Complete set of | Performance Positive, stable | Positive, stable
indicators indicators indicators being | trend trend
under developed; recorded and established in established in
Jevelopment baseline tracked selected most indicators
completed indicators

Throughout the SIM assessment process, the assessment team should look for evidence of

measurable improvements in the your agency’s program perfofmance, linked to its information
resource management activities, as well as effective management processes. The team’s goals
should therefore be two-fold--determining whether the agency implements recommended
policies and procedures, wt ile looking for the payoffs from that implementation. Measuring
demonstrated results as well as evaluating processes will give you a more complete picture of

your agency’s information management effectiveness.

Our experience with leading organizations coufirms that moving through the stages described
above may take anywhere from 2 to 5 years, and that maintaining momentum over the long
haul is critical. However, case study examples demonstrate that some short-term
improvements, such as reducing high-risk projects, elimination of low-value systems projects,
and increased productivity, should occur within 12 to 24 months after putting scme of these
management practices in place. Moreover, seve:al intangible benefits can also accrue for the
organization, such as increased capability with existing people and resources and smoother
oversight relations because of a common frame of reference being used to explain and evaluate

agency progress in meeting peiformance goals.
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1.3 Purpose and Underlying Principles of the Toolkit

The SIM self-assessment toolkit is based on GAO’s research on management practices and
performance measurement at selected private, state, and federal organizations that are leaders
in using information resources to support mission goals. This research, summarized in GAO’s
report, Executive Guide: Improving Mission Performance Through Strategic Information
Management and Technology (GAO/AIMD-94-115), emphasizes the importance of strategic
information management in creating improvements in agency operations through significant
changes in assumptions and practices. You should familiarize yourself with this report to

increase your understanding of the SIM principles, which are summarized below.’

GAQ’s report describes 11 fundamental management practices followed by the senior
management of successful organizations in reducing costs, improving quality, and increasing
responsiveness. to customers--key areas in mission performance. These practices are well-
suited to the federal environment since they reinforce the thrust of current and prdposed laws
and regulations, and do not require additional legislation. (See appendix I for the linkages
between the SIM management practices and federal laws and regulations governing IRM.)

The 11 practices, summarized below, can be grouped into three critical functions: (1) deciding
to work differently, (2) directing resources toward high-value uses, and (3) supporting

improvement with the right skills, roles, and responsibilities.

< A copy of this report may be ordered from GAO’s document distribution center by calling
(202) 512-6000. This first copy is free; additional copies are $2 each.

Expaosure Draft, version 1.0 (October 28, 1994) 10




DECIDE TO CHANGE
Initiate, mandate, and facilitate major changes in information

management to improve performance

Practice 1: Recognize and communicate the urgency to change information
management practices

Senior management focuses on what they are getting for the money being spent on information
technology and what information they need to run the organization. Without executives
recognizing the need to unprove information management, meaningfu' change is slow, and
sometimes impossible. To significantly increase the rate of change requires new technologies,
new processes, and new ways of doing business.

Practice 2: Get line management involved and create ownership

Line ownership and accountability starts with the chief executive, who sets clear expectations
and places responsibility for information management decisions and results with line
executives who deal directly with the customer. Without such accountability, it is too easy to
improperly delegate decision-making, accept project delays, or fail to discern the loss of
projected benefits.

Practice 3: Take action and maintain momentum

A willingness to take action and maintain momentum is the difference between lip service and
real improvement. Because of existing barriers to improving information management, leading
organizations give considerable attention to initiating the change process and ensuring that it
maintains momentum.

DIRECT CHANGE
Establish an outcome-oriented, integrated strategic

information management process

Practice 4: Anchor strategic planning in customer needs and mission goals

Almost every organization has mission and information planning processes and plans. But the
most effective strategic business and information management planning processes are both
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tightly linked and anchored, not to bureaucratic requirements, but to explicit goals that meet
external customer needs. Successful information systems are defined not only as the ones
delivered on time and within budget, but also as those that produce meaningful improvements
in cost, quality, and timeliness of service.

Practice 5: Measure the performance-of key mission delivery processes

Successful organizations rely heavily on performance measures to define mission goals and
objectives, quantify problems, evaluate alternatives, allocate resources, track progress, and
learn from mistakes. Good performance measures define the information needed to perform a
mission well and allow organizations to learn objectively and consistently over time. They
also measure whether information technology projects really make an impact on mission
outcomes.

Practice 6: Focus on process improvement in the context of an architecture

Information technology projects that do not consider process redesign typically fail or reach
only a fraction of their potential, while process improvement efforts that ignore technology
usually leave significant opportunities on the table. Further, when many independent process
improvements are pursued in an uncoordinated and unorganized fashion, chaos,
incompatibility, and fragmentation can result. To reduce risks and maximize the benefits of
process improvements across an entire enterprise, an architecture (i.e., shared standards and
rules for processes, data, and technology) is vital.

Practice 7: Manage information systems projects as investments

Leading organizations manage proposed information systems projects as investments, rather
than expenses. Moreover, senior management teams use a disciplined process to select,
control, and evaluate all major information systems projects. This disciplined process ensures
that dollars are put to work where the needs are greatest and the returns on investment are
highest.

Practice 8: Integrate the planning, budgeting, and evaluation processes

Successful organizations pay close attention to integrating the planning, budgeting, and
performance measurement processes. This helps force the linkage of information systems
efforts to the mission, provides tight controls during implementation, and allows regular
assessments to ensure that benefits accrue. Without links to planning, budgeting becomes a
reactive exercise to priorities of the moment that are not weighed adequately against future
needs. Without links to performance measurement, mistakes are either not discovered or are
repeated. And without links to budgeting, plans become mere paper exercises in
rationalization.
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SUPPORT CHANGE
Build organizationwide information management

capabilities to address mission needs

Practice 9: Establish customer/supplier relationships between line and information
management professionals

The best-designed management processes in the world cannot work without defining roles and
responsibilities (i.e., knowing who is going to do what). In successful organizations, line
executives typically behave as the customers of information management support professionals
by asserting control over information systems project funding and direction. Information
management professionals then act as suppliers, working to support the line unit’s effort to
achieve a management objective, raake a critical decision, or solve a problem.

Practice 10:  Position a Chief Information Officer as a senior management partner

Establishing a Chief Information Officer as a senior management partner is critical to building
an organizationwide information management capability. In successful organizations, the Chief
Information Officer typically serves as a bridge between top management, information
management units, and line management. Although the Chief Information Officer is no
substitute for institutionalized information management processes, this person--working closely
as a peer--helps line executives change how they manage information resources and technology
assets.

Practice 11:  Upgrade skills and knowledge of line and information management
professionals

Lasting improvements in information management are impossible without upgrading the
knowledge and skills of executives, managers, and information management professionals. In
the rapidly evolving world of information technology, remaining current is vital.
Organizations that fail to improve themselves continuously become literally trapped in
antiquated skill bases, which then become an anchor inhibiting the organization’s ability to
change.
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1.4 Organization and Use of the Toolkit

The toolkit is designed to be flexible enough to accommodate different analytical approaches
and levels of scope. It contains two sets of assessment tools thai differ primarily in the level
of detail and analysis required to complete them. First, the diagnostic tools provide a way for
the agency to conduct a quick, preliminary assessment of key strategic information
management practices, which have been grouped into six categories (described in section 3).
Using criteria statements and suggested questions, the assessment team can work with agency
management to understand how wel! the SIM praciices are currently being applied and to score
the agency at a specific maturity level using a four point benchmark scale. Using the
diagnostic tools, the team can quickly determine which practices warrant more in-depth
attention over others and establish priorities for detailed assessment work. In other situations,
an assessment team might decide that enough is already known about the agency’s relative
strengths and weaknesses to skip the diagnostic phase and immediaiely select specific
management pracices for a detailed assessment. The critical point is for the assessment team
to carefully consider how to use the diagnostic tools to most effectively complete a meaningful
and results-focused assessment. It is important to recognize, however, that the diagnostic tools
are not intended to be used alone. A detailed review of some or all of the practices needs to
be done in order to obtain an in-depth understanding of the weaknesses that need to be

improved and to develop a specific action plan that will yield useful results.

The detailed assessment tools (described in section 4) drive the analysis down to a lower
level of detail and provide greater specificity for assessing individual management practices.
These tools are similar in design to the diagnostic tools (i.e., assessment questions and
benchmark scales), except that each of the 11 SIM practices is treated separately and in more

detail.
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2.0 INIT| ATING A SIM SELF-ASSESSMENT

21 “ritical Success Factors

Doing a SIM self-assessment can be a time-consuming, resource-intensive effort. Conducting
such an exercise on top of the agency’s pressing day-to-day operations and management
matters is not a trivial task. For the ssessment to be conducted seriously and successfully, the

following preconditions should be fully considered:

. Executive leadership and commitment to the project is essential, both at the career

and political levels

Executive management must fully support the self-assessment, understand and
communicate its purpose, and commit to using it as a basis for initiating changes

designed to improve the agency’s mission performance.

. Joint program and IRM management involvement is required

This exercise cannot be successful if it is conducted solely by the information
management and technology professionals in the agency. In order for the agency to
determine how well it is managing its information and technology assets in ways
that p duce effective mission results, the agency’s program and business units must
be actively involved in assessing current conditions and suggesting means of

improvement.

. An assessment team equipped with knowledge of strategic information management

and IRM skills should be dedicated on a full-time basis to manage the effort

Although there is no recipe for team size or qualifications, it is essential that the

agency dedicate staff on a full-time basis to plan, manage, and facilitate the SIM
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assessment. Trying to manage this exercise on top of existing schedules and day-
to-day responsibilities poses a great risk to the agency’s ability io conduct it
successfully in a timely and effective manner. Appointing a dedicated team also is
a highly visible signal of top management support. The team should have a good
cross-sectional understanding of information management, technology, and program
areas of the agency. Team members shov!ld include staff who are experienced in
facilitating group discussions; possess gou:1 analytical, written, and oral

communication skills; and are adept in project 'management.
. Management must commit to follow through with an action plan for improvement

Using the results of the assessment to support and devise needed information
management improvements clearly demonstrates to the agency rank- and-file that the

effort is being taken seriously by top management.
2.2 Decisions About Project Scope and Direction

Agency management and the assessment team should consider several important factors
concerning project scope and direction before starting a SIM self-assessment. First, agency
management must decide whether the focus of the assessment should be organizationwide,
encompassing all major mission areas, or focus on a single mission area and its related
organizational components. This decision should weigh the size, structure, and organizational
complexity of the agency against time, available resources, and the overall goals of the

assessment.

Second, agency management should consider how the project will ba'ance the assessment and
benchmarking dimensions (i.e., determining scores and leve! of maturity) against the desire to
produce real change. Agencies can fall into a trap of expending tremendous energy on

producing "correct” benchmark scores and lose perspective on learning from the exercise and
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using it as a way to more cffectively apply IRM strategies and processes to achieve

demonstrated improvements in mission outcomes.

Third, an agency can consider starting the assessment by focusing exclusively on readily
known and identified SIM weaknesses and corresponding opportunities for change. Beginning
the assessment with known problem areas might assist the agency in constructing corrective

actionc responsive to internal management studies or external oversight reviews.

Fourth, the agency should consider how a SIM self-assessment can effectively augment or
potentially conflict with other ongoing management improvement efforts, such as total quality
management projects, process improvement initiatives, or strategic planning sessions. In
particular, resource commitments, deadlines, priorities, and expected payoffs of these

competing projects have to be weighed agzinst those expected from the SIM assessment.

2.3 Using a Standard Process Is Critical to Success

Based on our experience, GAO also suggests that the assessment team use a structured
approach that incorporates the following four elements: (1) educating the assessment team and
key senior agency managers on the SIM practices and self-assessment process and reaching
consensus on a well-conceived project plan that is aggressively managed with disciplined
milestones and deliverables; (2) assessing existing agency SIM practices using data collection
templates in this guide and then benchmarking the agency using the associated benchmark
scales; (3) interpreting the benchmarking results and transmitting the results to agency
executives; and (4) devising an action plan for improvement that establishes priorities,
separates short-term improvements from long-term ones, and emphasizes measuring
demonstrated results. A sample work plan for a team carrying out a self-assessment is shown

in table 2.
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Table 2: Sample Work Plan for a SIM Self-Assessment

1: Educate top management
 the content. andfiﬁpplibation‘of
SIM pmmcea anad how to best

,Swp 2: Gaﬂie_,r,datahwded'to
assess each of the 11 SIM_
practices; conduct dxagnosuc -

‘ _:'andlor dcuu]cd benchmark scssmns

| improvements

Activities/work steps:

Discuss GAO best practices
report and toolkit

Activities/work steps:

1. Determine composition of
data/information buadles

Activities/work steps:

1. Interpret reasons behind
benchmarking scores

Project plan

Establish in-house agency
compendium of best practices
materials and references

Establish agency focal points
for best practices

Listing of external people and
organizations for reference

Resource packages for current
agency practices/policies
pertaining to each of the SIM
best practices

Staff paper documenting
scoring summary for each
practice

2. Answer questions about necessary to assess agency on | 2. Crosswalk benchmarking
specific examples of the 11 each practice scores with previous SIM
SIM best practices 2. Collect data/conduct reviews

3. Assemble reference materials interviews 3. Establish prioritization for

4. Create a project assessment 3. Familiarize participants with areas needing improvement
team and scoring methodology used to (in sync with general SIM
(a) establish scope, benchmark each practice reforms underway or
constraints, caveats 4. Determine benchmarking planned )

(b) set benchmarking scores 4. Communicate urgency of
prioritization and sequencing 5. Discuss areas and raethods for addressing these issues to
(c) agree on roles, improvement agency top management
responsibilities, and
expectations
(d) determine project
schedules & milestones
(e) establish data sharing
mechanisms
(f) agree on expected
outcomes/briefings/products
(g) agree on benchmarking
evaluation/scoring procedures
Outputs: Outputs: Outputs:

Issue analysis summary

Action plan on what
changes are necessary to
achieve improvements
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3.0 DIAGNOSTIC PHASE

3.1 Objectives

The diagnostic phase is designed to help an assessment team identify the practices critical to
the agency’s success that seem to be most at risk. This preliminary assessment will quickly
compare the agency’s strategic information practices against the leading practices at a high
level. The purpose is to identify, prioritize, and select the most serious weaknesses for further,

detailed review.

3.2 Description of the Six Diagnostic Areas

To speed the diagnostic phase, the 11 management practices have been combined into six
higher-level groupings. The "decide to change" practices are treated as one unit, as are the
"support change” issues. In addition, the strategic planning practice is combined with the
practice of integrating strategic planning with budgeting and other strategic processes, since
they are closely related. These diagnostic areas and key assessment questions are summarized
below.

*  The Importance of Information Management to the Agency Mission

Have agency executives and senior managers initiated short- and long-term changes, using

information resources, to help resolve mission problems and improve performance?
o Strategic Planning, Budget, and Evaluation Integration
Does the agency operate by an integrated strategic management process that is based on

internal and external customer needs, links planning to budget and investment decisions,

and uses performance assessment to revise strategic plans?
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*  Measure the Performance of Key Mission Delivery Processes

Does the agency effectively use mission delivery and IRM performance measures to gauge

how well the agency meets the needs of key external customers?

* Focus on Process Improvement in the Context of an Architecture

Is the agency focusing IRM goals, strategies, and resources on core business process

improvement within the context of an organization-wide architecture?

* Manage Information and Information Technology Projects as Investments
Does the agency use an investment review board (IRB) led by executive managers to make
IRM investment decisions, including initial funding decisions for proposed projects and
periodic reviews throughout the project life cycle?

*  Build Organization-Wide Capabilities to Address Mission Needs
Has the agency established clear roles for line managers and information resource
managers as internal customers and suppliers, positioned a Chief Information Officer (CIQ)
as a senior manager, and established a professional development program for line and
IRM managers?

3.3 Assessment Procedures

During the diagnostic phase, the assessment team will complete three tasks:
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. use a relatively small number of review questions to gather high-level information
about the agency’s strategic management practices in each of the six diagnostic

areas,

. use benchmark scales for each of the six diagnostic areas to assess the maturity of
the agency’s management practices against the practices of leading organizations,

and

. determine which of these diagnostic areas should be the subject of a detailed

review.

Each of the six diagnostic areas has two types of tools: a diagnostic table and a benchmark

scale.

The diagnostic table for each of the six areas begins by listing the critical issues to be
assessed. The significance of the issues is then briefly noted. Following this is & set of
criteria statements that indicate what leading organizations do in this area. Each criteria
statement includes a set of ques.ions to help you probe your agency’s actual practices in order
to determine how closely they match the criteria statement. The questions are key ones, but
should be treated as suggestions only; you may need to tailor them to unique agency
situations. The questions are accompanied by typical information sources, either documents or
interviews with agency officials. At this stage, you should be very selective about the amount
of information you gather. Remember that the intent of the diagnostic phase is to quickly

scope out potential management problems for detailed review.

The benchmark scale in each diagnostic area allows you to rank your agency based on the
extent to which it follows the criteria statements described above. The benchmark scale is
divided into {Hur columns, representing four levels of maturity in applying information

management practices. Unstructured (level 1) means that the agency has not defined policies
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or procedures for implementing the management practices. Being defined (level 2) means that
policies are being written that call for the expected practices, but they have not yet been put in
place. Being implemented (level 3) ineans that appropriate IRM policies and processes have
been designed and are being foliowed in parts of the agency, but they may not be consistently
followed. Institutionalized (level 4) means that the agency has fully adopted the IRM practices
called for, applies them consistently, and improves them through a feedback loop. Figure 2
shows an example of a benchmark scalc. Notice that items on the scale are divided roughly

diagonally, with negative characteristics (in italic) dominating the two left columns.
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Figure 2: Sample Benchmark Scale

BENCHEMARK MATRIX FOR DIAGNOSTIC AREA 4:
FOCUS ON PROCESS IMPROVEMENT IN THE CONTEXT OF AN ARCHITECTURE

Criticul Issue: Is the agency focusing IRM goals, strategies, and resources on core business process improvement

O There is no agncy-
wide program for
process improvement,

does not effectively
target a small number
of core business
processes.

O Improvement
technigues (e.g., TQM,
BPR) are not selected
to maztch the specific
problems :%ey are
intended 10 solve.

O Improvement projects
are stovepipe efforts,
not integrated or
guided by agency
architectures.

within the context of an organization-wide architecture?

or the existing program

M [0 An agency-wide

improvement program is
being established that
includes BPR.

0 Core business processes

have been defined, and
BPR projects are easily
distinguished from other
improvement efforts.

O Core processes have not
been sufficieatly
analyzed for needed
improvements, with
expected process
outcomes redefined.

