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Preface to the Web Edition


When I was in my high school humanities class, we were told that, when the date of birth of a great personality of antiquity was unknown, their biographers would take the date of their greatest work, assume they were forty when they wrote it, and calculate the estimated date of birth from that.  Well, that may be true for me.  I wrote this book in 1991, working for several months on either side of my fortieth birthday.  And while I feel that I have a couple of other books in me, this is the only one I've ever successfully gotten on paper.  I guess from sheer size and scope that makes it my greatest work.


For at least 5 years now people have been asking me if I ever wrote a book, or asking me when I refer to this work on Strategic IRM Planning where they can buy it.  The problem was that this book was only distributed in a bootlegged, Xeroxed, limited-production, draft edition we used for the first round of SIRMPs in the Coast Guard. While I had a few paper copies left, some of the electronic files had been lost and others corrupted in an abortive and misguided attempt to "make it better."  Every attempt to get it back into shape as a unified whole got bogged down in what to add, what to change, what to take away.  

Finally, I just decided to reproduce the original book.  What you have before you now is the book I wrote after doing my first year of facilitation apprenticeship, participating in one NTL lab, and reading one book on facilitation: before I discovered IAF or GRP-FACL.  In retyping the missing chapters and getting the rest into shape for the Web, I fixed some language, corrected some typos, and added a few stories about that first round of SIRMPs that have stood the test of time.  But for the most part, this is the book I wrote in 1991.  Organizations that existed then and have now passed into memory are still referred to in the present tense.  I have resisted the temptation to update the text with new understandings on teams, comparison of this approach with what I now know as action research, or expansion of the small section on facilitation with the multiple-books-full of information that people at NTL, in the IAF, and on GRP-FACL have shared with me.  For to do so would have put this book on the list with all the other books I have never written.

There is one notable exception.  I added a couple of new paragraphs on processing experiential learning at the end of the chapter on teams.  With all the great successes of the Coast Guard SIRMPs of the early 90s, there was one thing we never got right: we never got the client organizations to see the power of teams.  While one of the stated objectives of using a teaming structure for SIRMP was to act as a model for restructuring the work of the Coast Guard offices, that model never took hold.  Looking back on it later, especially in the light of my NTL training in experience-based learning, I saw one thing we might have tried -- explicitly processing the experience of working as a team.  That is the only substantive addition to this edition.

I think there is something to be said for leaving in the naiveté and enthusiasm of a rookie facilitator, a first-year student of facilitation, a new convert.  What the exposition of some of the ideas lacks in theoretical knowledge and practical experience is made up for by the intuitive sense that there was something important in these things I was seeing.  I was constantly amazed as I reworked these files to get them in shape as to how much of what I have read, written, and done over the past 10 years has been only a refinement and enlargement of these basic principles.  Yes, I got some things dead wrong in this book, but for the most part I think it still works.

And I also think there is a lesson there for our facilitation and our attempts to mold this growing profession.  In our facilitation, we are acting from a belief that tapping the resident knowledge, even intuitive knowledge, of our participants is superior to all the rational analysis and detailed research of expert consultants.  While many of us who facilitate also provide expert consulting and training, the fact that we call ourselves "facilitators" means that we believe that getting others to surface what they know is better than preaching at them.  Seeing what a first-year facilitator can get right about this topic can help us strengthen our belief in the untutored, uncredentialed, nonprofessional expertise that exists in our participants.  And, by the same token, I hope it will help us to make room in our profession for the multitude of skilled, thoughtful, and principled amateur facilitators that outnumber professionals by a large factor.

I hope you read in good health and take away some value.

Chapter 1: PRIVATE 
THE STRATEGIC APPLICATIONS PLANNING APPROACH

What, Another Book on MIS Planning?


There are literally dozens of approaches to planning for computerized information systems (I/S).  These range from simple systems for planning the analysis, design, and development of a single application to grandiose schemes for understanding all of the organization's information needs and casting a development schedule for the next five years in concrete.  They all have a common purpose: to provide a guidepost and a plan for information systems development.  However, there are several other critical needs that I/S planning has to fill.  In today's climate of rapid change and rapidly accelerating technological advancement, I/S plans need to provide a high-level look at the strategic objectives of the organization and how they will be supported by future processes and information technology (I/T), and provide a guidepost for the kinds of systems, technology, and expertise that the organization must begin to obtain to be ready for this future vision.  The purpose of this book is to show how to consummate a marriage between business- and information-systems- strategic planning. 

 
Organizations today are facing unprecedented pressures to become more responsive, operate more efficiently and effectively, and provide higher levels of customer satisfaction.  All the currently documented methods of MIS planning, or strategic information systems planning, or whatever else it is called, do not provide the framework for helping an organization make the fundamental changes needed to meet these goals.  Three things are needed for information systems planning in today's environment:

· Information systems planning must be integrated with business planning, not overlaid on it;

· The participants in the planning process must recognize the enormity of the problem and the radical

· The planning process must be structured to provide opportunities for genuine change.