O Improvement priarities
and project selection
methods are not
established.

O Process improvement
projects are not always
strongly linked to
customer needs.

O An established proce:s

improvement program
is in place.

O Senior executives set
priorities for
improvement projects
to ensure that they are
directed at core
processes.

O Comprehensive
architectural standards
covering data, systems,
and business models
have not been
established to allow
integration among the B
projects.

O Implementation plans
lack well-defined
performance indicators
that link to customer
needs.

[0 The agency engages in

BPR or other process
improvement efforts,
focused on order-of-
magnitude
improvements in cost,
quality, or customer
service. Expected
payoffs and risks are
defined and understood
by top executives.

Projects are customer-
oriented and focused
on core business
processes.

The organization
consistently follows
comprehensive
architectural standards
that govern data and
technology as- well as
procedures for
mapping key processes
and information flows.

Preliminary Assessment of Risk and Opportunities for Improvement:
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Figure 3 illustrates the correspondence between the criteria statements in the diagnostic table
and the specific characteristics of the highest maturity level ("institutionalized") in the
benchmark scale. The correspondence may be on-to-one, as illustrated in the figure, or the
criteria statement may flow into two or more of the "institutionalized” characteristics. This
close correspondence is designed to make it easier to move from the questions and data
collection to the data analysis--which in this case means deciding where to place your agency

on the scale.
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Figure 3: Relationship of Diagnostic Table to Benchmark Scale

ARCHITECTURE

DIAGNOSTIC AREA 4: FOCUS ON PROCESS IMPROYEMENT IN THE CONTEXT OF AN

Critical Issue: Is the agency focusing IRM goals, strategies, and resources on core business process
improvemens within the context of an organization-wide architecture?

dramatically imving cost, quality, and

e —— —————— ==

creste order-of-magnitde improvements.
s Does the agency have a process improvement program?
*  Does the program include projects expected 10 result in

order-of-magnitude improvements in cost, quality, and/or
service delivery?

on core business processes.

*  Has the agency identified its customer needs, and the
core processes which service those customer needs?

¢ Do the improvement projects focus on core mission
delivery processes?

2. Improvement projects are cusiomer-orientsd and focused

3. The agency uses information and IT architectures to
support its process improvement.

* Do the agency's architectures include standards for data,
hardware, and software structures, and a standard
coafiguration managecment process?

¢ Do internal customers and top managers participate in
defining the standards and architectures?

y short time.

Significance: Achieving dramatic improvements in the way federal agencies meet the needs of the public is a
driving force behind efforts such as the Nitional Perfonnance Review and the Government Performance and
Results Act. To achieve these results, agencies must select appropriate improvement techniques, ranging from
continuous quality improvement efforts to radical changes in basic work processes. Business process
reengineering is a key element of an overall improvement program because it provides an approach for

speed of service within a relativel

s staiy

* Process
improvement goals,
strategies, and
echniques

* [nventd
iinprovement projectt
¢ Customer needs
analyses

¢ Reengineering
projeci plans

standards and systems
architecture standards

* Performance
indi

* BPR projectT®

¢ CIO and head of
IRM operations

result from reengineering.

Typical Problems: Agencies may not have a well-developed process improvement program in place that
provides a robust variety of improvement techniques. Agencies may not understand their customers’ needs or
the work processes in place to meet customer needs, and may lack performance measures to determine how well
they meet those needs. Improvement efforts may be leading to the development of more stovepiped infcrmation
systems because the agency lacks architectural standards to guide major changes in information systems that

REA 4:

BF AN ARCHITECTURE

ore business process improvement

O The agency engages in

BPR or other process
improvement efforts,
focused on order-of-
magnitude
improvements in cost,
quality, or customer
service. Expected
payoffs and risks are
defined and understood
by top executives.

Projects arc customer-
oriened and focused
on core business
processes.

The organization
consistently follows
comprehensive
architectural standards
that govern data and
technology as well as
procedures for
mapping key processes
and information flows.

Exposure Draft, version 1.0 (October 28, 1994)

25



In scoring a diagnostic area, you should " place the agency at a given maturity level unless
it fully meets the positive characteristics of that level. In other words, being "almost a level 3"
wold be scored as a "level 2." Data collection for the diagriostic phase should take advantage
of group interviewing techniques, supplemented with individual interviews and limited
document analysis. You may save time and stimulate discussion by setting up group
interviews that bring together individuals responsible for different aspects of one issue, such as

IRM investment decisions.

3.4 Identifying Areas for Detailed Review

For each criteria statement listed in each of the six diagnostic areas, you should determine
whether there is evidence of problems that should be explored in more detail. If your agency
has not developed or implemented all of the management practices described under
"institutionalized" in a particular area, you should flag that area for possible additional work.
A summary sheet is provided at the end of the diagnostic phase to roll up the results of your

benchmark assessments.

If the summary chart shows that two or three areas are rated low on their benchmark scales,
you should probably plan to target those practices for detailed review. if you find that all or
mos* of the areas are at low levels of maturity, you may need to reduce the list by considering

other factors, such as

. agency priorities and judgments about which practices address its most serious

performance problems;

. congressional interests and concerns;

» feasibility or receptivity of the agency to improve a selected practice; and
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. your judgment on which of the 11 practices offer the most payoff for your agency,

or make the most sense as a first step in a long-range improvement process.

The assessment team should discuss this selection with top agency executives and look for
opportunities to get buy-in from them on what the improvement priorities should be.
Agreement at this early stage could lead to a more positive outcome at the end of the

assignmeni, when you will recommend an action plan for improvement.

3.5 Outputs

The diagnostic phase should produce two outputs. First is a short summary of your initial
assessment, identifying areas of greatest concern in the agency’s IRM practices. The summary
should include some initial observations on IRM problems and what the agency could do to
make improvements. Second, the assessment team should prepare a project plan, showing a
work breakdown for carrying out a more detailed assessment of targeted practices. The
detailed review section, described in section 4, will provide you with more comprehensive
issues, questions, and criteria for you to use in assessing the 11 practices on an individual

basis.

3.6 The Diagnostic Tools: Tables, Benchmark Scales, and Summary Sheet

The remaining pages of this section contain the tables and scales for each of the 6 diagnostic
areas. At the very end of this section are the summary sheets to help you record the results of

the benchmark exercise. Each of the criteria statemr.nts within the 6 diagnostic areas

corresponds to a row on the summary sheet.
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Diagnostic Assessment Tools
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DIAGNOSTIC AREA 1: THE IMPORTANCE OF INFORMATION MANAGEMENT TO THE AGENCY
MISSION

Critical Issue: Have agency executives and senior managers initiated short- and long-term changes, using
information resources, to help resolve mission problems and improve performance?

Significance: Dften, a federal organization’s approach to managing information resources takes a short-term focus.
Line managers are not aware of information management issues, nor are they held accountable for effectively
resolving those issues. Planning processes are closely tied to existing ways of doing business. The result is that
IRM strategies often have little relationship to critical line operational information needs and technological support
requirements.

1. Agency officials regularly assess their mission Documents: People:
performance and identify potential contributions of IRM.
* Analysis of current * Scnior executives

* Has the agency identified and assessed its critical condition, assessment
mission performance problems and improvement of environment, * CIO
opportunities? emerging needs, and

changing technologies | * Program heads
e Has the agency assessed the potential for using

information resources in addressing those improvement * Action plan for « IRM operations head
opportunities? improvement
¢ Internal "champions"
*  Have executives and senior managers communicated to ¢ Inventory of of IRM improvement
all staff a clear commitment to make improvements in improvement projects efforts
agency operations? that are planned or

underway, with
objectives and
milestones

2. Line managers are held accountable for achieving
program results through the use of IRM.

* Do senior executives hold line managers accountable for | , Organization
meeting their goals of improving mission performance strategic and
with information management? operational plans

e Are line managers involved in making critical
information management decisions?

¢ Performance
measurement data

3. Agency executives balance short-term and long-term
approaches to improving IRM performance.

*  Have senior officials made changes in their IRM goals or
activities when crises or significant changes to the
agency’s envircnment have occurred?

* Does the agency have short- and long-term IRM goals
and milestones?

¢ Have senior managers recognized and supported
chanipions for IRM improvement efforts?
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Typical Problems: This issue could be a concern in the agency if there is little or no mention of IT applications
as one way to address agency mission delivery problems, although other agencies with similar problems have made
heavy use of IT. Another indicator might be that the IRM plan is prepared and signed off by IRM professionals.
In this case, executives and program managers may have limited knowledge of what the IRM strategic plan lays
out as goals and objectives, how key information resource decisions are made, or how strategic and operational
IRM plans-are implemented
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BENCHMARK MATRIX FOR DIAGNOSTIC AREA 1:
THE IMPORTANCE OF INFORMATION MANAGEMENT TO THE AGENCY MISSION

O Senior line

management does not
recognize the strategic
potential of information
resources. Instead,
they see IRM as an
administrative function
that has little or
nothing to do with
accomplishing program
objectives.

Senior officials do not
have a strategic vision
that indicates how IT
will be used to improve
mission performance.

Line managers do not
lead information
management
improvement efforts.

Agency officials focus
primarily on short-term
problems, not on
establishing long-term
IRM objectives and
goals.

Critical Issue: Have agency executives and senior managers initiated short- and long-term changes, using
information resources, to help resolve mission problems and improve performance?

O Agency officials have

identified a set of
programs that are
dependent on or could
be improved with
information
management, and are
assessing their
information
requirements.

Senior line managers
are beginning to take
responsibility for
strategic business
decisions, in which IT
solutions play a part.

There are few if any
concrete ideas about
how to change the
agency, using
information resources.

Senior line managers
generally delegate IRM-
related decisions to the
IRM unit.

Agency officials have
assessed the performance
of their most visible
and/or critical program
functions.

Senior managers are
actively involved in
making technology
decisions based on their
program requirements.

Key activities, such as
putting champions in
place to encourage
change, are underway.

Few proposed changes
in IRM are fully in
place. Their benefits
have not yet been
demonstrated.

There is still confusion
about line manager
responsibilities in the
development of
information systems.

Agency officials
regularly assess
their mission
performance and
identify potential
contributions of
IRM. They set
priorities for
improving mission
performance
through effective
IRM.

Line managers are
held accountable
for achieving
program results
through the use of
IRM.

Agency executives
balance short-term
and long-term
approaches to
improving IRM
performance. They
have designated
internal champions
for IRM
improvement
actions.

Preliminary Assessment of Risk and Opportunities for Improvement:
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DIAGNOSTIC AREA 2: INTEGRATION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING, BUDGET, AND EVALUATION

Critical Issue: Does the agency operate using an iniegrated strategic management process that s based on internal
and external customer needs, links planning to budget and investment decisions, and uses performance assessments to
revise strategic plans?

Significance: Federal agencies are required to conduct multi-year strategic planning. Strategic planning and budget
requests should demonstrate how information technology will be acquired and operated to support mission and
program needs. However, for many federal agencies, strategic planning and its integration with budgeting and
evaluation is a cumbersome, paper-intensive process that rarely focuses on producing results for the public. Overall,
decisions do not fit together into a strategic management framework that starts with agency strategic planning and
ends with performance assessments, serving as input to follow-on strategic planning.

—

L. Agency officials (a) identify and periodically reassess Documents: People:
needs and priorities of customer groups, (b) incorporate
needs into plans and goals, and (c) match products and » Agency business and | * Key internal customers

services to customer groups. IRM strategic plans
 Representatives of

. Has the agency identified its internal and external * IRM operational selected external customer
customer groups and assessed their needs? plans groups

. Has the agency focuseq its strategic mission * Description of the * Senior program officials
planning on the highest priority customer needs and | strategic planning
mission goals? process * CIO

. Has the agency matched its specific products or » Agency guidance and | ¢ Senior executives
services to the needs of customer groups? requirements for budget | (political appointees)

and planning processes

2. Strategic planning, budgeting, and evaluation
processes are (a) fully integrated, and (b) used to make
key program improvement and IT investment decisions.

. Does the agency use these strategic processes to
make key decisions cn program budgets and
information system investments?

. Are outputs of one process used as inputs to
another?
. Are decisions consistent across the processes?

Typical Problems: Integration is a concern in agencies whose planning, program, budget, and analysis organizations
communicate at arms length and interact more as adversaries than as allies. As a result, key strategic directions and
resource allocation decisions are made on an ad hoc basis, not as part of an overall strategic management framework.
For example, strategic plans are not used to prepare operation-.i plans, budget decisions, or evaluation activities.
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BENCHMARK MATRIX FOR DIAGNOSTIC AREA 2:

INTEGRATION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING, BUDGET, AND EVALUATION

Critical Issue: Does the agency operate using an integrated strategic management process that is based on interral
and external customer needs, links planning to budget and investment decisions, and uses performance assessments 0

revise strategic plans?

O Agency decision-
making is neither

customer needs and
mission objectives.

sense of what the
customer or the
program really need.

affecting customers

issues.

O Strategic planning is
not integrated into

processes such as

evaluation.

strategic nor based on
a systematic review of

O Decision-makers often
have only an intuitive

O Major IRM decisions,

and programs, are left
to mid-level managers
who have only limited
awareness of program

other key management

budgeting, investment
selection, or program

O The agency is

identifying its
customers and business
goals, and preparing
strategic plans to
address those customer
groups.

IRM is not explicitly
linked to mission
objectives or customer
needs.

Agency products and
services are not
matched to specific
customer groups.

Strategic management
processes are not being
integrated. Planning,
budgeting, and
implementation cycles
are not feeding into one
another. Resource
decisions are made
independently of
planning decisions or
measured performance.

0O Agency officials have
identified the major
needs of internal and
external customer

groups.

O Strategic plans link to
other strategic
management
processes, with the
impact of IT
considered as part of
this integrated
process.

O Progress against
expected performance
is evaluated
irregularly and is not
linked back to
planning or
investment decisions.

Agency officials
identify and
periodically reassess
the needs and
priorities of its
internal and external
Cus ‘Omers groups.

The agency
incorporates customer
needs into the goals
and objectives of its
strategic and
operational plans.

Agency officials
match their products
and services to
customer groups.

Strategic planning,
budgeting, and
evaluation processes
are fully integrated in
a comprehensive
strategic management
framework.

Strategic management
processes are used to
make key program
and investment
decisions.

Preliminary Assessment of Risk and Opportunities for Improvement:
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DIAGNOSTIC AREA 3: MEASURE THE PERFORMANCE OF KEY MISSION DELIVERY PROCESSES

Critical Issue: Does the agency effectively use mission delivery and IRM performance measures to gauge how well
the agency meets the needs of key externai customers?

Significance: Performance measures should play a key rcle in demonstrating whether the agency is meeting its
mission goals and objectives. Some of these measures will focus on the delivery of services to the public,
independent of information resources. Other measures will track the usefulness of information systems maintained
for use by internal customers. The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 requires that all agencies
establish strategic planning and performance measurement systems. The act allows for a seven-year phase-in period
for pilot projects to demonstrate the use of performance measures, administrative discretion for federal managers, and
the use of -performance indicators in budgeting. In addition, federal agencies that provide services directly to the
public are required by executive order 12862 (Sept. 11, 1993) to measure and track public satisfaction with their
services. Finally, the Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990 requires that measures of program performance be
addressed in financial statements.

. The agency consistently uses a mix of outcome and Documents: People:
efficiency performance measures to assess the impact of
information management activities on mission delivery * Agency performance | ¢ Senior program officials
and productivity. management and
budgeting plans and * Management analysis
. What performance measures does the agency use to | directives division staff
track its program and IRM operations?
* Agency annual e IT project managers and
. Do these performance measures reflect the quality of | reports and financial contractor team leaders
customer service? statements
* Controller and budget
. Are the performance measures periodically reviewed | * Program and IRM staff
and adjusted to improve their usefulness? strategic plans

2. Managers use performance data in key management
processes. They use baselines and benchmarks as tools
Jor developing improvement goals.

* BPR process models

* Performance measures

o . and perfor.nance data
. How are performance indicators used to influence

key program or IRM decisions?

. Is performance measured against internal or external
baselines or benchmarks?

Typical Problems: Performance measures can be a concern in a variety of ways. First, the agency may have
performance measures that only focus on outputs or internal activities, such as number of staff involved in a mission
delivery aclivity, or measures that are of only one type, such as financial measures. Second, the agency may have
too many measures, none focused on the "vital few" to help managers assess performance and potential problem
areas and target attention on correcting critical problem areas. Or the agency may have the right measures, but little
is being done with them in terms of agency decision-making.
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BENCHMARK MATRIX FOR DIAGNOSTIC AREA 3:
MEASURE THE PERFORMANCE OF KEY MISSION DELIVERY PROCESSES

Critical Issue: Does she agency effectively use mission delivery and IRM performance measures to gauge how well
the agency meets the needs of key external customers?

The agency cannot [0 Some IRM performance
measure what it is ineasures are in place. performance
accomplishing, for measures ace in place
whom, or at what 00 The agency is for specific IRM
cost. beginning to develop products and scrvices.
new performance
Decision-making is targets based in part on Management
based on untested comparisons with other processes are
assumptions rather organizations and on beginning to make
than measurable feedback from internal consistent use of
customer needs and customer groups. performance data in
strategic objectives. decision-making.
Line managers cannos Performance targets
Jjudge the mission O Performance measures are bhased on internal
usefuiness of IT since are focused on outputs analysis or baselines,
information (e.g., number of reports and on some external
management measures or amount of data) benchmarks.
are not incorperated rather than mission
in business outcomes, and are used
requirements. inconsistently. Performance
measures are not re-
IRM effectiveness is G Program and evaluated periodically
assessed independent investment decisions for relevance.
of program outcomes. are not consistently
based on performance Managers do not
data. consistently link
program performance
to IRM products or
services.

Outcome-oriented O The agency

corsisiently uses a
mix of outcome and
efficiency
performance measures
to assess the impact
of iwformation
management activities
on mission delivery
and productivit, .

Performance measures
are periodically
reviewed and adjusted
to improve their
usefulness.

Program and IRM
managers use
performance data in
key management
processes, including
continuous
improvement.

Senw. i managers use
benchmarks as a tool
for developing
improvement goals
for program and IRM
objectives.

Preliminary Assessiaent of Risk snd Opportunities for Improvement:
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DIAGNOSTIC AREA 4: FOCUS ON PROCESS IMPROVEMENT IN THE CONTEXT OF AN

ARCHITECTURF

Critical issue: Is the agency focusing IRM goals, strategies, and resources on core business process
improvement within the context of an organization-wide architecture?

Significance: Achieving dramatic improvements in the way federal agencies meet the needs of the public is a
driving force behind efforts such as the National Performance i...iew and the Government Performance and
Results Act. To achieve these results, agencies must select appropriate improvement techniques, ranging from
continuous quality improvement efforts to radical changes in basic work processes. Business process
reengineering is a key element of an overall improvement program because it provides an approach for
dramaticaliy improving cost, quality, and speed of service within a relatively short time.

1. The agency ergages in process improvement efforts to
create order-of-magnitude improvements.

*  Does the agency have a process improvement program?
e Does the program include projects expected to result in

order-of-magnitude improvements in cost, quality, and/or
service delivery?

2. Improvement projects are customer-oriented and focused
on core business processes.

¢ Has the agency identified its customer needs, and the
core processes which service those customer needs?

* Do the improvement projects focus on core mission
delivery processes?

3. The ugency uses information and IT archisectures to
support its process irmprovement.

* Do the agency’s architectures include standards for data,
hardware, and software structures, and a standarc
configuration management process?

* Do internal customers and top managers paitictpate in
defining the standards and architectures?

Documents:

* Charter of the
process improvement
program

* Process
improvement goals,
strategies, and
techniques

* Inventory of
improvement projects

« Customer needs
analyses

* Reengineering
project plans

« Agency data
standards and systems
architecture standards

¢ Performance
indicators

People:
» Senior executives
* BPR project leaders

¢ CIO and head of
IRM operations

Typical Problems: Agencies may not have a well-developed process imnrovement program in place that
provides a robust variety of improvement techmques. Agencies may not understand their customers’ needs or
the work processes in place to meet customer needs, and may lack performance measures to determine how well
they meet those needs. Improvement efforts may be leading to the development of more stovepiped information
systems because the agency lacks architectural standards to guide major changes in information systems that

result from reengineering.
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O There is no agency-

BENCHEMARK MATRIX FOR DIAGNOSTIC AREA 4:
FOCUS ON PROCESS IMPROVEMENT IN THE CONTEXT OF AN ARCHITECTURE

wide program for
process improvement,
or the existing program
does not effectively
target a small number
of core business
processes.

Improvement
techniques (e.g., TOM,
BPR) are not selected
to match the specific
problems they are
intended to solve.

Improvement projects
are stovepipe efforts,
not integrated or
guided by agency
architectures.

improvement program is
being established that
includes BPR.

Core business processes
have been defined, and
BPR projects are easily
distinguished from other
improvement efforts.

Core processes have not
been sufficiently
analyzed for needed
improvements, with
expected process
outcomes redefined.

Improvement priorities
and project selection
methods are not
established,

rrocsss improvement
projects are not always
strongly linked to
customer needs.

Gt ik
O An agency-wide O An established process | [] The agency engages in

improvement program
is in place.

Senior executives set
priorities for
improveiment projects
to ensure that they are
directed at core
processes.

Comprehensive
architectural standards
covering data, systems,
and busiress models
have not been
established to allow
integration among the
projects.

Implementation plans
lack well-defined
performance indicators
that link to customer
needs.

Critical Issue: Is the agency focusing IRM goals, strategies, and resources on core business process improvement
within the context of an organization-wide architecture?

BPR or other process
improvement efforts,
focused on order-of-
magnitude
improvements in cost,
quality, or customer
service. Expected
payoffs and risks are
defined and understood
by top executives.

Projects are customer-
oriented and focused
on core business
processes.

The organization
consistently follows
comprehensive
architectural standards
that govern data and
technology as well as
procedures for
mapping key processes
and information flows.

Preliminary Assessment of Risk and Opportunities for Improvement:
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DIAGNOSTIC AREA 5: MANAGE PROJECTS AS INVESTMENTS

Critical Issue: Does the agency use an investment review board (IRB) led by executive mansgers to make IRM
investment decisions, including initial funding decisions for proposed projects and periodic reviews throughout the
project life cycle?

Significance: IRM projects are increasingly vital for mission performance. Budget constraints, increasing customer
demands, and the integraiion of services across agencies and levels of government heavily rely on information
resource capabilities. IRM projects are now recognized as being strategic investments--iinportant for the agency’s
future--rather than as necessary expenses.

I. The agency uses an investment review board (IRB) led Documents: People:
by executive managers to make key investment decisions.

* IRB charter * IRB members
* Is there an IRB?

* IRB member list ¢ Line managers

* Does the IRB oversee all IT investments?

* IRB decision

* Are senior program and information managers involved as | memoranda or other
active members of the IRB? records of actions

2. The IRB uses a disciplined process to select and review « Selected IRB meeting
projects. minutes

e What decision criteria does the IRB use to approve
projects?

s Does the board continue its reviews throughout a project’s
life cycle?

3. The IRB manages the proportions of expenditure on
maintenance and strategic investments.

¢ Does the IRB determine how much the agency spends on
maintaining systems versus new development projects?

»  What are the relative proportions of expenditure?

Typical Preblems: An agency may not view information resource decisions as investment decisions. Instead, the
agency may view an IT purchase as a short-term cost, not something for the long term benefit of the agency. The
agency may not have a systematic way to make and hold to IT investment decisions. These decisions may be made
by lower level managers, and only subject to_pro forma senior management review. It may also be a cause for
voncern if the agency has an investment process, but the process is not based on well-understood criteria, or the
decisions are frequently changed for reasons of expediency.
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BENCHMARK MATRIX FOR DIAGNOSTIC AREA 5:

MANAGE PROJECTS AS INVESTMENTS

Critical Issue: Does the agency use an investment review board (IRBj led by executive managers to make IRM
investment decisions, including initial funding decisions for proposed projects and periodic reviews throughout the
project life cycle?

O The agency has no
central committee or
review board, led by
senior line managers,
to make critical
investment decisions.

O Information system
projects are justified,
developed, and
maintained by technical
staff with little input
from senior line
managers.

O There is no corsistent
process in place to
apply management
decision criteria io all
phases of ai
information system life
cycle.

00 More emphasis is
placed on
enhancing/maintaining
current systems than
developing strategic
systems.

O An investment review

board is in place, with
technical specialists
applying ad hoc
decision criteria to
proposed project
selection.

Consistent system
investment criteria are
under development.

The board does not
consistently oversee
projects throughout
their life cycles.

Investment review
board meetings have no
senior line management
representation.

Projects are selected to
meet immediate
program needs, not
strategic priorities.

Large, multi-year
projects comprise the
bulk of investment.

1 The investment review

board involves senior
imanagers in some
capacity.

The agency is moving
away from multi-year,
high-risk projects
toward a modular
approach, with specific
benefits expected of
each module.

IT spending is being
categorized by purpose,
such as ma:ntenance,
enhancement, or new
development.

Line manager
involvement in IRM
issues is not well
defined.

The investment review
board lacks authority to
enforce its decisions.

The IRB does not
enforce an appropriate
balance between
maintenance ancd
strategic investments.

0 All IRM investments

are approved by the
IRB, made up of
senior program and
information managers.

The IRB uses explicit
decision criteria to
select and manage all
IRM projects.

The board reviews all
projects throughout
their life cycles.
Levels and frequency
of review depend on
the benefits, risks, and
costs of each project.

The IRB controls the
scope and length of
rew projects to reduce
risks and increase their
probability of success.

Projects are clearly
defined as strategic,
maintenance, or
development/enhance-
ment. The IRB
determines how much
is invested in each
type of project.

Preliminary Assessment ¢f Risk and Opportunities for Improvement:
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DIAGNOSTIC AREA 6: BUILD ORGANIZATION-WIDE IRM CAPABILITIES TO ADDRESS MISSION
NEEDS

Critical Issue: Has the agency established clear roles for line managers and information resource managers as
internal customers and suppliers, positioned a Chief Information Officer (CIO) as n senior manager, and established
a professional development program for line ana IRM managers?

Significance: This issue assesses an agency’s efforts to build and maintain information management capabilities.

In the past, line managers have delegated most aspects of information resource planning, design, and operations to
technical professionals and consultants. IRM professionals needed to know little about mission delivery issues as
they dealt with individual system delivery projects and applications. Today, however, information management is an
inseparable part of mission delivery, as important as policies, people, finances, and facilities. Line managers should
understand how IT applications are important to mission delivery strategies and performance. IRM personnel should
have a better understanding of mission delivery to ask meaningful systems design questions, provide advice on

i emerging technologies, and assess the continued appropriateness of existing intormation resource services. IRM
leadership should be an integral part of senior management.

1. Line managers identify information needs, while IRM Documents: People:
professionals supply information products and services.

* Description of * Line managers
* Do line managers take the lead in identifying their professional
information and performance needs? development program * CIO
¢ How do IRM managers and staff support line managers * CIO position * IRM operations
with products and services? Do they measure satisfaction description managers
with their services?
2. A CIO is placed as an executive management partner. * Inventoryv of IRM

skill requirements for
* Does the position of CIO (or an equivalent) exist, and has line and IRM staff.
it been filled with a person experienced in both **M and

general management? * Training program
(types of courses,
* Is the CIO seen as credible and effective in improving availability)

IRM strategies and service delivery?

3. The agency has a professional development program for
line and information resource managers.

* Does the agency assess skills and training needs?

* Does the agency provide line managers with IRM training,
and IRM officials with training on mission delivery?

Typical Problems: The agency may have a problem in this area if line managers have little knowledge of or
training in IRM, and consistently delegate IRM decisions to technical professionals or consultants. Another
indicator is the placement of the IRM function scveral levels below the agency head, precluding significant top
management attention.
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BENCHMARK MATRIX FOR DIAGNOSTIC AREA 6:
BUILD ORGANIZATION-WIDE IRM CAPABILITIES TO ADDRESS MISSION NEEDS

Critical Issue: Has the agency established clear roles for line managers and information resource managers as internal
customers and suppliers, positioned a Chief Information Officer (CIO) as a senior manager, and established a
professional development program for line and IRM managers?

Line and IRM
managers rarely
benefit from one
anothers’ respective
expertise when
developing mission-
based IT decisions.

Line managers do not
assess the adequacy
of information
services, while IRM
managers do not look
for or use line staff
feedback.

The CIO, if there is
one, has duties other
than IRM and has
weak IRM
qualifications.

The CIO does not or
cannot act as an
advisor to senior line
managers.

Line and IRM
managers are defining
their respective roles
and responsibilities.

The CIO has IRM
skills and participates,
at least some of the
time, in agency
improvement efforts as
a bridge between IRM
and line managers.

The agency is
cataloging its cuirent
and future IRM skills
requirements.

IRM managers are not
evaluated based on
their contributions to
business solutions.

Senior line officials do
not depend on the CIO
to help develop
solutions.

Line and IRM
managers work poorly
together because
information
management
responsibilities are
vague and inconsistent.

Line/IRM multi-
disciplinary teams
have been formed,
and curren: and
future IRM skills
have been identified.

The CIO wvsorks with
program managers o
implement IT
solutions, and line
managers depend on
the CIO’s expertise.

Program costs and
benefits are not
always taken into
account by IRM
managers.

IRM managers do not
use feedback from
program managers in
evaluating the quality
of information
services.

The CIO is well
versed in either IRM
or general
management, but not
both.

Senior managers do
not provide sufficient
resources for training
fo improve skills.

Line managers
identify their critical
requirements for IRM
support or services.
They provide regular
feedback on the
quality and timeliness
of service they
receive from IRM
units.

IRM professionals are
held responsible for
providing services
and support to line
managers and staff.

A CIO is placed as an
executive
management partner.
Executives and senior
line managers rely on
the CIO’s IRM
expertise and
recognize his or her
contributions.

The agency has a
professional
development program
for line and
information resource
managers, creating a
broad skill base. The
agency provides
sufficient resources
for training.
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3.7 Determining ‘Vhere to Focus a Detailed Review

You should use the following chart to summarize the results of your diagnostic assessment. The
criteria listed below are the same as those shown in each of the preceding six diagnostic areas. The
chart wiil help you get a quick overview of how all the diagnostic areas were scored, and which
ones are of special concern because of their low maturity level. Note that each diagnostic area has
practice numbers in parentheses which refer to the 11 practices found in the detailed review section.

These are the practices you could select to review in detail for the diagnostic areas that are weak.

Diagnostic Area 1: Agency officials regularly assess their mission performance
and identify potential contributions of IRM. (practice 1)

Diagnostic Area 1: Line managers are held accountable for achieving program
results through the use of IRM. (practice 2)

Diagnostic Area 1: Agency executives palance short-term and long-term
approaches to improving IRM performance. (practice 3)
e e

Diagnostic Area 3: The agency consistently uses a mix of outcome and efficiency
performance measures to assess the impact of information management activities
on mission delivery and productivity. (practice 5)

Diagnostic Area 3: Managers use performance data in key management
processes. They use baselines and benchmarks as tools for developing
improvement goals. (practice 5)
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Diagnostic Area 5: The agency uses an investment review board (IRB) led by
executive managers to make key investment decisions. (practice 7)

Diagnostic Area 5: The IRB uses a disciplined process to select and manage
projects. (practice 7)

Diagnostic Area 5: The IRB manages the proportions of expenditure on
maintenance and strategic investments. (practice 7)
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4.0 DETAILED REVIEW

4.1 Objective
The objective of the detailed review is to (1) fully review the management practices
individually and in more depth than in the diagnostic phase, and (2y recommend specific
actions for improvement.
4.2 Procedures
The toolkit in this section is similar in design to the diagnostic phase. The key difference is
that the practices are no longer grouped into six categories. Instead, each practice is treated
separately. There is at least one benchmark scale for each practice, and some of the more
complex practices have two or three scales. Each practice includes:

* a description of the critical issues to be assessed,

¢ some advice to consider in pursuing the issues,

e potential information sources,

* criteria statements that describe the ideal conditions that you would like to see for

the practice, and

* key questions to ask to get the information you need to place the agency on the

accompanying benchmark scale.

You wili use this material to perform an in-depth assessment for each of the practices you

selected for detailed review at the end of the diagnostic phase. Essentially, you are following
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the same assessment procedures as in the diagnostic stage. Using the criteria statements and
questions, you work with people in your agency to (1) understand how well they are currently
applying the management practices and (2) place the agency at a specific maturity level on
the benchmark scale.

4.3 Analysis of Strengths and Weaknesses

As you review each practice in detail, you should summarize your observations, conclusions,
and proposed recommendations for helping your agency to move up the benchmark scale over
time. The agency’s place on the benchmark scale, coupled with your interviews and review
of relevant documents, should enable you to be specific about what aspects of the practice

your agency is doing well, and what steps it needs to take in order to move up the scale.

4.4 Core Recommendations for the 11 Practices

The following are core recommendations for each of the 11 practices. They are general in
nature and are appropriate in helping nearly any agency, large or small, get off to a good
start. You should consider making these recommendations in cases where the agency has not
begun to implement the practice(s) that are found to be at a low maturity level following a

detailed review.

. Practice 1: Recognize and Communicate the Urgency to Change Information

Management Practices

To make a convincing business case for change, senior executives should:

-- initiate a thorough review of (1) current performance, (2) information systems

spending, (3) projected versus realized results, and (4) major information

management problems; and
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-- benchmark information management practices against leading organizations--
preferably chosen according to objective data or recognized criteria.
. Practice 2: Get Line Management Involved and Create Ownership

To increase line management accountability for the mission impact of information

management decisions, senicr executives should:

-- establish an organizationwide information management steering committee chaired

by the chicf executive and ied by senior line management, and

-- identify executive-level sponsors for each major information systems project.

* Practice 3: Take Action and Maintain Momentum

To initiate an improvement program and maintain its momentum, senior executives

should:
-- educate senior line management through a combination of conferences, training,
co-location and rotation programs at all levels, and joint visits with information

management professionals to organizations that use technology well; and

-- identify an informed, committed opinion-leader io be a champion in supporting

information management improvement.
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. Practice 4: Anchor Strategic Planning in Customer Needs and Mission Goals

To begin linking information systems more closely to customer needs and mission

goals, senior executives should:

-- choose at least one major mission area to specifically define customer groups and
needs (i.e., those identified through mandated customer surveys) and integrate this
mission area with strategic business and information plans, and

-- choose at least one major information system initiative and determine if its key
requireme s will meet both external and internal customer needs.

. Practice 5: Measure the Performance of Key Mission Delivery Processes

To assess the mission value of information management, senior executives should:

-- identify outcome-based measures of accomplishment for a major mission area and

benchmark performance against a comparable organization, public or private; and

-- charter senior managei.cnt teams to develop measures that specifically assess (1)

the contribution of information systems investments to mission performance and

(2) the performance of the internal information management organization.

» Practice 6: Focus on Process Improvement in the Context of an Architecture

To begin focusing strategic resources on process innovation in the context of an

architecture, senior executives should:
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-- task a senior maragement team (o lead a high-level analysis of the organization’s
main business processes, and identify and sponsor a major process improvement

opportunity; and

-- appoint both a business and an information architect--reporting to the information
management steering comimittee--to facilitate the design and maintenance of an
organizational architecture (e.g., work processes, information flows, and

technology).

° Practice 7: Manage Information Systems Projects as Investments

To hold line managers more accountable for project selection, delivery, and rigorous

reporting, seniot executives should:

-- task a team to develop decision criteria for selecliug and evaluating major

information systems projects; and

-- institutionalize a process to propose, select, develop, and evaluate the results of all

information systems investments.

. Practice 8: Integrate the Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation Processes

To begin integrating all the elements of an integrated strategic planning cycle, senior

executives should:

-- choose one critical mission area, if possible limited in scope, to fully integrate
business and information plannmng, systems planning, budgeting, and performance

evaluation; and
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-- task a senior management team to daesign and implement an annual management

performance report as an input to strategic planning.

. Practice 9: Establish Customer/Supplier Relationships Between Line and Information

Management Professionals

To get line and information managers working together, senior executives should:

-- institute a regular survey of line management’s satisfaction with the information

management organization’s quality, cost, and responsiveness; and

-- require every information systems project team to define line and informaticn

management roles throughout the entire project life cycle.

. Practice 10: Position a Chief Information Officer as a Senior Management Partner

To articulate information management’s role in mission improvement, senior

executives should:

-- recruit or promote a qualified professional with a track record of results to serve as

a Chief Information Officer, reporting directly to the Secretary; and

-- task the Chief Information Officer to participate in a line management effort that

identifies major opportunities to use information systems to enharce performance.
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. Practice 11: Upgrade Skills and Knowledge of Line and Information Management

Professionals

To upgrade information management capability, senior executives should:

-- systematically identify information management skill targets and gaps for both line

managers and information management professionals, and

--- fully integrate skill and knowledge requirements in performance evaluations and

promotion criteria.

4.5 Organization-Specific Recommendations

In addition to the generic, core recommendations that apply to organizations that are just
getting started in the practices, you should look for opportunities to develop recommendations
that are tailored to the specific situations you have found at youi agency. In general, the
criteria. statements in each practice can be transformed into a specific recommendation for

action, if the agency is deficient in that area.