Those sound like pretty radical statements.  I hope to back them up.  If you don't agree that I have, you don't have to buy the book.

Integrating Business Planning With Information Systems Planning


It's curious.  All my favorite gurus are saying the same thing.  The management gurus are all saying that to be competitive an organization must redesign itself for quick response and rapid innovation.  It needs up-to-the-minute information on markets and customers and some creative solutions to sales, distribution, inventory, purchasing, and quality problems.  And it needs innovative, streamlined methods of sharing internal information and coordinating work.  Most of these changes, according to the management gurus, must be enabled by information technology.  Peter Drucker has made creation of the information-based organization one of his twelve challenges for the organization of the '90s. (Drucker, 1990)


The computer gurus, of course, start from the other end, but they wind up in the same place.  They tell their disciples that information systems people can save the world by developing the kind of systems that provide strategic advantage to the company: those that enable the organization to redefine relationships both internally and externally with suppliers and customers; that put the company in touch with the market; and that provide up-to-the-minute information.

     American corporations are trying to become more competitive by shipping blue collar jobs overseas and obtaining foreign parts.  But in a typical American product, parts are about 10 percent of the cost, and labor another 10 to 15 percent.  Fully 75 to 80 percent of the cost of American goods is in knowledge work: the overhead of white-collar workers who deal with information.  Couple this with the following two facts:

· Of all the resources a company uses, information is the only one you can use, distribute, and even give away and still have more than you started with, and

· Of all the purchases and investments a company makes, information technology is the only one going down in price.

Put it all together, and you have a compelling argument that information systems and technology are where the real business planning leverage points lie.


Much of what is going on in the new look organization, the excellence movement, and the organizational development field reflects a recognition of the primacy of people concerns.  What they are finding is that in order for people to accomplish very much, they have to have information.  There are a lot of ways of getting information to people, but most of the best ones involve some form of technology.  Business planning is I/T planning and vice versa.  


Whether you are listening to Tom Peters or Peter Drucker, James Wetherbe or James Martin, you find the need for a much closer marriage between business and information systems (I/S), and between strategic business planning and information systems planning.  Consummating that marriage is the objective of a strategic information resources management planning (SIRMP).

Fitting The Process To The Need


Most organizational planning theory and policy manuals and guidelines books are based on rational analysis.  The basic approach is to interview individuals to get facts, have planning and systems development experts analyze these facts in a back room with rational analysis tools and maybe CASE, develop a plan, float it up the chain of command, and then execute it.


On the face of it, rational analysis seems, well, rational.  But their are several problems with it.  First, it takes too long.  Rational analysis requires looking in excruciating detail at the smallest point until it is confirmed that it is a small point and not worthy of further consideration.  Second, the individual interviews give a fragmented, incomplete vision of the organization.  It sets the interviewers up for solving problems individuals have today, not providing strategic advantage in the future for the organization as a whole.

I read the write ups on interviews held in one Coast Guard office.  When I got done, I would not have been able to tell you, based on the interviews alone, what office it was, what the mission of the office was, or what kind of organizational problems they had.  I could tell you what kinds of data people were trying to use and what problems they had had with it that morning or, in a real stretch, that week.

Third, this plan will be very difficult to sell up the organization unless it has clear cost benefits.  There is almost no such thing as a cost-displacement information system.  If there ever was, they were all developed in the '50s and there are no more gains to be made in that area.  I personally doubt if there ever was such a thing as a computer system that saved money: I think that was just a myth made up by IBM to sell computers to accounting departments
. The reason you can't sell it up the chain is that they will never buy something they didn't see the need for in the first place.  This is the old concept of management buy-in.  Every text says you have to have it, but none has the right idea on how you get it.

My first experience with some of the techniques in this book was the clean-up effort from a strategic planning process done with the old method.  We brought in a leading consultant, and they ran some very good workshops, but they were only given access to the information systems branch and a few other people at the branch level.  The resulting plan was better than the one based on interviews, but could not be sold at the Division and Office level because those layers of management had not had any input to the objectives of the plan.


The biggest problem is that rational analysis attempts to predict the behavior of the people who will have to do the work.  For the people to behave the way they are supposed to, they have to buy in.  They have to feel there is some connection between the work they are being asked to do, the work they want to do, and the larger issues of the person they want to be and the life they want to lead.  I feel that way, you feel that way, James Martin, who wrote the book on rational Information Systems Planning, feels that way: why should we expect the people in an organization who have to implement the plan to feel any differently?  More importantly, do we have the right to try and make them feel differently, implement something they haven't bought into, behave in a way they don't believe in?


Eliminate one-on-one interviews, rational analysis, and plans written at a low level and passed up the chain for approval, and what do you have left?  What's left is SIRMP.

The Evolution Of SIRMP


SIRMP is an I/S visioning methodology developed for the United States Coast Guard.  SIRMP was developed by a team from the Coast Guard Office of Telecommunications Information Systems Division (G-TIS), the Coast Guard Research and Development Center (R&DC), the John A. Volpe National Transportation Systems Center (the Volpe Center), Index Group, Unisys Corp, and Coopers and Lybrand.  It was used to develop a strategy for filling the strategic information application needs of each operating and support program in the Coast Guard.


The foundation of SIRMP is the socio-tech approach to introducing information technology (I/T) into an organization.  The socio-tech credo is that all introduction of technology, including information technology, causes change in the organization. (Eason, 1988) The change must be designed first and then the technology chosen and designed to achieve the desired change.  Otherwise, the technology may cause an undesirable change.  This concept underlies most of the I/S and I/T work done by the Change Management branch of the Volpe Center, a research laboratory of the Department of Transportation.


The Index Group of Cambridge, MA, is recognized as a leading consultant firm in strategic information planning.  Index advocates viewing I/T as an enabler of business reengineering.  Business reengineering is the process of changing the work and management processes of an organization to make them more responsive, more flexible, more effective, more efficient, or more of whatever that organization needs to stay afloat in today's perpetual white water.  Working under a contract to the Volpe Center, Index added the concept of business reengineering, as a refinement of the Volpe Center 's socio-tech approach, to the SIRMP approach.


SIRMP also has a strong flavor of change management, organizational development, and self-managing teams.  Refinements in this area were added by process facilitators from Coast Guard R&D, Coopers and Lybrand, and Unisys.  Interviews and rational analysis are replaced with team-based workshops, that:

· Derive a vision of the whole organization, not individual problems,

· Use the expertise of a diverse group of talented people to quickly get at what is important,

· Start with top management vision, so they are approving the plan based on how well it matches what they said the organization needs, not cost reduction, and

· Engender commitment and buy in by giving all participants a chance to have their ideas and concerns included in the group consensus of what is best for the organization.


There are actually two important outputs of strategic information systems planning.  The first is a sense of common direction to guide detailed systems planning and daily acquisition and development decisions.  The second is the actual implementation plan that lays out the complex interconnections of activities, events, and resources to reach the goal.  The common direction is many times more important than the actual plan.  Unfortunately, the word "planning" doesn't seem to want to go away, so organizations tend to think the plan is more important than the direction.  If the planning process results in a common sense of what is needed and a shared feeling of the major steps that should be taken to get there, then the actual plan is almost inconsequential.

What Is SIRMP?


SIRMP differs from the other forms of I/S planning in two important ways: the product and the process.  Each of these differs qualitatively from earlier planning methods.  The product is a guidepost to the future, not a detailed plan of how to get there that is cast in concrete. The process is different in that it is concerned as much with engendering an understanding of and enthusiasm for the product throughout the organization as it is with developing the product itself.

The Product


SIRMP uses four fundamental products to capture and communicate the agreed-upon direction.  The first is a future business model.  This model can take various forms.  Its purpose is to capture the essence of business reengineering decisions.  It could be a list of new ideas, a picture of a new project control or customer service process, or a new organization hierarchy chart.  Sometimes it is even a picture of a new service-delivery facility or a new image for customer service representatives.  The idea is to communicate simply the essence of what will be different about how the organization does business in the future.


The second is a strategic applications architecture.  This is a high-level block diagram of the major application systems and supporting data bases and system environment needed to support the future business of the organization.  If it has more than a dozen to a score of blocks on it, or there is more than a page or two of information explaining any of the blocks, then it is too detailed.


The third product is the implementation plan itself.  This plan lists the kinds of applications, technology, infrastructure, and data base development projects that will be needed in future years, along with guesses on: 

· Which projects rely on the completion of which other projects,

· Which projects have the greatest priority,

· Rough, preliminary estimates of dollars, months, and other resources required to complete each effort, and

· A rough schedule of projects and budget for each fiscal year of the plan.

The fourth product is a list of critical technologies.  Effective use of networks, end-user computing, information centers, evolutionary development, rapid prototyping, image processing, outsourcing, and expert systems all require very specific talents, knowledge, and experience.  It is critical in SIRMP to determine which of these and dozens of other emerging technologies will be important to the future functioning of the organization so that it can begin to gather the requisite talent.

The Participants


SIRMP uses a team-based, participative process to develop and engender enthusiasm for the direction and the products that communicate it.  Teams are a very powerful force in providing flexibility and responsiveness.  (More about teams in chapter 2.)  This book proposes two teams for strategic information systems planning.  The planning must be based on clear direction from top management.  However, the planning involves a lot of time-consuming work, and most organizations do not have the luxury of having their top management spend that time on I/S planning.  The solution is to have the top management team develop a clear vision for the organization's future, and communicate that vision in a fashion that will allow tying specific I/S recommendations to it.  When the top management team is sitting as a member body of the total SIRMP team, it is referred to as the Planning Group.