You should work with your agency’s top management to develop an action plan that indicates
how the organization plans to go about implementing the recommended actions. Remember
that it takes time to implement the practices and bring them up to a "leading organization"
level {(see section 1.2). The implementaticn steps should be measurable over time, so that the

agency can demonstrate the progress it is making.

4.6 Outputs/Deliverables

The assessment team’s deliverables for this phase are a characterization of the strengths and
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weakness in the agency’s information management practices. This characterization will be

used to develop an action plan recommending general and specific steps for improvement.

4.7 Detailed Review Tools

The material that follows are the detailed, practice-by-practice assessment tools. You should
use these to review the management practices that you identified in the diagnostic phase as
warranting further review. Or, if you wish, you can simply select practices that are of

particular interest or concern to your agency without going through a diagnostic exercise.
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Detailed Review Tools for the 11 Practices
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Practice i. RECOGNIZE AND COMMUNICATE THE URGENCY TO CHANGE INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Critical Issue: Have senior executives assessed how IRM contributes to mission performance, and
communicated an urgent business case for improving IRM management if necessary?

Adyvice to the Assessment Team: One of the most importan. motivators for IRM change is executive and
senior management activities and behaviors. They have to make the business case for change and communicate
it widely in the organization. You should look for "hands on" involvement in IRM decision-making,
communications, and follow-up evaluation activities, such as senior executives asking for information and
assessments of mission performance and raising questions that relate IRM decision-making to mission delivery
decisions. IRM professionals may be initial facilitators or catalysts for the change, but senior executives must
take on the actual leadership of IRM change.

Fotential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and
staff, public relations personnel; organization internal and external communications such as newsletters, memos,
or press releases; organization strategic mission and operational plans; IRM strategic and operational plans.

1. Senior executives identify and assess the organication’s critical mission performance issues and
problems.

- Do senior executives identif', and assess mission performance issues?

- Do the executives have a systematic way to identify and assess these issues?

- Have the mission performance problems been qualitatively and quantitatively assessed in outcome-oriented
terms?

- Have the mission performance problems been prioritized?

2. Senior executives directly link these mission performance issues and problems to crucial IRM strategies,
activities, and current and emerging information technology applications that can strengthen mission
performance.

- Do senior executives’ behavior and activities demonstrate that importance is placed on IRM strategies,
activities, and IT applications as key management areas?

- If there are mission performance problems, have shortcomings in IRM effectiveness or efficiency been directly
related to these problems?

- Have senior executives taken action to operationalize a strong decision-making relationship between IRM
strategies, activities, and IT applications and mission delivery?

- Have there been positive results from those actions?

- Have senior executives helped overcome difficulties encountered in linking mission performance problems (o
IRM strategies, activities, and IT applications”
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Practice 1. RECOGNIZE AND COMMUNICATE THE URGENCY TO CHANGE INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Critical Issue: Have senior executives assessed how IRM contributes to mussion performance, and
communicated an urgent business case for improving IRM management if necessary?

3. Senior executives, using all available communication ckannels, make the business case for changing to a
management approach that integrates IRM decision-making with mission operations organization-wide.

- Do senior executives use benchmarking or seif-evaluation results in formulating a strong business case for
IRM decision-making in the organization?

- Are internal and external communication channels used to communicate the business case for change?

- Are the main communicators at the right level and/or positions to make the business casc heard?

- Is the business case made often through communication channels?

- Are senior executives working closely with the Congress, OMB, and GSA to explain the case for IRM
change? '

4. The organization establishes an IRM performance baseline by benchmarking against leading
organizations (e.g., comparable organizations) to challenge accepted habits and set appropriate targets
for change.

- Is external IRM benchmarking done? What organizations are benchmark partners?
- Did the organization use a formal or systematic approach in conducting the benchmarking?
- Has benchmarking been used to drive improvement efforts or confirm retention of existing practices?

Typical Problems:

- Senior management is uneducated and unaware of the critical importance of strategic information
management.
- There are few or no fact-based efforts to assess and diagnose information management problems.

Exposure Draft, version 1.0 (October 28, 1994) 57




PRACTICE 1: RECOGNIZE AND COMMUNICATE THE URGENCY TO CHANGE INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Critical Issue: Have senior executives assessed how IRM contributes to mission performance and communicated an urgent

business case for improving IRM, if necessary?

O Senior executives see no O Senior executives are | O  Senior executives O Senior executives
need to identify and assess identifying their assess mission identify and assess
mission performance issues mission performance performance issues critical mission
and problems--performance issues and problems. and problems. performance issues and
is seen as satisfactory. problems.
O Senior executives have | O Senior executives link
O Senior executives have not asked for input on the mission performance | O Senior executives
identified or assessed the relationship between issues and problems directly link these
linkage between mission mission performance to existing IRM performance issues and
performance and IRM. issues and problems strategies, activities, problems to IRM
and existing IRM and IT applications. strategies, activities, and
O The organization has never activities and IT current and emerging IT
assessed its IRM practices applications. O Senior executives are applications.
completing a business
O The organization has never | O Senior executives case for changing O Senior executives use
benchmarked its IRM rarely mention the IRM practices. formal and informal
performance or collected business case for communicatic.. channels
baseline IRM data. change, leaving that to | O The organization has to make the business
senior IRM officials. begun to benchmark case for integrating IRM
IRM practices against into decision-making
Q  Senior executives are leading organizations. organization-wide.
in the early stages of
defining IRM practices | O Senior -xecutives are | C The organization
and any need to communicating the establishes an IRM
change. business case for performance baseline by
IRM change only benchmarking against
O The organization is informally and leading organizations to
developing a plan to inconsistently. challenge accepted
gather baseline IRM | habits and set
data. ‘ appropriate change
targets.
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Practice 1 Notes: Organization-Specific Findings and Recommendations
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Practice 2. GET LINE MANAGEMENT INVOLVED AND CREATE OWNERSHIP

Critical Issue: Do senior managers provide IRM «ear :rship and make program (line) managers accountable
for the mission impact of IRM and for making critical IRM decisions?

Advice to the Assessment Team: Senior managers should exhibit IRM leadership and use their behavior and
activities to encourage program (line) managers to take charge of IRM decision-making and assume
accountability for IRM results. You should look for very specific behavior and activities, such as the
organization head including IRM issues i his or her top executive team meetings or setting strategic IRM
goals with specific performance targets. IRM decision-makiig should not be delegated three or four levels
down in the organization.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and
staff; management meeting minutes; organization strategic and operational mission plans, IRM strategic and
operational plans; performance measurement plans and measures; individual manager performance goals.

1. The organization head actively leads the information management steering committee and participates in
IRM decisions with senior executives.

- Is the organization’s head involved in setting, evaluating, or controlling either organization-wide or other
IRM strategies and issues?

- What IRM decisions, if any, does the organizatior head make on a routine basis?

- What are the roles and responsibilities of the steering committee, and who are its members?

- Are IRM decisions totally delegated to one of the organization head’s deputies or lower in the organization?
If so, which cnes?

- Does the organization head exhibit behaviors and activities that show strong IRM leadership?

2. The organization head sets and communicates clear IRM performance goals for all management levels,
and holds line executives and managers accountable for choosing, supporting, and ensuring effective
implementation of IRM decisions and IT solutions.

- Does the organization head set individual IRM evaluation criteria for the various management levels?

- Does the organization head communicate the existence and content of the IRM goals to the rest of the
organization?

- Do line managers view themselves as accountable for the effective application of information technology and
for the overall IRM program?

- Does the organization head set individual IRM evaluation criteria for the various management levels?

- Are there other incentives besides performance goals and accountability that encourage line management
ownership of IRM decisions?

3. Line managers take the initiative in defining information needs and driving IRM solutions and IT
applications.

- Does line managers actively work with IRM professionals in defining their information needs for mission
delivery?

- Are these information needs well-defined and adequate to devise IRM strategies? Information technology
applications?

- Do line managers periodically define their IRM strategies and how effective they are for mission delivery?
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Practice 2. GET LINE MANAGEMENT INVOLVED AND CREATE OWNERSHIP

Critical Issue: Do senior managers provide IRM leadership and make program (line) managers accountable
for the mission impact of IRM and for making critical IRM decisions?

4. Political and career officials work together in the organization to develop management processes that
will ensure continuity of management decision-making and commitment for multi-year IRM projects.

- Are political officials--other than the organization head--significantly involved in the organization’s IRM
decision-making?

- What type of IRM decisions do political officials make, if any?

- How does the organization promote joint political and career official IRM decision-making?

- Does the organization provide for decision continuity and commitment when political leaders change?

Typical Problems:

- IRM department is the primary driving force within the organization for strategic information management;
senior line ma.iagers see it as someone else’s job.

- Few incentives are in place to encourage senior line managers to pay attention or devote significant amounts
of time to the issue of information management.
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PRACTICE 2: GET LINE MANAGEMENT INVOLVED AND CREATE OWNERSHIP
Critical Issue: Do senior managers provide IRM leadership and make program (line) managers accountable for the
mission impact of IRM and for making critical IRM decisions?

O The organization head | O The organization head

[0 The organization head | O The organization

and senior executives
do not hold line
managers accountable
for ensuring that IRM
supports the
accomplishment of the
agency’s mission

Line managers do not
have a role in actively
developing IRM
strategies and making
decisions to plan,
design, and implement
information systems--
that is left to the IRM
unit(s).

has set an expectation
that line senior
executives and
managers work closely
with the IRM unit(s) to
identify and resolve
IRM problems.

A formal process exists
to involve line
managers in defining
their information needs
and makirg key IRM
decisions.

Senior executive and
manager
responsibilities for IRM
are defined in general
terms only.

Senior executives and
line managers delegate
IRM decision-making
to lower-level
managers and only
infrequently participate
in decision-making.

has established an
information
management steering
committee to lead IRM
decision-making.

Criteria for
management
accountability for IRM
decisions and IT
soiutions have been
established.

Line managers
participate in IRM
project initiation,
direction, and
evaluation.

Political and career
officials have not
worked out the
mechanisms to carry-
out decision-making
consistently for multi-
year projects.

The steering
committee’s scope is
not comprehensive; it
does not meet at least
guarterly and/or is not
attended by senior
maragers personally.

head actively leads
steering committee
and participates in
IRM decisions with
senior executives,
including executive-
level sponsors for IT
projects.

The organization
head sets and
communicates clear
IRM performance
goals and holds
senior and managers
accountable for IRM
decisions and IT
solutions.

Line managers take
the initiative in
defining information
needs and driving
IRM solutions and
IT applications.

Political and career
officials work
together to ensure
continuity of
management
decision-making for
multi-year IRM
projects.
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Practice 2 Notes: Organization-Specific Findings and Recommendations:
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Practice 3. TAKE ACTION AND MAINTAIN MOMENTUM

Critical Issue 1: Do senior executives take both a short- and long-term approach to changing and improving
IRM strategies and performance?

Adbvice to the Assessment Team: Creating and implementing IRM change when appropriate requires both
short and long-term strategies and taking advantage of opportunities for change. You should examine and
assess how senior executives use opportunities, such as budget crises, new legislative cr executive mandates,
oversight audits, or other opportunities, to change IRM leadership and/or service delivery structure. In
management meetings, senior executives should establish strategic goals and operational expectations for IRM
unit(s). Learning about IRM and mission delivery should be encouraged by senior managers. At the
individual level, there should be strong incent:ves to perform well in IRM areas.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior imanagers, line and support managers and
staff, organization internal and external communications such as newsictters, memos, or press releases;
organization strategic and operational mission plans; IRM strategic and cverational plans; and job descriptions.

1. Senior executives take advantage of short-term ''windows of opportunity' (e.g., budget crises or
leadership changes) to signal or reinforce the need for IRM improvement.

- Do senior managers identify crises or significant charges to the organization’s operational environment as
windows of opportunity for significant IRM change if needed?
- Do senior executives make appropriate IRM improvements during these windows of opportunity?

2. Senior executives set clear, concise directions, goals, and milestones for its IRM unit(s) and assess
IRM’s impact on mission performance.

- Do senior executives set out performance-oriented directions, goals, and milestones for the organization’s
IRM unit(s)?

- Are these directions, goals, and mi'estones clear and concise for implementation strategies?

- Do the directions, goals, and milestones cover short and long term actions and deliverables?

- Do senior executives track the results of changes in IRM, assess their impact on mission performance, and
drive further improvement?

- Are short- and long-term actions and deliverables aligned?

3. Executives and senior managers maintain a transition strategy to align their information management
program with futire needs.

- Have executives determined how the agency wi!l move from its short-term efforts to implement its long-term
goals and strategies?

- Do the steps and timeframes of the transition plan appear reasonable given the size of the gap between the
organization’s current state of IRM and its future needs?

4. Senior executives expect line managers to be knowledgeable in how IRM is being or not being used to
make a difference in mission performance, creating support for the improvement process.

- Do the senior executives demonstratz behaviors and activities that support educating line managers in IRM?
- Is senior management attention causing the behavioral change in how line management perceives IRM
support for mission performance?
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Practice 3. TAKE ACTION AND MAINTAIN MOMENTUM

Critical Issue I: Do senior executives take both a short- and long-term approach to changing and improving
IRM strategies and performance?

Typical Probiems:

- There has been a lot of talk and lip service about the need to improve IRM, but littie action.
- An initially strong effort for IRM improvement has languished for want of tollow-through because of senior
executive turnover and lack of institutionalization.
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PRACTICE 3: TAKE ACTION AND MAINTAIN MOMENTUM
Criticcl Issue 1: Do senior executives take both a short- and long-term approach to changing and improving IRM
strategies and performance?

Organization officials
do not identify
windows of opportunity
Jor changirg IRM
performance.

O Managers do not
assess how effectively
their IRM strategies
and applications meet
short-terim
opportunities, or
prepare the
organization for beiter
long-term results.

Managers have no
transition strategies to
guide implementation
of new initiatives.

Line managers see no
need to increase their
IRM knowl:dge; the
agency has not
mapped out a leng-
term [RM program.

Short-term demands or
problems that create
opportunities for
ckange are recognized
and provide impetus for
better IRM support of
mission performance.

Senior managers have a
policy that IRM should
base its goals on
strategic organizational
goals and objectives.

Agency still lacks «
transition strategy to
align IRM program
with future mission
strategies, objectives,
and needs.

There is little incentive
for line managers to
increase their
knowledge of IRM and
its impact on mission
performance.

Information systeris or
other IT actions are
not systematically
assessed on the basis
of their contribution to
short- and long-term
needs.

Senior executives
regularly scan their
internal and exteraal
environments to
identify opportunities
for using IRM to
support improvements
in mission performance.

Senior executives have
initiated an IRM
program whose
strategic directions and
goals are driven by
mission strategies and
objectives.

Senior managers direct
transition planning to
guide future use of
information resources.

Senior executives direct
line managers to
become more
knowledgeable about
IRM and how it can
support program
performance.

Line managers do not
reassess opporturities
and improvement
actions regularly.

O Senior executives

take advantage of
short term "windows
of opportunity” to
signal or reinforce
IRM improvement.

Senior executives set
clear, concise
directions, goals, and
milestones for their
IRM program and
assess IRM’s impact
on mission
performance.

zecutives and
senior man:s :rs
maintain a transition
strategy to align their
information
management program
with future mission
needs.

Senior executives
expect line managers
to be knowiedgeable
about how IRM is or
is not making a
difference in mission
performance.
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Practice 3. TAKE ACTION AND MAINTAIN MOMENTUM

Critical Issue 2: Do senior executives assign effective line managers as champions to shepherd IRM
improvement initiatives, and provide incentives for them and other managers to resolve performance problems?

Advice to the Assessment Team; IRM ' 1nge also requires day-to-day help from a credible and visible
“champion” who takes advantage of opportunities for change. You should examine and assess how senior
executives position a champion to constantly facilitate, control, and track improvement initiatives. A line
manager (or support manager if the activity involves a support function) should be set up as the bridge between
the senior executive team and IRM professionals. He or she should have defined responsibilities for reporting
to the senior executive team and authority for resolving issues such as "turf” battles and resource issues.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and
staff.

1, Senior executives designate and support high-level champions to facilitate IRM activities day-to-day in
key business processes.

- Do senior managers identify line managers as champions in IRM areas?
Are these line managers from business process areas that rely heavily on or should rely heavily on IRM
practices and applications?

2. The champions have clear 'proactive'’ roles, responsibilities, and authority that are adequate to resolve
problem arcas at a high level.

- Have senior managers laid out the roles, responsibilities, and authority for the designated champions?

- Do the champions have sufficient authority in the organizations to fulfill expectation for the roles and
responsibilities they have?

- Are the champions accountable for real, meaningful improvements in IRM and IT applications?

3. The champions are effective in fulfilling their roles and responsibilities, and report regularly to
executives and senior managers.

- Are the champions’ roles and responsibilities well-understood and recognized in the organization?

- Are the champions performing their roles and responsibilities in line with senior management expectations?

- Do the champions report regularly to executives and senior managers, raising critical issues for top
management attention?

4. Management performance reviews, bonuses, and/or promotion decisions include IRM dimensions that
are directiy related to mission service delivery improvements.

- Are IRM responsibilities and expectations listed in individual manager's performance reviews, bonus
justifications, and/or promotion decisions?

- Is inclusion of IRM responsit .ties and expectations making a demonstrated difference in improving IRM
strategies and performance?

- Does the organization have other incentives to encourage IRM improvement?
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Practice 3. TAKE ACTION AND MAINTAIN MOMENTUM

Critical Issue 2: Do senior executives ussign effective line managers as champions to shepherd IRM
improvement initiatives, and provide incentives for them and other managers to resolve performance problems?

Typical Problems:

- Champions are designated formally but then not supported when it comes to tough decisions, making them
"paper tigers."

- All responsibility for making change happen is placed on the champions, who cannot change the whole
system until incentives are readjusted.

- Champions chosen simply are not effective in catalyzing change.
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PRACTICE 3: TAKE ACTION AND MAINTAIN MOMENTUM
Critical Issue 2: Do senior executives assign effective line managers as champions to shepherd IRM improvement
initiatives, and provide incentives for them and other managers to resolve performance problems?

O Senior executives

believe that existing
management structures
and responsibilities are
enough to ensure line
managers undertake
“championing" roles.

Management
performance reviews,
bonuses, and/or
promotion decisions do
not include IRM
dimensions.

Senior executives are
developing the criteria
for selecting high-level
managers who can
serve as champions.

Championing roles,
responsibilities, and
authority are under
development but there
is considerable
resistance from some
senior managers.

Champions are not yet
in place in the
organization.