A Working Group of middle-level managers from all parts of the organization then develops detailed recommendations for business changes and supporting information systems, tying each recommendation to the upper management vision.  As a result, the working group is not trying to sell the ideas on cost displacement, but rather checking back to see that they are implementing top management's vision correctly.


A Process Consulting Team (PCT), generally from outside the client organization, facilitates the process.  This is their handbook, and Chapter 2 contains an important section on forming and empowering the PCT.  The are primarily process consultants; secondarily experts on strategic planning, business analysis, organizational development, and information systems; and almost never experts on the client business or organization.

The Process Flow

The overall approach to SIRMP is shown in Figure 1.  The basic process is to:

1. Obtain a future strategic focus for the organization 

2. Understand where the organization is now in terms of its business model and information system (I/S) applications 

3. Reengineer a new organization business model to meet anticipated future needs and respond to the strategic focus and check that business model with the planning group in an interim review

4. Identify opportunities and requirements for information technology (I/T) and I/S to support and enable the future business model and build an architecture model of I/S applications to serve as a guidepost for future systems analysis, design, and development efforts

5. Develop an implementation plan containing 

· priority and precedence relationships among the elements of the architecture,

· budget estimates and schedule for applications analysis and development, and

· an action plan for needed organizational change and technology acquisition

Present the implementation plan to the Planning Group

6. Plan a change campaign for the organization
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Figure 1.  Strategic Planning Process Flow


The strategic focus is developed by the Planning Group during the Strategic Focusing Workshop.  The other parts of the plan are developed by the Working Group during a series of workshops.  An interim review by the Planning Group assures that the Working Group is working in concert with the strategic focus of the organization's Top Management Team.  A final review examines the implementation plan for a balance between resources required and expected impact of the project from those resources.

Purpose Flow


Figure 2 shows the essential questions asked during the various exercises of the SIRMP process.  These questions serve to show the purpose of each step of the process.  
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Figure 2.  Strategic Planning Purpose Flow


The strategic focusing workshop, steps 1 to 6, serves as a funnel for the Planning Group's vision.  It starts off by asking broadly, "Why does the world beyond our doors care if we're here?" Then by looking at the best guess of future trends, the mission and fundamental precepts of the organization, what the client organization considers as success, and what internal and external pushes and constraints they have in trying to meet the future, they are gradually focused in on the key things the organization has to do in the planning horizon (normally 5 to 10 years).


Figure 2.  Strategic Planning Purpose Flow (cont.)


Next, in the current practices workshop, the Working Group looks at what the organization is currently engaged in.  To come to a single view of the business that will form the foundation for business reengineering, the SIRMP process focuses on outcomes: of the things we do, what does the world really want from us?  What are merely byproducts of the methods we have chosen to achieve our ultimate or primary outcomes?  Each primary outcome is supported by a work system: a series of work processes that lead to the outcome.  Also in this workshop we look at who has the best work system for the same or similar outcomes and examine those work systems.  If necessary, we assign homework to answer those questions.


The New Office Model Workshop starts with step 9 and runs through step 11.  The Working Group first receives a presentation, video, or lecture on business reengineering including the concepts of paradigms and paradigm shifts.  A series of exercises gets the participants comfortable with identifying paradigms and potential shifts, then the current paradigms of the organization are collected.  The two important shifts that must take place to redesign the work systems of the client organizations are to

Question some of the basic assumptions, or paradigms, that shape the organization, and

Rethink what intermediate products are produced in developing the ultimate desired outcomes.

In both of these, the underlying principles of the organization cannot be violated: that is why we spend time in the strategic focusing workshop developing organizational principles.  


We ask the questions "What are some potential new paradigms and what other intermediate products could we use to get to our primary outcomes?"  These ideas are then put together into a concept of operations that describes, at a high level, the new way of working in the organization.


The Opportunities Workshop, steps 12 and 13, is a chance for the Working Group to examine at a detail level the kinds of technology, data, and organizational changes that will be needed to enable the new concept of operations.  There is a chicken/egg problem here in that the enabling features must have been  envisioned in the New Business Model Workshop in order to envision the concept of operations.  The Opportunities Workshop is a chance to flesh out the details, check the alignment of the parts of the vision, and make modifications as necessary.  These details are recorded in Four Architectures: Applications, Data, Technology, and Organization.


The Implementation Planning Workshop comprises steps 14 and 15.  The first order of business is a gap analysis: understanding current capabilities and defining high-level, big-picture projects will be required to get from the current to the envisioned future, including gross estimates of time and resources required to complete them.


The plan itself is built by ordering the projects.  First they are examined for precedence relationships: which ones have to be complete before others can be started.  Then they are prioritized based on importance, urgency, risk, and other factors.  Finally a high-level project plan is built showing a time line and resource estimates for projects in out years.


The change campaign is planned after the plan has been approved by the planning group.  In this workshop, the readiness of the organization to accept the proposed changes is examined, and then a campaign is designed to align the organization and the change: training, educating, and changing the culture of the organization, and testing, maturing, and modifying the change program.

The Product Flow


Table 1 shows the connection of products in the SIRMP process.  Each workshop produces one or more products that are used later in the process to build towards the final implementation plan.  Each product is listed under the workshop where it is developed.  An X indicates a workshop where the product is a primary input to the work of the workshop.
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Table 1.  Strategic Planning Product Flow

Each exercise of each workshop has a specific output product that builds toward these high-level products, and many of these intermediate products are also useful in later workshops.  But this table shows the most important products and gives a feel of how the process builds one product upon another toward the final Strategic IRM plan and change campaign.  A more detailed product flow table is provided in each workshop chapter.


The Strategic Focusing Workshop gets at the What of strategic change.  The mission is what the organization is in business to do, and the key accomplishments are what the organization has to do in order to remain (or become) successful in the future.


The Current Practices Model starts to look at the How of the organization.  We build a model of the products or outcomes of the organization, and differentiate between those primary outcomes that are inherent in the mission and those intermediate outcomes that are artifacts of choices we have made about how to meet the mission.  We then identify the critical work systems that support each of the primary outcomes.


The New Business Model workshop focuses on a concept of operations for one or more new critical work systems: different ways the primary outcomes can be achieved.  The Opportunities Workshop then provides details of the technology and organizational change initiatives that will enable and provide the opportunity for the new concept of operations.  These details provide the basis for the data, technology, applications, and organization architectures.


The Implementation Planning workshop turns the four architectures into a series of projects to get from the current state to the desired final state, and builds an overall implementation plan based on estimates of priority, precedence, and time and resource requirements of the projects.  The Change Campaign Workshop looks at all the aspects of the planned strategic change and builds specific recommendations for bringing the organization and the plan into alignment so the change can be implemented.

Where Do I Start?


It sounds simple, doesn't it?  Well, there's just a little more to it.  The next chapter discusses some background details on the use of teams and meeting mechanics.  Included in this chapter are several "Something Went Wrong What Do I Do Now?" ideas.  Experienced facilitators and organizational dynamicists may find this chapter a little rudimentary, but it is highly recommended for analysts, planners, and consultants who are more familiar with information systems planning methods based on rational analysis.


Chapter 3 provides information on getting the SIRMP process started, including selling the concept, building the team, and chartering the project with top management.  Chapters 4 through 9 then deal with the six workshops.  Each chapter provides a workshop overview, recommended objectives, and a sample agenda followed by background information and suggested exercises for each step in the workshop.  An attempt has been made to provide enough background information that the experienced workshop designer can substitute his or her own favorite exercises to obtain the same results.  Additional detail on suggested exercises is provided in the appendixes.
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The concepts of teaming are important to the SIRMP PCT in at least three ways.  First, the SIRMP process consulting team needs to function as a self-managing team in the truest sense of the word.  Second, the PCT must try and help the Planning and Working Groups function as a team, and maximize the extent to which these groups take advantage of the benefits of team approaches.  Thirdly, the education of the client organization by the PCT needs to include the advantages of teaming arrangements.  Before we can get into how to do SIRMP, we have to believe in what teams can do and how they do it.


We have to shorten the life cycle on innovation.  Much of this book is about using technology to enable shortened, more effective work systems.  With today's rapid pace of change, shortening the time involved in the work systems that develop products, directives, legislation, and even routine reports is one of the most important changes we can make to improve the effectiveness of these work systems.  We in Strategic IRM planning need to practice what we preach.  The process of determining external forces and stakeholder demands, developing strategic direction, and conceiving and implementing breakthroughs to take that strategic direction must be drastically shortened, or the breakthrough will be out of date before we finish identifying the need for it.


Teams are how we shorten the process.  Teams operate on consensus.  Teams operate on shared belief, not proven fact.  Teams take the best thinking of a group of people and quickly mold it into a plan of action, rather than passing it off for another fact-finding study and current assessment and position paper to be passed up the line.  But they have to be empowered teams.  And most people are not ready for that.


Stephen Covey says that there are three stages of maturity: dependence, independence, and interdependence.  As a society, we seem to be stuck in independence.  The pioneer spirit, the lone cowhand, the single commando taking on the whole enemy army, the maverick tycoon gaining a monopoly in a crucial industry: these are our heroes and role models.  Even in team games, we downplay the team role and focus on the individual heroes.  Yet repeatedly the championship is won not by the team with the best personnel but by the team with the best teamwork.  

Remember Team USA in the 1982 Winter Olympic Hockey Tournament?  None of those players did anything of note in the NHL.  They weren't great players, they were a great team.


Hierarchical control glorifies the independence of the individual.  The entire concept of some one person being "on the hook" for any given action, decision, or result is rooted in independence.  The more mature, interdependent concept of team-based activities scares the hell out of most people.