Management
performance reviews,
bonuses, and/or
promotion decisions
include IRM factors
only for those involved
in major project
implementation; these
are included on an_ad
hoc basis.

Senior executives are
now identifying
managers with the
skills and credibility to
act as champions for
their core business
processes.

Championing roles,
responsibilities, and
authority are being
formally established
and communicated to
the organi~ation.

Lower level managers
have been designated
as champions until
senior managers can
be selected.

Management
performance reviews,
bonuses, and/or
promotion decisions
consider IRM
dimensions, but on a
limited basis.

Senior executives
designate and
support high-level
champions to
facilitate IRM
activities day-to-day
in key business
processcs.

The champions have
clear proactive roles,
responsibilities, and
authority that are
adequate to resolve
problem areas at a
high level.

The champions are
effective in fulfilling
their roles and
responsibilities, and
report regularly to
executives and senior
managers.

Management
performance reviews,
bonuses, and/or
promotion decisions
include IRM
dimensions related to
improvements in
mission service
delivery.
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Practice 4: ANCHOR STRATEGIC PLANNING IN CUSTOMER NEEDS AND MISSION GOALS

Critical Issue: Do the organization’s strategic business and IRM plans have goals that directly satisfy explicit,
high-priority external and internal customer group needs?

Adbvice to the Assessment Team: Despite the emphasis on customer service in today’s government
environment, most organizations have not defined well the internal and customer groups to whom they provide
mission and related IRM services and products. Nor have they pricritized those customers in terms of their
needs and the seriousness of the performance gap between what the organization delivers and what the
customers expect. You should see if the organization has a complete list of all of its external and internal
customer groups and if it does a systematic assessment each year of mission problems, including securing
customer input, categorizing problems by customer group, and then planning corrective acti- ... IRM planning
and projects should then be targeted at priority customers.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and
staff, external customers receiving direct services and products, and suppliers to the organization; customer
surveys and performance reports; organization strategic and operational mission plans, IRM strategic and
operational plans; IRM project reports.

1. The organization specifically defines its products end services by internal and external customer groups
and needs.

- Has the organization defined its major external customers? Internal customers?
- Has responsibility for identifying customer needs been assigned?

- Has the organization identified the specific needs of these groups?

- Have these needs been translated into appropriate products and services?

+ Is the assessment updated periodically?

2, The organization links specific customer group needs to mission performance problems, and assesses
opportunities to close the gap between performance and needs.

- Are performance issues being examined from a customer perspective?

- Does the organization relate needed improvements for mission delivery processes and services to specific
customer group needs?

- Does the organization identify and obtain input from internal and external customcrs on mission delivery
problems?

3. Sirategic planning is based on services and outcomes considered highest priority by internal and
external customers.

- Has the orgamzatior: prioritized its customer needs /

- Did the organization resolve any conflicts and reach a consensus on highest priority customer needs?

- Has the organization used the priority listing to set strategic mission goals?

- Does the organization revise its mission goals so they remain relevant to changing circumstances in customer
needs? Are customers involved in this process?
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Practice 4: ANCHOR STRATEGIC PLANNING IN CUSTOMER NEEDS AND MISSION GOALS

Critical Issue: Do the organizotion’s trategic business and IRM plans have goals that directly satisfy explicit,
high-priority external and internal customer group needs?

4. In line with mission goals, the organization tailors IRM products and services to priority customer group
needs.

- Does the organization use the customer priority listing to help make decisions about providing major IRM
products and services?

- Do major IRM products and services reflect priority customer group needs?

- Are IRM products and services reviewed and adjusted often to reflect priority customer needs?

Typical Problems:

- The organizations's strategic planning is completely disconnected from end-of-the-line external customers
(the public).
- Little attention is paid to the information or decision-making needs of external customers.
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PRACTICE 4: ANCHOR STRATEGIC PLANNING IN CUSTOMER NEEDS AND MISSION GOALS
Critical Issue: Do the organization’s strategic business and IRM plans have goals that directly satisfy explicit, high-
priority external and internal customer group needs?
Customers and their Customer groups are The organization has [0 The organization
needs are not now being defined. categorized its internal specifically defines
identified or linked to and external customer its products and
mission goals, The organization is in groups and is now services by internal
problers, or the process of defining e~ch group by and external
opportunities. analyzing how mission its product, service, and customer groups and
issues and problems needs. needs.
Strategic plans and related to customer
goals do not reflect needs. The organization is O The organization
customer priorities or assessing mission links specific
a vision of service to Products and services problems and how they customer group
internal and external have been defined link to customer group needs to mission
customers. overall. needs. performance
problems, and
IRM pians, products, The strategic planning The organization is assesses
and services are not process is used to now restructuring its opportunities to close
linked to customer identify a limited set of strategic planning the gap between
needs and mission mission goals. process to better focus performance and
goals. on customers and needs.
Customer needs are mission goals.
System development stiil iargely defined by U Strategic planning is
projects are management’s The organization is based on services
established without perceptions, rather now assessing its IRM and outcomes
linkages to customer than directly from products and services, considered highest
needs. customers. bur has not tailored priority by internal
them fo priority and external
The organization has customer group needs. customers.
not established a need
to align IRM products Customer needs are not | O In line with mission
and services to stated in qualitative goals, the
customer needs. and quantitative terms organization tailors
that can be used to set IRM products and
performance goals and services to satisfy the
measure how well needs of priority
goals are being met. customer groups.
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Practice S. MEASURE THE PERFORMANCE OF KEY MISSION DELIVERY PROCESSES

Critical Issue I: Does the organization effectively use mission delivery and IRM performance measures to
gauge how well the organization meets the needs of key external customers?

Advice to the Assessment Team: As was indicated under Practice 4, strategic planning goals should be linked
to the needs of customers. From the standpoint of missiun delivery, meeting the needs of key external
customers--those who are the intended recipients of government services and products--is paramount. The only
way to see if those needs are met as well as they can be is through the use of performance measures. You
should look for the organization to use a select number of external customer performance measures for each
mission area and use performance reports in planning, budgeting, and evaluation decisions. IRM measures
should move away from traditional IRM measures, such as those related to quality, quantity, cost, and cycle
time of mission products and services, to external customers.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and
staff, and internal and external customers and suppliers; customer surveys and performance reports;
organization strategic and operational mission plans, IRM strategic and operational plans.

1. The organization identifies outcome-based performance measures for major mission areas that directly
link to key external customer needs.

- Has the organization identified and developed outcome-based performance measures for every customer
group that directly receives a product or a service?

- Are the perspectives of key external customers obtained and considered in developing performance measures?

- Do performance measures reflect external customer outcemes in terms of factors such as time, cost, quality,
and quantity?

- Is there a balance of effectiveness and efficiency measures?

2. The organization develops specific performance measu. s for all IRM produc’s and services that reflect
mission outcome requirements.

- Has the organization identified and developed performarce measures for IRM products and services?

- Do the IRM performance measures reflect mission outcome requirements?

- Did the organization obtain and consider the perspectives of customer groups in developing the IRM
measures?

3. Customer groups periodically review, validate, and accept the IRM performance measures.

- Did customer groups review and validate IRM performance measures as they were developed?
- Have customer groups accepted the IRM measures?
- Is there a systematic way to get periodic customer review and validation as IRM measures change?
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Practice 5. MEASURE THE PERFORMANCE OF KEY MISSION DELIVERY PROCESSES

Critical Issue 1: Does the organization effectively use mission delivery and IRM performance measures to
gauge how well the organization meets the needs of key external customers?

4. Mission delivery and IRM performance measure analyses are built into planning, budgeting, and
evaluation processes and decision-making.

- Are performance trends and gap analysis provided at least once a year for executive management review?

- Are mission and IRM performanc~ measures and reports used in the strategic management process of
planning? budgeting? evaluation?

- Have these performance measures and reports significantly impacted these strategic management process
decisions?

5. Performance measurement data are demonstrably reliable.

- Does the agency validate the reliability of the data it feeds into its performance measurement system?

Typical Problems:

- There is an overwhelming number of measures, with little differentiation between what is really vital versus
what is marginally important.

- The performance data is of extremely poor quality or presentation, making it virtually meaningless.

- Few, if any, measures specifically attempt to determine the net contribution of information technology
investments to mission pcrformance.
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PRACTICE §: MEASURE THE PERFORMANCE OF KEY MISSION DELIVERY PROCESSES
Critical Issue 1: Does the organization effectively use mission delivery and IRM performance measures to gauge
how well the organization meets the needs of key external customers?

T TS R b

O The organization is

114¢ 01 guntzation does
not explicitly set
annual performance
goals for mission
areas or IRM services.

There is no customer
view, validation, or
~ reptance expected of
organization
performance.

Performance measures
have not been
developed for any
mission areas.

The organization has
not devoted much time
or effort to defining
IRM performance
ineasures.

Little, if any, attempt
is made to evaluate
systems’ contributions
to program gcals or
outcomes.

Strategic decision-
making is not driven
by performance-based
data.

The organization has
defined performance
measures for some key
mission arzas on a pilot
basis.

Performance goals have
been set for some key
mission areas.

Customer involvement
and validation of
performance measures
and goals is sporadic
and informal.

Tke organization is
defining some IRM
performance measures,
but most relate to
traditional output
measures, such as
response times.

Strategic d. “*sion-
making is only
informally driven by
peryormance-based
data.

Performance data not
regularly collected or
maintained.

Trends and gaps in
measured performance
are not routinely
evaluated or used as a
basis for management
action.

completing the process
of defining
performance measures
for major mission
areas, including
specific IRM
performance measures.

Customer groups are
reviewing and
validating IRM
performance measures.

A process for
routinely collecting,
evaluating, and
reporting performance
measures is being
established.

Too many measures
are being used or
considered for use,
reflecting little
differentiaticn between
key outcomes vs.
marginally important
ones.

Existing mission
delivery and IRM
performance measure
analyses are
inconsistently used in
strategic management
processes

Integrity and reliability
of performance data
are inconsistent.

The organization has
established a limited
set of outcome-based
performance
measures in all major
mission areas that
directly link to key
customer needs.

The organization
develops specific
IRM performance
measures for all
information preducts
and services, which
refiect mission
outcome
requirements.

Customer groups
periodically review,
validate, and accep:
the IRM parformance
measures.

Mission delivery and
IRM performance
measurement
analyses are built
iiito strategic
management
processes and
decisicn-:aaking.

Periormance
measurement data
are demonstrably
reliable.
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Practice 5. MEASURE THE PERFORMARNCE OF KEY MISSION DELIVERY PROCESSES

Critical Issue 2: Does the organization identify and use internal and external benchmarking sources to assess
its IRM performance?

Adyvice to the Assessment Team: One of the most powerful ways to motivate IRM change is benchmarking--
eititer against an internal baseline within a function or with another part of the organization, or against an
external leading organization in the same process or function. You should look to see if the organization has
either done internal an¢/or external benchmarking and what it has done with the results of the benchmarking in
strategic planning and setting performance goals. Since benchmarking is in an early stage in government, this
may be an area where little is being done. If so, you should see if the organization has plans to institute
benchmarking in the near future.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior maragers, line and support managers and
staff, benchmarking plans and reports; IRM stiategic and operatioral plans

1. Senior managers are knowledgeable about benchmarkirg concepts and have designated staff to conduct
Ixo benchmarking activities.

- Have senior managers becn educated in benchmarking concepts and uses?
- Have senior managers designated staff to be in charge of IRM benchmarking?
- Are the staff trained in benchmarking and how to do IRM benchmarking?

2. The orgunization has done IRM internal nnd/o; 2xternal benchmarking that covers critical IRM
performence areas.

- Has the organization done either internal and/or external 1RM benchmarking?
- If internal, has the organization established an internal baseline for all of its critical IRM performance areas?
- If external, has the organization picked credible benchmarking partners for its critical IRM activities?

3. Senior managers use internal and/or exiernal benchmarking results to improve IRM goals, activities,
and overall performance.

- Will IRM performance be assessed periodically against iniernal and/or external benchmarking information?
- Have decision-makers used benchmark results to set IRM performance goals and priorities?
- Is performance against the benchmarks tracked, analyzed, and reported over time?

Typical Problems:

- There are lots of perfocrmance goals and targets, but no benchmarks or reference points, usually because the
organization is supposedly "unique.”

- Benchmarks are established in low-value, easy-to-measure areas as opposed to high-value, hard-to-measure
ones.
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conduct IRM benchmarking activities.

PRACTICE 5: MEASURE THE PERFORMANCE OF KEY MISSION DELIVERY PROCESS®<
Critical Issue 2. Senior managers are knowledgeable about benchmarking concepts and have design... >d staff to

3 No internal or external

O Management endorses

studies assessing the
organization’s
performance relative
to others have been
done recently.

Management does not
support benchmarking
efforts.

Variations in IRM
performance goals,
outcomes, and
performance leve's
across the
organization are not
regularly examined or
compared to facilitate
learning and
continuous
improvement.

Program goals,
outcomes, and d:sired
performance levels are
established without a
benchmark reference
as a haseline.

benchmarking and is
securing resources to
commznce new internal
and external
benchmarking.

The organization has
collected intemal
histori-al informatiori
on IRM performarce,
but these have not been
systematically analyzed
against benchmark
standards over time,

The avatlable
benchmark information
has not been addressed
by senior management
action plans.

Management
understands and
endorses benchmarking
to evaluate
organizational
performance.

The organization has
done extensive IRM
internal benichmarking
and is planning
external benchmarking
activities.

There is only informal
use of the exisiing
internal benchmarking
to set IRM performance
goals, manage for
results, and gauge
changes in
performance.

O Senior managers are
knowledgeable about
benchmarking
concepts and have
designated staff to
conduct IRM
benchmarking
activities.

O The organization has
done IRM internal
and external
benchmarking that
covers critical IRM
performance areas.

O Senior manageis use
internal and external
benchmarking results
to improve IRM
goals, activities and

overall performance.
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Practice 6. FOCUS ON PROCESS IMPROVEMENT IN THE CONTEXT OF AN ARCHITECTURE

Critical Issue 1: Does the organization have an organization-wide architecture that provides the infrastructure
Jor integrating reengineering applications over the long term?

Advice to the Assessment Team: One of the major problems with any process improvement effort employing
IRM strategies and information technology applications is the lack of an architecture to support those efforts.
IRM projects targeted at business process improvement should be done within a well-defined architecture.
Architectural components generally include integrated or consistent functional databases, uniform user
interfaces, a coherent network platform, common systems, standards for information exchange, and applications
that will fit together. Many organizations may have developed a comprehensive technolcgy architecture
covering standards for the hardware, operating systems environment, and applications software used in the
organization; however, they may not have fully developed data and information exchange standards and
principles, or network or telecommunicalions standards.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and suppo:t managers ai.d
staff; architecture standards and policies; business process improvement plans.

1. The organization has a defined organization-wide architecture for data, information exchange, uniform
user iaterfaces, networking, and common systems and applications.

- Does the organization have an architecture in place that is applicable to the entire organization?

- Does il cover data, information exchange, uniform user interfaces, networking, and commen systems and
applications?

- Are architectural standards and policies clear and comprehensive?

2. The architectuse is managed at a high leve! and with sufficient support, skills, and tools to ensure there
is a rasier blueprint to integrate the information systems thas support process improvement.

- Does the organization have a person(s) or unit(s) responsible for architectural management?

- Is policy responsibility for architectural management placed at a high enough level in the organization to
ensure organizatwn-wide compliance?

- Is architectural management suppoited by sufficient personnel with the right skills?

- Are there tools--methodologies and other resources--available to support the integration of bus'ness process
improvement and IRM planning and applicaticns development?

3. All process improvement efforts must meet architecture management standards; the architecture is
adaptable to emerging technologies and v process changes.

- Are process improvement projects subject to compliance with architecture management requirements?

- Is the architecture adjusied in a systematic way to accommodate new technologies that are important to
performance improvement?

- Is the architecture flexible enough to adjust to work process changes don.: as a part of reengineering or other
process improvement efforts?
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Practice 5. FOCUS ON PROCESS IMPROVEMENT IN THE CONTEXT OF AN ARCHITECTURE

Critical Issue 1: Dces the organization have an organization-wide architecture that provides the infrastructure
for integrating reengineering apglications over the long term?

4. The architecturz permits some controi and flexibility at the local level, facilitating local adoption of new
business processes and supporting information systems.

- Do the policies and architectural management program ensure the integration of critical informaticn and
information systems?’

- Do the architecture policies and standards permit flexibility for loca! programs or units in adopting new
business processes and supportiag inforraation systems?

- Are the standards effective in practice in permitting some local controi and flexibility?

et

Typical Problems:

- Multiple process improvement efforts, large and small, are proceeding with little emphasis on an architecture
10 ensure interoperability and connectivity.

- Large and complex information engineering and architectural efforts are proceeding that represent very small
incremental improvements in work processes.

- Processes are still defined in traditional functional terms, rather than as a limited number of organization-
wide core processes.
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PRACTICE 6: FOCUS ON PROCESS IMPROVEMENT IN THE CONTEXT OF AM ARCHITECTURE
Critical Issue 1: Does the organization have an organization-wide architecture that provices the infrastructure for
integrating reengineering applications over the long term?

~ Being Implemente
_f e
e
O The organization sees | 00 The organization is O The organization has O The organization has
no need to adopt a starting to define its defined the technical a defined,
comprehensive comprehensive standards for its comprehensive,
architecture. architecture. comprehensive organization-wide
architecture, and is in architecture.
O Architecture O Archiiecture the process of
management is not management is under implementing it. O The architecture is
defined as an developnicat. managed at a high
important IRM O Architecture level and with
management area and | O Process improvement management is well sufficient support,
no tools are cvailable efforts, including defined; the skills, and tcols to
for integration. reengineering, are not organization is integrate information
well integrated with implementing it and systems that support
O Management and siaff current architectural has a good selection of process improvement.
have not recognized requirements; work tools for integration.
the need to integrate process and technology O All process
process improvement changes are only O Not all process improvement efforts
efforts with slowly brought into improvement enrty must meet
architectural architectural meet architectural architectural
requirements in order requirements. requirements. standards; the
to promote architecture is
interoperability and O No tols, O The current adap(a.ble to
connectivity. methodologies, or architecture severely emerging
technologies are limits local flexibility technologies & work
O Local offices are left available to integrate and control. process changes.
free to ignore any information systems .
existing architectural that support process O The ar chitecturz
requirements. improvement. permits some
flexibility for local
innovation to
improve mission
effectiveness, while
fostering the
corporate goals of
interoperability and
sharing.
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Practice 6. FOCUS ON PROCESS IMPROVEMENT IN THE CONTEXT OF AN ARCHITECTURE

Critical Issue 2: Are IRM goals, strategies, and resources focused on core business process improvement?