Interdependence is scary.  One reason is that interdependence is half dependence.  If only one person is working from interdependence, they start to look dependent.  We have been socialized not to depend on anyone for anything, no matter how much they depend on us.  Interdependence is a loss of control.  It takes a lot of letting go to say, "I don't know exactly how this is going to play out, but I know we have the right team of people working on it and I know I will contribute my share to the team."  It takes a lot of growing up to say "I can't do it all" and let other people do some of it for you and you do some of it for them.
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Getting the PCT itself to operate as a self-managing team is probably the greatest challenge.  The PCT team members have to make the immediate leap to the maturity of interdependence.  However, they should also have the greatest support.  In the Coast Guard, the SIRMP teams are empowered to work as a team by direction, expectations, project structure, and team membership.  They are given opportunities for team building, and all SIRMP teams come together once a month to brag, complain, question, celebrate, and receive encouragement and whatever support they need for working as a team.


The teams are formed with an eye towards balancing not only organizational representation but also individual skills and styles.  Each team has at least two people with experience in business analysis and at least two with information systems experience.  Perhaps most importantly, each team has at least two people with a background in organizational development and team building.  These team members can help the PCT with forming and running itself as a self-managing team, as well as with the challenges of making the Planning and Working groups function as a team and educating the client organization on team building and organizational development issues.


Teams are not formed nor roles assigned along organizational lines.  We do not put people in reference groups based on their organizational affiliation, nor do we specify in contracts or teaming agreements which organization will have which responsibilities on the team.  We don't get an OD contractor and a systems consultant.  Rather, we look at the total pool of people and try to balance individuals.  On one team, we may look to the contractor for an information systems expert, while on another team we use an internal Coast Guard systems expert and get an OD person from the contractor.


Finally, very few teams have six members.  The Coast Guard looks for people with strength in at least two of the three areas.  We usually have three to five actual members of the facilitation team, with four seeming to be the most successful.  Representatives from the sponsoring and/or client organization may also serve on the PCT, but their role is different.  They are asked to provide liaison functions and client knowledge, not expertise in one of the three core disciplines of business, systems, and OD.


Finally, the team is empowered to try things and, if they don't work, try something else.  This book is not gospel on how to do SIRMP.  Each team is encouraged to modify the process based on conditions in their client organization, and the modification continues throughout the process.  Often exercises and workshops are modified on the fly to respond to participants concerns and unfolding information.  

In one SIRMP, our first workshop with the Working Group was a three-day offsite.  We had spent weeks developing the design.  On the morning of the second day, the PCT perceived some resistance before we even started.  We got the Working Group to talk about what they thought was wrong with the process, then we caucused in the hall.  In 15 minutes we totally redesigned the workshop.

The PCT is empowered to make whatever changes are needed to the process, as long as the final product meets the needs of the client organization for a plan to carry them into the future with business change and enabling technology.
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Getting self-managed team behavior out of the Planning Group and Working Group can be more of a challenge for the PCT.  Fortunately, these groups are not really self managed, they are facilitated.  But the goal of the PCT should be by the end of the process to get at least the Working Group to take responsibility for it's own output and recommendations, and to a lesser extent their process.  The PCT has to model, teach, and give experience in teamwork to the Planning and Working Groups.
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The first thing to be considered is meeting mechanics.  At the top of the list is the use of a group memory.  Whatever the team discusses, it must be captured in real time in some form that the entire group can view and review.  Without a group memory, discussions get endless and decisions get foggy.  


With a group memory, participants get assurance that their ideas have been heard and captured, so they are able to let go.  Comments, especially criticisms of ideas, are directed at the group memory, not the person originating the idea, so that the originator feels protected and free to voice more ideas.  And when it comes time for a decision, the wording of the decision is right there in group memory and everyone knows what they are agreeing to.


Another critical piece of meeting mechanics is a shared problem understanding.  Seemingly endless discussions often result from one or more participants feeling that the entire meeting is focusing on the wrong problem.  Up-front agreement on the definition of the problem being addressed is critical.


So is agreement on the proper process for addressing the problem: lack of process buy-in by a group participant can also impede progress as the lone wolf tries to lead the group in a direction it is not ready to be led.
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Every portion of every team event should have a facilitator because s/he plays a critical role in meeting mechanics.  Volumes have been written on meeting facilitation.  Doyle and Strauss (1982) deal with facilitation in most of their book, including an entire chapter and detailed check-off list on how to be a good facilitator.  However, they capture the essence of facilitation in three lines.  The role of the facilitator is to:

· Get a group to focus on a common problem and a common process

· Protect group members and ensure that everyone participates, and

· Remain neutral and build trust.


The importance of focus on a common problem and process has already been discussed.  This agreement should be obtained by the facilitator up front.  However, s/he must remain a good active listener.  Often a participant will agree to a problem definition and a problem solving process, but then not feel comfortable with it.  They may not even be aware that this is the source of their discomfort with how the meeting is progressing. The facilitator is responsible for hearing the music as well as the words, and revisiting the questions of problem understanding and process buy-in if necessary.


More importantly, the facilitator serves as a traffic cop, making sure everyone gets a chance to use the road and no one gets bullied or hurt.  It has been mentioned how the group memory can be used to make ideas belong to the group, protecting the originator from personal attack.  However, in some instances, the facilitator will have to have some of the attributes of a psychologist running a group therapy session, reminding participants of the rules of good feedback and making sure comments are directed at ideas, not personalities.


No facilitator is ever completely unbiased, but it is critical that the facilitator not let his or her biases affect the outcome of the group process.  Especially in the SIRMP process detailed in this book, it is important for the group to feel ownership of the process and the final outcome.  The facilitator(s) must use every opportunity to build the trust of the planning team that the product will belong to the client organization, not the consultants.  The last section of this chapter, Crisis Intervention, includes some specific ideas on how to develop or rebuild trust.
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In any group, team, or meeting, the proper selection of participants is critical.  The first consideration is to have all the concerned organizations and required perspectives represented.  In strategic applications planning, this may mean including people from stakeholder organizations.


The mix of people on the team is also important.  To meet objectives, you must have all the knowledge, experience, and skills represented.  Less recognized is the importance of having the right mix of personality types: introverts and extroverts, leaders and followers, analyzers and intuiters.  Usually, this blend will work itself out with a large enough group, but the wise facilitator will watch for roles on the team that are not being fulfilled.


Finally, the interpersonal interactions of the group bear close watching.  There may be frictions, preconceptions, or outright conflicts that are brought into the group from outside.  Conflict management becomes an important role for the facilitator in this situation.  The trick is to keep the conflict from damaging the process while recognizing that conflict is one of the most valuable sources of learning.
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Many group meetings are productive and successful based on simply a facilitated discussion with a shared problem definition and process.  However, most extended meetings and virtually all day-long or multiple-day workshops can profit from a more varied agenda where the pace and flow is controlled and varied by a series of exercises.  


Exercises can focus the attention of the participants on the objectives of the workshop and away from hidden agendas and preconceived solutions.  A common problem in planning and design workshops is with level of detail.  Frequently in high-level workshops participants will want to get into details of screen design, user interaction, and report layout when the objective is to get a broad picture of needs.  A facilitated discussion requires constant pulling by the facilitator to keep the details at a high enough level.  Exercises where the participants are asked to provide a very specific type of information in a very specific format can help to avoid this problem.


Exercises can also provide "conceptual blockbusting" by bringing the imagination and creativity of the participants into play.  Brainstorming, drawing exercises, describing the future, all help to get the mind away from whatever problem was being dealt with right before the meeting started.


Finally, exercises can provide the participants (and consultants!) with a chance to have some fun.  Humor can play a big part in freeing up the imagination, as well as in creating a relaxed and participative atmosphere.  Humor can also bring out truths that hurt too much to deal with seriously.  The organizational blasphemies exercise described in the next chapter, for example, often brings out statements that produce gales of laughter but also contain a kernel of truth that is a source of friction in the organization.


Specific exercises are recommended for building most of the deliverables of each workshop in this book.  However, several general suggestions are offered here.


1)  Use breakout groups give the participants a chance to work under a different dynamic and sometimes even in a different setting.  Multiple discussions going on in different places at the same time can give each participant more air time.  Breakout groups can often be time consuming because of the logistics and dynamics.  The breakout groups have to move to their group locations, achieve consensus, reform with the full group, and report on their findings, followed by a process of integrating and achieving consensus with the whole group.  However, the report outs can give participants a chance to take a different role, and strengthen their feeling of ownership of the process.


2)  Intersperse idea-gathering exercises with consensus-building exercises.  One is free-wheeling and creative, while the other is analytical and focuses on creating concrete deliverables.  These are also called divergent thinking and convergent thinking.  Pacing the changes from one mode to another will help keep the participants sharp, alert, and connected to the process.  A workshop designed on this principle can be represented as a "string of diamonds" as two lines diverge and then converge repeatedly. 


3)  Use several different kinds of exercises to generate lists of ideas.  Do not just automatically use brainstorming in every situation.  Other ideas are round robin, where each person is asked in turn for one idea; individual recording of ideas followed by report outs, facilitated discussion, or round robin; and the post-it approach (see 4 below).


4)  Use several different kinds of exercises to process the output of idea-generation sessions.  One favorite is the post-it exercise.  Ideas are written on post-it notes by the participants and collected by the facilitator.  As they are read, they are stuck on the wall in groupings on the advice of the participants.  When all the ideas are grouped, statements, names, or other labels are given to each grouping and those are then worked by the group into the deliverable output of the exercise.  Note that while lists generated this way usually provide a large list of representative ideas, the list may not be complete.  Be sure to check at the end of processing for any other items needed to make the list complete.