Adpvice to the Assessment Team: IRM planning and budget requests should show that major IRM projects
justify themselves as to how they support significant business process improvement. Al present, most
organizations are trying to define their core business processes and then prioritize them for impiovement action.
You should see to what extent organizations have clearly assessed business process improvement needs before
they authorize major IRM projects. Projects already underway should be closely scrutinized from the same
standpoint.

Potential Information Soarces: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and
staff, OMB budget examiners; budget requests and project justifications; business process improvement plans;
organization strategic and operational mission plans, IRM strategic and operational plans; project reports.

1. All executives, senior managers, and key line managers and their staff have been trained in re-
engineering and gene.al process improvement.

- Does the organization ensure that re-engineering and general process improvement is a training priority?
- 1s the training targeted at executives, senior managers, and key line managers and their staff?
- Have all key personnel received training in re-engineering and generai process improvement?

2. The organization has identified and prioritized its core business processes, based on critical mission
needs, to support a comprehensive process improvement program.

- Does the organization have an overall business process improvement program?

- Does the organization make a distinction between re-engineering and other process improvement approaches,
and tailor the right approach to the results needed?

- Has the organization identified its core business processes?

- What core business processes has the organization identified?

- Has the organization prioritized the core business processes for improvement action based on critic  nission
needs?

- What are the priority core business processes?

3. For strategic investments, the organization selects IRM projects because they enable significant core
business process improvement (i.e., 50% or more improvement in quality, quantity, cost, and cycle time)
compared to those of current processes.

- Does the organization make decisions on what, if any, strategic IRM projects can enable core business process
improvement?
- What type and level of process improvement is the general threshold for strategic IRM project selection?

4. The organization has a limited number of large-scale process improvement projects, consistent with
organization resource and staff capacity.

- Does the organization use a systematic process to assess the number of large-scale projects it can handle in
terms of resources and capacity?

- What are the organization’s current and planned large-scale process improvement projects?

- Does the organization have the resources and capacity to handle them adequately over the time frames
proposed?
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Practice 6. FOCUS ON PROCESS IMPROVEMENT IN THE CONTEXT OF AN ARCHITECTURE

Critical Issue 2: Are IRM goals, strategies, and resources focused on core business process improvement?

5. The organization uses rapid prototyping and controlled deployment in its large scale improvement
projects to minimize risk and provide benefits as soon as possible.

- Does the organization systematically use rapid prototyping and controlled deployment in implementing its
projects?

- Has the organization had positive results from using rapid prototyping and controlled deployment in
minimizing risk and providing benefits rapidly?

Typical Problems:

- Processes have been mistakenly identified as "core,” when in fact they are not enterprise-wide, but
functionally-driven.

- The organization has too many unccordinaied or undefined efforts going on. Some are in conflict with one
another, while others never get off the ground.

- A massive, grand dssign approach to re-inventing the organization fails of its own weight.
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PRACTICE 6: FOCUS ON PROCESS IMPROVEMENT IN THE CONTEXT OF AN ARCHITECTURE

Critical Issue 2: Are IRM goals, strategies, and resources focused on core business process improvement?

The organization does
not have an overall
process improvement
strategy.

Reengineering and
process improvement
are not well
understood in the
organization.

Core business
processes are not
defined or analyzed.

Reengineering and
IRM efforts are
coordinated on an_ad
hoc basis.

Proposed
reengineering efforts
are not based on
assessments of
resources and

capacity.

Rapid prototyping and
controlled deployment
are not used as part of
reengineering efforts.

O Some executives, senior
managers, and key line
managers and staff
have received training
in process improvement
and reengineering.

Core business processes
are defined and the
organization is
developing a process
improvement strategy.

Core business process
analysis is used
infrequently to select
and prioritize IRM
projects.

Reengineering projects
are often "stand alone"
efforts and only
informally made part of
a process improvement
program.

Process imprcvement
efforts are being driven
primarily by IRM
systems projects.

Rapid prototyping and
controlled deployment
are not used to
implement
reengineering projects.

Some executives, senior
managers, and key line
managers and staff are
familiar with
reengineering and
process improvement,
implications, and
expected outcomes.

Core business processes
are defined and are in
the process of being
modeled as the
organization defines its
improvement goals.

Core business process
analysis is used to
select and prioritize
initial IRM projects,
but exceptions are
permitted.

Organizational
reengineering capacity
and available resources
are identified but not
rigorously assessed;
projects proceed on the
assumption the
organization can
handle them.

Rapid prototyping and
controlled deployment
are encouraged, but
not required.

All executives, senior
managers, and key
line managers and
their staff have been
trained in process
improvement and
reengineering

The organization has
identified and
prioritized its core
business processes to
support a
comprehensive
process improvement
program.

The organization
selects IRM projects
enabling significant
core business process
improvement.

The organization has
a limited number of
large-scale process
improveme

projects, consistent
with resource and
staff capacity.

The organization uses
rapid prototypirg and
controlled
deployment to
minimize risk.
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Practice 6; Critical Issue 2: Organizatior-Specific Findings and Recommendations
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Practice 7. MANAGE INFORMATION SYSTEMS PROJECTS AS INVESTMENTS

Critical Issue 1: Does the organization use an executive level investment review board (IRB), led by line
officials, to make IRM investment decisions and to continue board reviews throughout an IRM project’s life
cycle?

Adyvice to the Assessment Team: IRM funding has traditionally been viewed by most organizational
managers as administrative costs, much less important than funding for staff. You should look :or an
investment philosophy in the organization where IRM funding is seen as vital for the long-term health of the
organization, not something that is "back otfice" or of little importance. An active investment review board
should represent top leaders of each major program areca and major support functions such as finance,
personnel, and IRM, although the final decision-making authority resides with program executives. The
organization should set up high-level scrutiny of IRM funding and then follow the projects that are funded.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and
staff, OMB examiners; budget documents; IRM project plans and progress reports; charters and memos of
high-level decision-making bodies; organization strategic and IRM mission plans, IRM strategic and operational
plans.

1. The organization has an IRB with ultimate decision authority for IRM projects.

- Does the organization have an investment review board (IRB)?

- Was it put in place by the organization head and/or the top executive team?

- Does the IRB have decision-making responsibilities for only IRM investments and project review? If not,
are the other responsibilities for organization-wide support?

- Are the IRB’s decisions final or are the decisions referred upward to another executive body for final
decision?

2. The IRB is led bv executive-level line officials and represented by program (line) managers and key
support functic executives; they attend the IRB meetings and do not delegate their decision-making
responsibilities.

- Do the IRB members represent executive and senior managers of the organization?
- Does an executive or senior line manager lead the IRB?

- Is participation and actual decision-making delegated to lower-level managers?

- Are any critical decision areas delegated to lower-level working teams?

3. The IRB is very aciive as a decision-making body, meeting regularly to make decisions on investments
and to assess major project progress.

- Are there attendance and participation requirements for the IRB? Are they enforced?

- Does the IRB meet on a consistent enough basis to provide real IRM leadership and decision-making?

- Are IRB project monitoring and evaluation review policies and activities in place? Are they followed
cousistently?
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Practice 7. MANAGE INFORMATION SYSTEMS PROJECTS AS INVESTMENTS

Critical Issue 1: Does the organization use an executive level investment review board (IRB), led by line
officials, to make IRM investment decisions and to continue board reviews throughout an IRM project’s life
cycle?

4. The IRB assigns executive management sponsors to major IRM projects; the sponsors remain actively
involved during the project’s life cycle.

- Do executive management sponsors exist for every major IRM project?

- What are the sponsor responsibilities during each project’s life cycle?

+ Do the sponsors fulfill their responsibilities?

- Do the sponsors keep the IRB informed of project progress and problem areas?

Typical Problems:

- Information system decision-making is heavily oriented toward the initial selectior of systems projects, but
faiis completely to control implementation and nake final evaluations.
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PRACTICE 7: MANAGE INFORMATION SYSTEMS PROJECTS AS INVESTMENTS
Critical Issue 1: Does the organization use an executive level investment review board (IRB), led by line officials, to
make IRM investment decisions and to continue board reviews throughout an IRM project’s life cycle?

O No formal investment
management review
board (IRB) exists for
funding information
systems projects and
tracking their

o

a

Review board led by
IRM managers exists.

The IRB acts mainly in
an advisory capacity to
either executive agency

Review board led by
IRM managers exists
with actual decision-
making authority for
IRM projects.

The organization has
an IRB with ultimate
decision authority for
IRM projects.

The IRB is lead by
executive-level line

progress managemeni or IRM The IRB meets at Icast

leadership. quarterly to approve officials, and
The systems and review projects. composed of line
development team O Review board meets managers and key
leaders and staff are infrequently concerning Executive line support executives;
responsible for project approval, managers are “ssigned responsibilities are

operational control of
ongoing projects;
progress reporting to

progress tracking, and
the need to reassess
projects having trouble

to the IRB.

Executive line

not delegated.

The IRB is an active
decision-making

top executives is not with cost, schedule, or managers’

systematic. performance participation is erratic body, meeting
expectations. and they often defer regularly to make

Systems projects have decisions to IRM investment decisions

no executive sponsors. | O Membership consists of managers. and assess progress

lower-level program
and support unit
managers; executive

Some projects are still
approved independently

of major projects.

The IRB assigns

managers are not by managers working executive
involved in any outside of the IRB management Sponsors
decision-mu.ing. process. to major IRM

Executive sponsorship
of projects is
nonexistent or is
deferred to lower level
managers.

projects who remain
very actively
involved in project
monitoring and
decision-making
during the project’s
entire life cycle.
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Practice 7 Notes; Critical Issue 1: Organization-Specific Findings and Recommendations
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Practice 7. MANAGE INFORMATION SYSTEMS PROJECTS AS INVESTMENTS

Critical Issue 2: Does the organization’s investment review board use explicit decision criteria and a project -
ranking scheme to make initial funding decisions and then have policies and review mechani.ms to continue
board reviews?

Advice to the Assessment Team: The investment review board is only as good as the tools and techniques it
uses to select projects and then track them to completion. Y~u should look for the board to use decision
support tools that show the decision criteria and how they are weighted for assessing and tracking project
proposals. You should also assess how the board handles multi-year projects--perhaps the riskiest projects.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and
staff, and OMB examiners; budget documents; IRM project plans and progress reports; charters and memos of
high-level decision-making bodies; organization strategic and IRM mission plans; IRM strategic and operational
plans.

1. The IRB uses comprehensive qualitative and quantitative investment decision criteria weighted fo: their
imporiance.

- Does the IRB use investment decision criteria?

- Do criteria include both qualitative and quantitative factors?

- Are the criteria complete--covering such factors as risk, cost/benefit, business results/impact, longevity, sizz,
and customer impact?

- Are the initial criteria weighted for importance?

2. The IRB has a systematic way to rank proposed projects for current and future funding.

- Has the IRB organization designed a formal, systematic process to make investment decisiors?

- Is the analysis of proposed projects thorough?

- It the process used to prioritize all IRM investments against one another?

- Are other factors, such as resource constraints, used for final funding decisions on naw projects?

- Are other factors used to evaluate proposals that were earlier denied but are now being reconsidered?

3. As part of its investment strategy, the IRB requires complex projects to be done in modules, avoiding
multi-year, high-risk projecss.

- Does the organization place constraints on investment proposals regarding project size and duration to
mitigate risk?

+ Are modular approaches taken to large projects?

- Are there criteria to authorize projects that are not done in a modular fashion?
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Practice 7. MANAGE INFORMATION SYSTEMS PROJECTS AS INVESTMENTS

Critical Issue 2: Does the organization’s investment review board use explicit decision criteria and a project
ranking scheme to make initial funding decisions and then have policies and review mechanisms to continue
board reviews?

4. The IRB categorizes projects as either maintenance of existing information systems or strategic
investments in new systems, and tracks and analyzes invesiment decisions across and within these
categories over time as a complete portfolio.

- Are projects already underway and new proposals categorized as either maintenance expenditures or strategic
investments?

- Is the ratio information regularly compiled and assessed in the organization? Is this done often?

- Does the organization kzep historical information readily available?

- What is the current ratio? The last several years? Projected for the next several years?

- Are explicit decisions made by the IRB on the proiected ratio of investments in the two categories?

- Does the IRB shift funding from one category io another depending on the organization’s strategic mission
needs in the short and long term?

- Are investment decisions for maintenance or strategic projects overall kept in line with strategic planning
decisions?

Typical Problems:

- Multiple, fragmented islands of information technology decision-making are driven by the annual budget

process.
- Funding priorities are negotiated rather than analytically based.

Exposure Draft, version 1.0 (October 28, 1994) 96




PRACTICE 7: MANAGE INFORMATION SYSTEMS PROJECTS AS INVESTMENTS
Critical Issue 2: Does the organization's investment review board use explicit decision criteria and a project ranking
scherie to make initial funding decisions and then have policies and review mechanisms to continue board reviews?

O No basic investment O Some investment O The IRB has formally | O The IRB uses
criteria and ranking decision criteria are selected basic comprehensive
process are in place. defined, although investment decision qualitative and

generally based on criteria that are quantitative
No restrictions are costs, annual funding primarily risk and investment decision
placed on multi-year, availability, and equity quantitative factors, criteria, weighted for
high-risk projects. among the units in heavily influenced by their importance.
getting IRM projects costs and technical
No categorizing of funded. needs, O The IRB has a
current and proposed systematic method to
projects as being The IRB is developing The IRB has a formal rank proposed
either (1) mcintenance a formal ranking ranking method in projects for current
or (2) strategic. method for projects. place. and future funding.
Project ranking at Modular development | O As part of its
present is ad hoc and is encouraged for investment -trategy,
changes are frequent. multi-year, high-risk the IRB requires
projects. complex projects be
Only limited done in modules.
restrictions are placed | O All projects are
on multi-year, high-risk categorized as 0O The IRB catggoriz.es
projects. maintenance and projects as either
strategic, but maintenance or
Projects are not investment decisions as strategic, and
categorized for to category are analyzes and tracks
decision-making as informally analyzed. investment decisions
maintenance and over time as a
strategic. IRB often allows complete portfolio.
exceptions tn its
ranking method.
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Practice 7 Notes; Critical Issue 2: Organization-Specific Findings and Recommendations
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Practice 7. MANAGE INFORMATION SYSTEMS PROJECTS AS INVESTMENTS

Critical Issue 3: Does the organization continue IRB reviews throughout a project’s life cycle, ending with a
post-implementation review?

Adyvice to the Assessment Team: In most organizations, if there is an investment review board, the only
decisions that are really made are those that pertain to initial project funding decisions. Project tracking over
an entire life cycle and post-implementation reviews are left to lower-level managers. You should look for
specific project tracking requirements and executive level sponsorship of major projects.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and
staff, and OMB examiners; budget documents; IRM project plans and progress reports; charters and memos of
high-level decision-making bodies; organization strategic and IRM misston plans; IRM strategic and

operational plans.

r—

oka

1. Initial project decisions set project life cycle review requirements, such as reporting and timing, based
on project priority and risk elements.

- Does the IRB make decisions regarding project life cycle review requirements once an initial funding
decision is made?

- Does the IRB use criteria to make those decisions?

- Does project monitoring and evaluation differ by factors such as risk, project scope, size, or mission impact?

- Any evidence of action being taken on IRB decisions?

2. The IRB requires formal post-implementation reviews of prajects that feed results back into the IRB’s
decision-making process.

- Does the organization have any requirements for post-implementation reviews?
- Are the requirements for post-implementation reviews followed?
- Are lessons learned captured and applied to future decision-making and other projects still in development?

Typical Problems:

- The IRB includes working-level members as opposed to executive decision makers.
- The IRB focuses on front-end selection and neglects oversight and control of development and/or
implementation.
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PRACTICE 7: MANAGE INFORMATION SYSTEMS PROJECTS AS INVESTMENTS
Critical Issue 3: Does the organization continue board reviews throughvut an IRM project’s life cycle, ending with a

post-implementation review?

O A formal IRB review
process through the
project life cycle is not
informally or formally
in place.

O There is no collection
of project critical
success factors or
lessons lzarned.

An IRM review process
through the project life
cycle is encouraged,
though not required.

Project critical success
factors and lessons
learned are rarely fed
back into the project
review process.

No post-implementation
reviews of projects are
done.

The initia! IRB
approval decision
process sets out formal
project life cycle
review requirements.

Post-implementation
reviews have begun.

The review
requirements are
inconsistently applied.

The level of review is
not always based on
project priority and
risk elements.

Project critical success
factors and lessons
learned are only
occasionally fed back
into the project review
process.

O Formal post-
implementation
reviews are required
by the IRB.

All projects are
consistently reviewed
by the IRB at critical
milestones, which are
based on project
priority and risk
elements.

Project results and
critical success
factors are
continually fed back
into the IRB
decision-making
process.
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Practice 8. INTEGRATE THE PLANNING, BUDGETING, AND EVALUATION PROCESSES

Critical Issue: Does the organization integrate planning, budgeting, and evaluation processes and decision-
making within an overall strategic management framework?

Advice to the Assessment Team: In many organizations, there has never been any real requirements that
decisions made in one strategic management process carry forward to another. Often, budget decisions were
made on different criteria than strategic plan goals and objectives. For IRM, projects were often developed with
a tenuous linkage to strategic planning. You should look for how well the organization aligns and integrates
decisions from strategic planning through budget decisions to actual project selection and development.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with cxecutives, senior managers, line and support managers and
stafl; organization strategic and operational mission plans and budget documents; [RM strategic and operational
plans and budget documents; IRM project documents

¢ e e o e —

1. The organization has a rigorous strategic planning process to set long-range strategic directions, develop
operational and tactical plans, and guide executive management operational decisions and assessmenis.

- Does the organization conduct formal strategic planning?

- Do the strategic planning products include a high-level strategic business plan and guidance for operational
and tactical planning?

« Are the strategic planning products used consistently by executive management for assessments of
performance against the overall strategic directions?

2. The organization integrates separate strategic business and IRM planning, budget review, and
performance assessment processes. Decisions from one key strategic management process carry forward
to another—the outputs from one process serve as inputs to another.

- What does the organization view as its key strategic management processes?

- Is the organization coordinating and integrating these key strategic management processes for consistent
decision-making?

- Are the schedules of the different management processes in phase, so that outputs of one are available when
needed for another?

- Has the integration of these processes, or lack thereof, affected implementation of consistent mission delivery
decisions?

3. Executives and senior managers use the strategic management processes in making critical decisions for
major IRM projects through their life cycle--from initiation to post-implementation reviews.

- Does the organization use the processes to make consistent IRM project decisions?

- Are the processes used for an individual project’s entire life cycle?

- Are there any gaps in using the processes during the entire life cycle?

- Does the organization ensure that critical project decisions are reflected in the decision-making for other

strategic management processes, where necessary?
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Practice 8. INTEGRATE THE PLANNING, BUDGETING, AND EVALUATION PROCESSES

Critical Issue: Does the organization integrate planning, budgeting, and evaluation processes and decision-
making within an overall strategic management framework?

4. Performance outcomes and progress evaluations are fed back into the key elements of the strategic
management process.

- Do s*rategic planners review performance measures when preparing or updating plans and objectives?
- Are performance outcomes used in preparing budget forecasts or requests?

Typical Problems:

- Planning is disconnected from budgeting, with little use of performance measurement.
- Information systems plans are disconnected from or withuut strategic business plans to drive them.
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PRACTICE 8: INTEGRATE THE PLANNING, BUDGETING, AND EVALUATION PROCESSES
Critical Issue: Does the organization integrate planning, budgeting, and evaluation processes and decision-making
within an overall strategic management framework?

O Organizational O A basic strategic, 0O A basic strategic O The organization has
operations and IRM operational, and tactical planning process is a rigorous strategic
projects are managed planning process is used to set long-range planning process--
independent of being developed. strategic directions and setting strategic
strategies developed develop operational and directions,
during the planning All of the key strategic tactical plans. developing plans,
pTOCEss. management processes and guiding

Decision-making
arross strategic
management processes
is not integrated.

Performance cutcomes
and progress
evaluations are never
critical elements in
strategic management
decisions.

are being put into
place.

Only the budgeting
process receives
serious management
attention.

Executives and senior
managers use the
budget process only in
making initial IRM
project decisions.

Performance outcomes
and progress
evaluations are
prepared but are
infrequently used as
inputs to key strategic
management decisions.

O The key strategic

management precesses
are in place and
integrated.

O Changes in strategic

decisions do not
routinely carry down to
IRM project plans and
life cycle decisions.

O Performance outcomes

and progress
evalia.ions are not
consistenily used to
impact the appropriate
key strategic
management processes.

operational decisions.

The organization
integrates business
and IRM planning,
budget review, and
performance
assessment
processes; decisions
in one strategic
management process
are reflected in other
processes.

Executives and
senior managers use
the strategic
management
processes in making
critical decisions for
major IRM projects.

Performance
outcomes are fed
back into the key
elements of the
strategic management
process
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Practice 8 Notes: Organization-Specific Findings and Recommendations
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Practice 9. ESTABLISH CUSTOMER/SUPPLIER RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN LINE AND
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT PROFESSIONALS

Critical Issue: Do line managers lead in identifying critical information needs and IRM professionals support
those needs by acting as suppliers of information products and services?

staff; service delivery plans and customer profiles; IRM strategic and operational plans.

Adyvice to the Assessment Team: To meet customer needs and mission delivery expectations, line managers
should be the key decision-makers for IRM. You should lcok for strong line leadership and involvement in
IRM strategic and operational activities. The IRM unit(s) should have a philosophy of supporting those line
manager needs and accepting line leadership. You shouid iook for line managers as key participants in IRM
decision-making bodies and the IRM unit working to prepare service delivery plans and customer profiles, and
regularly surveying its customers to see how it is performing. In many organizations, line managers still defer
to IRM professionals for actual decision-making versus technical assistance and support. You should see to
what extent the organization is moving to line leadership of IRM, versus IRM professionai leadership.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and

R R < G

. Line managers have the primary responsibility for critical IRM decision-making and for communicating
how IRM can be used to make a difference in mission performance.

- Does the crganization have line managers lead major IRM decision-making aclivities?

- Do line managers continuously identify performance needs and work requirements for IRM implications?

- Do line managers comprehensively define expected costs and benefits of IRM improvement projects, focusing
the greatest attention on mission-critical outcomes?

- Do line managers communicate IRM’s contribution to mission performance?

2. Customer-supplier relationships are maintained effectively at the project, mission, and organization-wide
levels, with appropriase quality measures at each level and clear accountability for resulls.

- Are there clear responsibilities for IRM leadership and decision-making at the project level? Mission level?
Organization-wide level?

- Do executive and senior managers work together to identify and resolve IRM issues at all three levels?

- Do project level IRM and program staff work closely together to identify operational problems at all three
leve!ls early and resolve them quickly?

3. IRM professionals deliver products and services based on meeting line management mission delivery
needs.

- Do IRM professionals identify line management mission delivery needs at an organization-wide level? At a
program level? At a project level?

- Are IRM mission delivery choices made at the organization-wide level across line management priorities?
At a program level? At a project level?

- Do IRM staff deliver products and services based on explicit service level agreements specifying quality and
timeliness requirements, usually with reference to au external benchmark?
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Practice 9. ESTABLISH CUSTOMER/SUPPLIER RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN LINE AND
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT PROFESSIONALS

Critical Issue: Do line managers lead in identifying critical information needs and IRM professionals support
those needs by acting as suppliers of information products and services?

4. IRM officials continuously assess how they act as investment counselors and product-service suppliers.

- Do IRM officials regularly survey line users on product and service quality, cost, and responsiveness, and act
on the results?

- Do line and the IRM unit(s) meet periodically to reexamine the mix of IRM products and services to see if
they meet line managers’ needs?

5. IRM officials providc line managers with explicit information on the internal and external cosis of
providing IRM services and products.

- Do IRM managers measure the costs, risks, productivity, and benefits of their in-house capabilities, with
reference to external benchmarks? _

- Are IRM officials required to provide costs of internal services in comparison to services available from
outsourcing?

- Do line managers use this information in their IRM decision-making to reevaluate which IRM functions
should be managed in-house and which should be outsourced?

Typical Problems:

- IRM and program units criticize one another because they lack a common understanding of what their
respective responsibilities are.

- The IRM department is basically isolated within the organization as a glass house or technical body with
little strategic interac:'on with line urits.
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PRACTICE 9: ESTABLISH CUSTOMER/SUPPLIER RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN LINE AND

INFORMATION MANAGEMENT PROFESSIONALS

Critical Issue: Do line managers lead in identifying critical information needs and IRM professionals support those

needs by aciing as suppliers of information products and services?

@]

O

Line managers do not
identify and validate
current and future
IRM and performance
requirements to
provide IRM staff with
a basis for critical
technical decisions.

Unclear division of
labor between IRM
and line units for
identifyirg inM!
mission requirements.

Accountability for
achieving mission
effectiveness is
hampered by changing
priorities and agendas
among program and
IRM staff.

IRM officials do not
assess how well their
services meet customer
needs.

IRM staff do only pro
forma economic
analyses of proposed
systems.

Line managers are
assigned responsi*ility
for participating in
efforts to identify their
IRM performance and
work requirements.

IRM and line liaisons
established at all
organizational levels;
there is informal
agreement on IRM
products and services.

Line and IRM staff still
do not work effectively
together at an
organization-wide levei
to establish strategic
IRM directions and
choices.

IRM officials do not
emphasize systematic
assessments of service
to customers.

Established policies
exist for measuring
IRM costs, risks and
productivity, but have
not been put into
consistent practice.

IRM and line units
have agreed formally
on the services or
products that IRM will
provide to support
mission performance
needs.

Line managers and
IRM professionals plan
and work together
regularly to ensure that
IRM products and
services reflect
performance
requirements.

IRM and line staff
work to resolve issues
at the project level,
generally when
program staff have
identified the issues.

IRM officials are only
doing sporadic
customer assessments.

IRM units do not
routinely compare their
outputs and costs to
external service
providers.

Line managers are
primarily responsible
for critical IRM
decision-making.

Caustomer-supplier
relationships are
maintained
effectively at all
levels with quality
measures and
accountability for
results.

IRM staff deliver
products and services
based on meeting
line management
mission delivery
needs.

IRM officials act as
investment
counselors to line
management.

IRM officials provide
line managers with
internal and external
costs of providing
IRM services and
products.

Exposure Draft, version 1.0 (October 28, 1994)

108



——

P lice 9 Notes: Organization-Specific Findings and Recornmendations

Exposure Draft, version 1.0 (October 28, 1994) 109



Practice 10, POSITION A CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER AS A SENIOR MANAGEMENT
PARTNER

Critical Issue: Does the organization position a chief information officer as an executive management partner,
and does the chief information officer fulfill that role?

Advice to the Assessment Team: The seriousness of how IRM is viewed in the organization is visible most
often in the hierarchical position of the person respor..ible for IRM. You should look for placement of a senior
manager as a chief information officer (CIO) who has duties and responsibilities comparable to other major
support functions, such as finance and personnel, and who is an accepted member of the senior management
team. He or she should also be running an IRM unit(s) that is credible and is seen as performing well by
customers.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, lower-level line and support
managers and staff; IRM performance reports.

1. The organization has a CIO in place who reports directly to the organization head and works closely as a
peer with other executives in articulating the role of IRM in mission delivery.

- Does the organization have a CIO?

- Does the CIO report to the organization head?

- Is the CIO viewed by executive and senior managers as a valued and accepted member of the senior executive
team?

- Does the CIO articulate the role of IRM in mission delivery at all levels of the organization?

2. The CIO is effective in bridging between top management, line users, and IRM professionals, resulting in
measurable operational improvements.

- Does the CIO forge effective working relationships with top managers, line units, and IRM personnel in (a)
consulting and advice-giving, (b) product and service delivery, and (c) IRM capacity building and
improvement?

- Have these working relationships resulted in better IRM strategies and service delivery?

3. The CIO has a highly credible service organization, closely monitored as to how it is impacting mission
delivery.

- Does the CIO monitor and assess his or her organization and its services?

- Does the CIQ use these results for IRM organization improvement?

- Is the IRM organization viewed by executives as being effective in impacting mission delivery? Senior
managers? Program or line managers and staff? Project managers and staff? Those outside the organization
who have working relationships with the IRM organization?

4. The CIO helps create an appropriate balance of decision-making authority between corporate and
program levels on information management issues.

- Does the CIO take « strong role in working with line managers to define and manage an organizationwide
architecture?

- Does the CIO allow decisions on infcrmation management to take place at the program level within the
organization-wide architecture, unless some significant corporate benefit would be missed?
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Practice 10. POSITION A CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER AS A SENIOR MANAGEMENT
PARTNER

Critical Issue: Does the organization position a chief information officer as an executive management partner,
and does the chief information officer fulfill that role?

Typical Problems:

- Director of IRM is embedded several levels down in the organization and works for the delegated senior
IRM official (DSO) in nane only; he or she is focused on many other problems besides IRM. As a result,
no dedicated senior management is focused on strategic information managsment.

- CIO has title and authority, but lacks the skill or ability to develop credit . v, as a service provider or
influence as a senior advisor.
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PRACTICE 10: POSITION CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER AS A SENIOR MANAGEMENT PARTNER
Critical Issue: Does the organization position a chief information officer as an executive management partner, and

does the chief information officer fulfill that role?

[0 No CIO is in place or
the CIO is a
figurehead only; he or
she is not considered a

top management
player.

The CIO does not
adequately understand
major program areas
and their objectives,
resources, constraints,
and problems; he or
she cannot effectively
articulate the role of
IRM in improving
mission delivery.

The CIO plays no role
in determining whether
critical IRM decisions
are made centrally or
at the mission level,
and has not overcome
parochialism and
fighting between line
and IRM units.

Basic IRM operational
needs are not being

satisfied.

O The organizatiun is

upgrading the CIO’s
responsibilities and
interacton with top
management, although
the CIO is still at least
two levels below the
agency head and is
dedicated primarily to
technical, not strategic,
IRM issues.

The CIO does not seek
out opportunities for
collaboration between
IRM and line units.

The CIO is not
assessing the quality of
IRM services and sees
no need to mandate
appropriate service
quality procedures and
measures.

The CIO either tries to
take away too much of
the information
managemeni decision-
making from line
managers or allows
them to ignore
rorporate needs.

T The CIO reports to the

organization head and
is dedicated to IRM
issues.

The CIO understands
mission problems well
enough to talk about
IRM to line officials in
programmatic
language.

The CIO is developing
policies for line
managers to make
decisions within
organization-wide
standards and is
building stronger
collaboration between
IRM and line units.

The CIO is working on
improving the quality,
timeliness, and range
of IRM services, but
has yet to effectively
monitor and
demonstrate strong
IRM capabilities in
meeting operational
needs.

The organization has
a CIO reporting
directly to the
organization head,
and working as a
peer with other
executives in
defining IRM’s role
in mission delivery.

The CIO effectively
bridges between top
management, line
users, and IRM
professionals, with
measurable
operational
improvements.

The CIO leads a
highly credible
service organization,
closely monitored for
its impact on
mission delivery.

The CIO helps create
an appropriate
balance of decision-
making authority
between corporate
and program levels
on information
management issues.
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Practice 11. UPGRADE SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE OF LINE AND INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT PROFESSIONALS

Critical Issue: Does the organization ensure that (1) line managers have IRM skill and knowledge and that
IRM professionals have line skills and knowledge, and (2) that IRM skills are continually brought up to date?

Advice to the Assessment Team: One of the reasons line managers defer to IRM professionals for IRM
decisions is their lack of knowledge of IRM concepts, how IRM contributes to mission delivery, and even
simple knowledge of basic technical considerations. On the other hand, IRM professionals may not have an
adequate understanding of mission delivery needs and how their IRM products and services fit into the bigger
strategic and operational picture. Most line managers have received minimal training in IRM, while IRM
professionals have concentrated on developing technical skills and knowledge. You should look for how the
organization views this issue and, if it is deemed important, how the organization is closing this gap in training
and experience.

Potential Information Sources: interviews with executives, senior managers, line and support managers and
staff, and training officers; internal and external training opportunities provided by the organization; individual
staff professional development plans; and actual training courses taken pertaining to IRM.

1. Line managers have the skills to judge how to align IRM applications with internal and external
customer needs and mission objectives.

- Does the organization identify and assess line manager skills in aligning IRM with mission delivery needs?

- What skills have been identified?

- Does the organization provide IRM and strategic application education and training to line managers to build
these skills?

- Does the organization provide or pay for the training and free line managers to take the training?

- Are the right line managers receiving the needed training?

2. IRM professionals are skilled in understanding the mission benefits to be derived from IRM activities.

- Does the orgenization identify and assess IRM professionals’ skills in understanding mission delivery needs
and IRM activities?

- What skills have been identified?

- Does the organization provide mission delivery and IRM implications education and training to IRM
professionals to build these skills?

- Does the organization provide or pay for the training and free IRM personnel (o take the training?

- Are the tight IRM professionals receiving the needed training?

3. The organization continuously identifies IRM skill and knowledge requirements for line and IRM
personnel and provides resources and time for personnel to obtain them.

- Dmes the organization have a plan to periodically assess IRM skills of both line and IRM personnel?
- Is the plan fully implemented?
- Does the organization provide or pay for the periodic training and free personnel to take the training?
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Practice 11. UPGRADE SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE OF LINE AND INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT PROFESSIONALS

Critical Issue: Does the organization ensure that (1) line munagers have [RM skill and knowledge and that
IRM professionals have line skills and knowledge, and (2) that IRM skills are continually brought up to date?

4. Management and professional development plans Giclude IRM as a key skill and knowledge area.

- Does the organization require professional development plans?

- If required, does the organization list IRM as a key skill and knowledge area for executives, senior managers,
and mid-level managers?

- Are the professional development plans consistei.:ly implemented in the organization for executives? Senior
managers? Mid-level managers?

Typical Problems:

- The organi-ation has failed to precisely define the skills it needs to effectively manage information and
information technology or has tied those skills to proprietary platforms or technologies.

- Skills have been defined, but there is no comprehensive professional development process to attraci, rctain,
and develop the organization’s IRM skill base.
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PRACTICE 11: UPGRADE SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE OF LINE AND IRM PROFESSIONALS
Critical Issue: Does the organization ensure that (1) line managers have IRM skill and knowledge and that IRM
professionals have line skills and knowledge, and (2) that IRM skills are continually brought up t» date?

Line managers can
characterize key IRM
issues affecting their
programs only in very
general terms, if at all.

IRM skills and
knowledge for IRM
professionals are
mainly limited to
technical
specializations.

Training and
development in IRM
are largely ad hoc for
both current and
emerging needs.

IRM skills and
knowledge are not
seen as appropriate
for formal inclusion in
performance
evaluations and
professional
development plans.

The agency does not
provide incentives for
IRM professionals or
line managers to
broaden their IRM
skills nnd knowledge.

Line managers can
knowledgeably discuss
the key IRM
opportunities and
problems affecting their
programs and overall
mission delivery.

IRM professionals can
discuss key IRM
concerns and
applications that affect
mission delivery and
individual programs.

The agency has begun
to assess its current
IRM skills mix, but the
emphasis is on
technical skills.

The organizational
culture does not value
IRM skills for line
managers.

The organization is
considering putting
IRM skills into
evaluaiions and
development plans, but
there is considerable
resistance.

Line managers
understand the linkage
between mission
performance and IRM.

IRM professionals have
considerable training in
strategic management
and can apply the
training in support of
line managers’ IRM
needs.

The agency has
completed its

assessm nt of IRM
skills and knowledge of
both line managers and
IRM professionals and
is identifying gaps for
current and emerging
needs.

Expectations regarding
IRM skills and
knowledge are not
being integrated into
both performance
evaluations and
professional
development plans
across the agency.

Line managers have
the skills to align
IRM applications
with customer needs
and mission
objectives.

IRM professionals
are skilled in
understanding the
mission b-nefits 0
be derived from iRM
activities.

The organization
continuously
identifies IRM skill
and knowledge
requirements for line
and IRM personnel
and provides
resources and time
for personrel to
obtain them.

Management
profissional
deve:lopment plans
an. performance
evaluations include
IRM as a key skill
and knowledge area.
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5.0 ACTION PLAN FOR IMPROVEMENT

5.1 Objective

The most important part of the seif-assessment process is the development of an action plan for
improvement. The objective of the action plan is to focus attention and mobilize resources on
highest risk and highest opportunity areas. It is easy and ultimately counterproductive to become
overly focused on the benchmark scoring exercise. You should be thinking about specific steps for
improvement both during the self-assessment and after it is completed. For instance, immediately
after completing the benchmarking cf a practice, the assessment team should begin to define
improvement steps for that practice. The toolkit is just that: a tool to help you gauge where your
agency could improve its strategic information management practices (the means) in order to improve

mission performance (the end).

Also, the action plan should reinforce the strategic managernent practices that your agency is doing
well. A common mistake is to focus on the negative. It is important to sustain positive
achievements, while working to imprcve weak practices. The practices form an integrated, mutually

supportive framework. Ultimately, they all reed to be in placs.

5.2 FKlements of an Effective Action Plan

Your action plan must present a convincing, specifically focused business case for changing
information management practices based on mission goals, customer and business needs, observed
problems, and performance targets. The action plan should highlight agency-specific performance

problems, indicating how they are associated with intormation management issues.

The results of the benchmarking exercise should be presented, highlighting areas where the agency is
doing well and where it is weak. If there are many areas of weakness, you will need to recommend
priorities for management improvement. As discussed in the opening section of this toolkit, it took

the leading organizations several years tc get ai! of the management practices in place and at a high
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level of maturity. Several factors can be used to make the prioritization:

* practices associated with key high-risk areas and pain points in agency performance;

* practices that are likely to yield the most improvement in the shortest time, given the

agency’s specific performance problems;

* strong interest of top management in improving one or more specific practices; and

» practices dealing with areas that are of high interest to congressional committees or

oversight agencies, given the agency’s past and current performance problems.

The action plan should recommend specific steps for improving practices that are deemed to be of
the highest p_iority. Section 4 of this toolkit lists "core recommendations” for getting started in
practices where the benchmark maturity levels were low. Other possible recommendations are
implicit in the criteria statements associated with the benchmark scales in both the diagnostic and

detailed review sections.

It is important that your recommended actions for improvement be specific and measurable. You
will want to be able to demonstrate that your agency is making progress both in the short term and
long term. Overall timeframes and intermediate milestones for implementing the recommendations
are critical to the success of the actiun plan. Selected performance measures for mission delivery
should also be integrated into the improvement plan in order to link progress in improving strategic

management practices to outcome-oriented improvements in meeting mission goals.

5.3 Obtaining and Sustaining Commitment to Improvement

Even well-intended efforts at improvement can degenerate into lip service or marginal efforts.
Obtaining and maintaining improvement in strategic management practices will require support from

a critical mass of key decision-makers, in order to generate the commitment for change and maintain
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momentum over the next few years  get the practices up to the level of leading organizations.

It is critical to get active invelvement from the agency’s top political and career-service executives
and program managers during the self-assessment. This self-assessment guide is fundamentally
designed for senior managers because they are the ones in the best position to make change happen.
The political leadership provides the driving force for change, while the career executives provide
longer-term continuity to sell and sustain the case for change to the agency as a whole, to implement

it well, and to keep the effort on track over time.

It is also important to work closely with key congressional committees and oversight agencies, such
as OMB, GSA, GAO, and the IG to communicate the objectives of the action plan and obtain their
buy-in. Key customer groups should also be brought on board to help sustain support in this effort

to improve mission performance and service delivery.

5.4 Identifying Potential Follow-on Work

During the course of the SIM assignment, you may identify the need for further work in areas that
are not addressed in this toolkit. To assist with mor> specialized assessments, GAO is developing

assessment methodologies in the following areas, and will share them with federal agencies as they

reach the exposure draft stage:

* business process reengineering

information technology investment management

* system development

* internal controls
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» software development

* financial systems

Additional work may be needed in other areas touched on in this toolkit. These may include, but are
not limited to:

e consolidation of data centers and networks,

» evaluation of opportunities for using advanced information technology, and

* data and network security issues

You will need to consult with subject-matter experts for help assessing practices in these areas and

developing improvement s.eps.
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Appendix 1

Comparison of the 11 Management Practices to Federal Regulations

and Guidance
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Appendix I

Comparison of Management Practices to Federal Regulations and Guidance

1. Recognize and
communicate the
urgency to change
IRM practices

3501(2),(3) - minimize
the cost and maximize
the usefuiness or
information collected
and maintained;

3501(5) -acquire/use IT
to improve service
delivery and program
management, increase
productivity, improve
the quality of
decisionmaking, and
reduce waste and
fraud;

3506(a) - each agency
shall carry out its IRM
activities efficiently,
effectively, and
economically;

7o0. - the application of
up-to-date IT presents
opportunities to
promote fundamental
changes in agency
structures, work
processes, and ways of
interacting with the
public to improve
agency effectiveness
and efficiency;

201-18.002 - the
agency’s IT plan
should consider federal
information processing
(FIP) resources (ADPE
as defined in the
Brooks Act) to
enhance future
performance of
programs and
operations in support
of the agency mission;

Transition to the
Future: A Model IRM
Program for the 21st
Century. IRMS, U._.
General Services
Administration,
November 1994.

Federal Government
Business Process
Reengineering:
Lessons Learned.
IRMS, U.S. General
Services
Administration,
February 1994.
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2. Get line
management involved
and create ownership

-7q. - Federal managers

with program delivery
responsibilities should
recognize the
importance of IRM to
mission performance;

8b.(3)(a) - agencies
shall establish
information system
oversight mechanisms
that ensure each
system meets mission

201-7.002 - agencies
planning processes
should ensure that
program officials and
IRM officials
participate in
developing the 5-year
plan for meeting the
agency’s IT needs;

201-18.002 - agencies
shall ensure that IRM
planning includes

Chief Financial
Officers Act: 31 U.
S. C. 902: establishes
authority and functions
for agency CFOs for
financial information
systems providing
complete, reliable,
consistent, and timely
information;

requirements; personnel from each of
the program areas and
IRM, contracting, and
budget;
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2. Get line
management involved
and create ownership
(cont.)

8b.(3)(c) - ensure that

officials administering
programs supported by
information systems
are responsible and
accountable for
managing the system
throughout its iife
cycle;

The Senior IRM
Manager: Major
Roles and Re-
sponsibilities as We
Move into the 1990’s.
IRMS, U.S. General
Sarvices
Administration, March
1989.

Trail Boss Concept:
An Acquisition
Management Concept,
IRMS, U.S. General
Services
Administration, 1989.

3. Take action and
maintain momentum

From Red Tape to
Results: Creating a
Government that
Works Better and Cost
Less. Vice President
Al Gore, Report on
the National
Performance Review,
September 1993.
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4. Anchor strategic
planning in customer
needs and mission
goals

3506(c)(8)- develop a
S-year plan for meeting
the agency’s IT needs;

7i. - the application of
information resources
should support an
agency’s strategic plan
to fulfill its mission;
the integration of IRM
and strategic planning
promotes appropriate
application of
information resources;

8a.(1) - agencies shall
plan in an integrated
manner for managing
information throughout
its life cycle;

201-7.002 - agencies
shall establish strategic
planning processes,
ensuring that the
agency’s information
needs are determined
before conducting a
requirements analysis
for FIP resources;

201-18.002 - the
agency’s IT plan shall
reflect current and
future program and
mission needs;

Govermhent
Performance and

Results Act: S U. S.
C. 306: NLT 9/30/97
agency heads shall
submit to OMB and
the Congress a S-year
strategic plan for the
agency’s program
activities; the plan is
to include a mission
statement for major
functions and
operations, including
outcone-related goals
and objectives.
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4. Anchor strategic
planning in customer
needs and mission
goals (cont.)

8b.(2)(a) - agencies
shal} establish and
fnaintain strategic IRM
planning processes that
address how managing
information resources
promotes the
fulfillment of agency
missions; the plan
should anticipate
changes in mission,
policy direction,
technological
capabilities, and
resource levels;

201-18.002 - the
agency’s IT plan
should consider FFIP
resources to enhance
future performance of
programs and
operations in support
of the agency mission;

201-20.103-3 - base
requirements for FIP
resources on mission
needs expressed as
opportunities for
increased economy and
efficiency, new or
changed program
requirements, or
deficiencies in existing
capabilities;

E. O. 12862 - Setting
Customer Service
Standards: agencies
providing significant
services directly to the
public shall identity
their customers,
establish service
standards (equal to
best in the business),
and measure resulis
against the standards;
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4. Anchor strategic
planning in customer
needs and mission
goals (cont.)

OMB Bulletin 94-08:
planning and
budgeting for
acquiring fixed assets,
including IT; agencies
budget based on the
long-term plan
developed through an
analysis of mission
and prionties;

OMB Circular A-
109: establishes
requirements for
agency acquisitions of
major systems,
including IT, to fultill
mission needs;

Information Resources
Management Strategic
Planning Guide.

FEDSIM, U.S.
General Services
Admin., December
1993
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5. Measure the
performance of key
mission delivery
processes

3505(2)(A) - the OMB

Director shall establish
requirements for
agency audits of major
information systems;

3506(c){1) - agencies
shall periodically
review their IRM

activities;

3506(c)(7) - agencies
shall evaluate and
improve the accuracy,
compleieness, and
reliability of data and
records contained in
their information
systems;

8a.(1)(j§) - record,
preserve, and make
accessible sufficient
information to ensure
the management and
accountability of
agency programs, and
to protect the legal and
financial rights of the
federal government;

Government
Performance and
Results Act: 31 U. S.
C. 1115: beginning
with FY 1999, each
agency is to prepare
an annual performance
plan covering each
program activity in the
budget; the pian shall
establish performance
goals and performance
indicators to measure
relevant outputs,
service levels, and
outcomes;
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5. Measure the

performance of key
mission delivery
processes (cont.)

8b.(1)(b) -
prepare/update benefit-
cost analysis for each
information system at a
leve: of detail
appropriate to the
investment size and
that relies on
systematic measures of
mission performance;

Government
Performance and
Resuits Act: 31 U, S.
C. 1116: NLT
3/31/2000 and yearly
thereafter, agency
heads shall prepare
and submit to OMB
and the Congress
reports on program
performance for the
previous year;

5. Measure the
performance of key
mission delivery
processes (cont.)

E. O. 12862 - Setting
Customer Service
Standards: agencies
providing significant
services directly to the
public shall identify
their customers,
establish service
standards (equal to
best in the business),
and measure results

against the standards;
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SIM Management
Pra;_:ticiz-' ; '

Paperwork Reduction
Act, as amended

. *"

| OMB Circular A-130

 (through T™ 2, -
2By

. GSA Federal
-1 Information Resources
| Management

o ! RegulatIOH i i Tk

- Other Reférqncéé g

5. Measure the
performance of key
mission delivery
processes (cont.)

Chief Financial
Officers Act: 31 U. S.
C. 902: agency CFOs
shali develop and
maintain an integrated
accounting and
financial management
system which provides
for information
responsive to the
financi information
needs ot agency
management and for
the systematic
measurement cf
performance;
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5. Measure the
performance of key
mission delivery
processes (cont.)

3 SRR HERT s
OMB Circular A-11,
Sec 12,15: requires
material to implement
Government
Performance and
Results Act;

OMB Circular A-94:
provides guidelines on
benefit-cost, cost
effectiveness, and
lease-purchase
analyses;
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performance cf key
mission delivery
processes (cont.)

OMB Circular A-
127, 7e.: requires
financial management
systems to be abie to
capture and produce
financial information
required to measure
program, financial,
and financial
management
performance needed to
support budgeting,
program management,
and financial statement
presentation;

Results-Oriented
Performance Measures
for Information
Technology Based
Projects and Programs
(draft). IRMS, U.S.
General Services
Administration, June
2, 1994
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5. Measure the
performance of key
mission delivery
processes (cont.)

National Performance
Review

Accompanying Report:

Reengineering
Through the Use of
Information

Technology, 1993.

Managing Information

Technology for
Results: Center for
Information
Management.
National Academy for
Public Administration,
August 1994.

Beta Mgdel:
Procurement
Performance
Measurement.
Procurement
Measurement Action
Team, June 21, 1994,
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6. Focus on process
improvement in the
context of an
architectwe

8b.(1)(a) - seek
opportunities to
improve program
effectiveness and
efficiency through
vork process redesign
and judicious
application of IT;

Federal Government
Business Process
Reengineering:
Lessons Learned.
IRMS, U.S. General
Services
Administration,
February 1994.

Data Management
Issues Associated with

Stovepipe Systems.
IRMS, U.S. General
Services
Administration,
October 1993.

£xposure Draft, version 1.0 (October 28, 1994)

136




6. Focus on process
improvement in the
context of an
architecture (cont.)

8b.(4) - create and
maintain management
and technical
frameworks for using
information resources
that document linkages
between mission needs,
information content,
and IT capabilities
(these frameworks
shall guide both
strategic and
operational IRM
planning);
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6. Focus on process
improvement in the
context of an
architecture (cont.)

8b.(4)}(a) - agencies
shall develop
information systems in
a manner that
facilitates necessary
interoperability,
application portability,
and scalability of
computerized
applications across
networks of
heterogeneous
hardware, software,
and communications
platforms;
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7. Manage
information systems
projects as investments

8b.(1)(b) -
prepare/update benefit-
cost analysis for each
information system at a
level of detail
appropriate to the
investment size and
that relies on
systematic measures of
mission performance;

201-20.001 -
acquisition consists of
a series of steps
beginning with
requirements analysis
and ending with the
implementation of the
most advantagecus
alternative (determined
through an analysis of
alternatives) to satisfy
the requirement;

OMB/GAO Guide-
Evaluating Agency
Investments in
Information
Technology (Exposure
Draft): provides an
analytical framework
to assess agency plans,
budgets, and
management capacity
to apply IT
effectively;

7. Manage
information systems
projects as investments
(cont.)

8b.(1)(c) - conduct
benefit-cost analyses to
support management
oversight processes to
maximize return on
investment and
minimize financial and
operational risk for
investments in major
information systems on
an agency-wide basis;

Improving Industry/
Government
Communications in
Major Information

Technology

Acquisitions. IRMS,
U.S. General Services

Administration, June
1994.

Exposure Draft, version 1.0 (October 28, 1' "4)

139




7. Manage
information systems
projects as invesumeats
(cont.)

8b.(1)Xd) - conduct
post-impleinentation
reviews of information
systems to validate
estimated benefits and
document effective
management practices;

8b.(3)(a) - agencies
shall establish
information system
oversight mechanisms
that ensure each
system meets mission
requirements;

7. Manage
information systems
projects as investments
(cont.)

8b.(5)(a) - agencies
shall acquire IT in a
manner that makes use
of full and open
competition and
maximizes return on
investment;
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8. Integrate the
planning, budgeting,
and evaluation
processes

8a.(1)(e) - integrate
planning for
information systems
with plans for resource
allocation and use,
including budgeting,
acquisition, and use of
IT;

8b.(2)(c) - operational
IT planning links IT to
anticipated program
and mission needs,
reflects budget
constraints, and forms
the basis for budget
requests;

R

201-17.001 - develop

and annually revise, in
coordination with
budget activities, a 5-
year plan for meeting
the agency’s IT needs;

OMB Circular A-11:
requires submission of
agency-level (as
opposed to project or
system level) data on
the acquisition,
operation, and use of
IT;

National Performance
Review
Accompanying Report.
"Reinventing Federal
Procurement.”

General Printing
Office, Washington,
D... September 1993.

A Phased Approach to
Life Cycle
Management. IRMS,
U.S. General Services
Administration,

May 1938
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Establish customer /

supplier relationships
between line and
tnformation
management
professionals

7q. - Federal managers
with program delivery
responsibilities should
recognize the
importance of IRM to
mission performance;

8b.(3)(a) - agencies
shall establish
information system
oversight mechanisms
that ensure each
system meets mission

201-7.002 - agencies
planning processes
should ensure that
program officials and
IRM officials
participate in
developing the 5-year
plan for meeting the
agency’s IT needs;

201-18.002 - agencies
shall ensure that IRM
planning includes

Chief Financial
Officers Act: 31 U.
S. C. 902: establishes
authority and functions
for agency CFOs for
financial information
systems providing
complete, reliable,
consistent, and timely
information;

requirements; personnel from each of
the program areas and
IRM, contracting, and
budget;
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9. Establish customer
/ supplier relationships
between line and
information
management
professionals (cont.)

8b.(3)(c) - ensure that
officials administering
programs supported by
information systems
are responsible and
accountable for
managing the system
throughout its life
cycle;

8b.(4)(e) - Information
Processing Service
Organizations provide
services to recipients
on an equitabie basis
commensurate with the
costs incurred and
document service
agreements with
recipients;

Better Government

Through Infonnaticn
Management. IRMS,
U.S. General Services
Administration,
August 1993.
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1G. Position a Chief
Information Officer as
a senior management
partner

3506(b) - the agency
head shall designate a
senior IRM official
(who reports direc y to
agency head) to carry
out agency IRM
responsibilities under
the act;

9a.(1) - the agency
head shall have
primary responsibility
for managing agency
information resources;

9a.(9) - the agency
head shall appoint a
senior official who
shall report directly to
the agency head to
carry out agency
responsibilities under
the Paperwork
Reduction Act
{military departments
and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense
may each appoint one
official);

201-2.000 - role of the
agency designated
senior official
(responsible for
implementing policies
contained in the
FIRMR);

From Red Tape to

Results: Creating a

Government that

Works Better and

Costs Less. Vice

President Al Gore,
Report on the National
Performance Review,
September 1993.
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4 11. Upgrade skills
and knowledge of line
and information
inanagement
profi:ssionais

7n. - users of federal

information resources
must have skills,
knowledge, and
training to manage
information resources,
enabling the
government to
effectively serve the
public through
automated means;

8a.(1)(f) - train
personnel i sl s
appropriate to
n.anaging information;

201-6.002 - ensure that
individuals responsible
for IRM have p.oven
records and IRM
competencies through a
combinaticn of
training, work
experience, and IRM-
related certification
programs;

Chief Financial
Officers Act: 31 U. S.
C. 902: agency CFOs
shall provide training
of personnel to carry
out agency financial
management functions;

OMB Circular A-
127, 7k.: financial
management systems
users shall be provided
adequate training and
appropriate user
support;
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11.. Upgrade skills
and knowledge of line
and information
management
professionals (cont.)

8a.(4)(d) - provide
training and guidance
to agency officials,
employees, and
contractors on records
management
responsibilities

8b.(3)(d) - provide
appropriate training for
users of informaticn
resources;

U.S. Merit Systems
Protection Board:
Workforce Quality and
Federal Procurement:
An Assessment.

Acquisition of
Information
Resources: Overview
Guide. IRMS, U.S.
General Services
Administration, 1990.

Acquisition of
Information
Resources: A Guide
for Contracting
Officers Technical
Officers Technical
Representatives IRMS,
U.S. General Services
Administration, 1991.
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11. Upgrade skills
and knowledge of line
and information
management
professionals (cont.)

8a.(4)(d) - provide
training and guidance
to agency officials,
employees, and
contractors on records
management
responsibilities

8b.(3)(d) - provide
appropriate training for
users of information
resources;

U.S. Merit Systems
Protection Board:
Workforce Quality and

Federal Procurement:
An Assessment.

Acquisition of
Information
Resources: Overview
Guide. IRMS, U.S.
General Services
Administration, 1990.

Acquisition of
Information
Resources: A Guide
for Contracting
Officers Technical
Officers Technicai
Representatives IRMS,
U.S. General Services
Administration, 1991.
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