A variant of this is to let the group do their own posting and grouping.  With some participants, this can lead to greater ownership of the groups of ideas.  With others, the facilitator will find the need to take back control of the wall to move the effort forward.


5)  Experiment with different roles for participants.  Let them run discussions of their own ideas.  Look for natural facilitators and let them lead parts of the workshop.
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Many facilitators don't like to put specific time targets on the agenda they present to the workshop participants.  They feel that if they are unable to stick to the agenda, it damages their credibility as facilitators.  For the strategic applications planning process, however, the practice of listing specific times has been shown to provide several benefits.  It helps the participants feel that they own the process.  This is important in making them comfortable that the resulting plan will be what they want, not what some outside consultant told them they should have.  Also, when the participants own the process, they help to keep it on schedule.  As previously mentioned, determining and communicating the proper level of detail for any given exercise or workshop is an ongoing problem.  If the participants have a feeling for about how long discussion of a certain point should take, they can make some estimates for themselves as to how much detail is desirable at this point in the process, and start to monitor themselves to make sure the process moves along.


Along the same lines, frequent referrals should be made back to the agenda, objectives, and process flow, especially at the introduction of a new exercise.  This keeps the participants connected to the process and at each juncture provides an introduction to how the next piece of the workshop works with the whole workshop and whole strategic applications planning process.
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There are several ways this process can run into snags.  This section will attempt to provide a taxonomy of problems and some ways of solving them in the team environment.


The primary types of problems are difficulty in getting buy-in to the process and discomfort with the process schedule, methods, or output.  These are actually opposite sides of the same coin.  In the first case, the client organization is still expecting the consultant organization to come in and provide "the answer."  In the second, the client organization is looking to own the process and product but still doesn't feel that it is in control.  Each of these is handled differently.


Difficulty in getting buy-in to the process manifests itself in several ways:

· Reluctance to commit time and/or personnel to the process,

· Attempts to shunt more of the work away from the planning group and onto the working group, and

· Attempts to shorten workshops.


Usually the process is agreed to and even asked for by upper management.  However, on occasion, the consultant will encounter an organization that has heard great things about the process but ascribes them to the consultants, not the process, and wants the consultants to "cut out all this touchy-feely stuff and just write down the answer for us."  In other cases, the client organization will be a division, office, or other business unit that has had the process imposed upon it from higher up.


There are no simple solutions to this problem.  The best approach is to be thoroughly familiar with the process yourself and believe in it emphatically.  Getting process buy-in is a selling job, and many of the selling techniques described in chapter 1 apply here.  In order to sell the process, the facilitator has to know why it was designed the way it was, what the advantages are of doing it this way, and what the pitfalls are of changing the process.  S/he has to be able to speak from the head, the gut, and sometimes even the heart on why s/he believes in this process and why shortcuts may provide the same products but not with the same quality, not with the same buy-in, and not with the same enthusiasm for implementation.


There are several key phrases the facilitator can watch for to indicate discomfort with the process:

"We haven't spent enough time discussing (thinking about, processing) this point."

"We didn't get what we really need out of the last workshop and we're not ready to go forward."

"I'm not going to be able to give up the time to be at the next workshop."  (It's amazing how often this person will show up for two extra workshops if that's what they feel is needed to get the process back on track.)

This is a critical time and place to establish process ownership as residing with the client organization.  A method of getting at the root cause of the discomfort has to be found immediately.  One of the most effective is to come right out and ask.  "We feel like there is some concern about what we're doing and some reluctance to go forward.  We want to hear from each of you what your concerns are at this point, and what you think it will take to get us back on track.  We also want to know what you think is the best thing we've accomplished so far."  It is important to add that last part, so that participants remember and feel good about the fact that they have put in a lot of work and accomplished a lot, and so that they can focus on those accomplishments in figuring out how to proceed.
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One reason teams are becoming so important is that things have to change so rapidly.  The method or approach or work system can't be written down, not even in electronic form, because it changes faster than people can type.  So we have to work out of someone's head.  But we can't just work out of one head, because no one can keep all the considerations current and in the front of their consciousness, even if they know all of them.  We need a team of people, each with responsibility for a set of concerns, working together to control a constantly-changing, evolving process.  

All for One and One for All


The experts say that one way to foster team cooperation is to base the rewards of all members of the team on team performance, not individual contribution.  To most people, this is one of the scariest aspects of teams, and a look at why will help to illustrate the disconnect between current work systems and team-based approaches.  Most people have a fear that someone on the team won't do their part, the whole team will fail, and they will lose their reward.  This attitude shows an immature, independence-based understanding of what teams are all about.  These people see a team as a loose grouping of individuals with individual, independent responsibility for parts of the action: a microcosm of the specialized, compartmented organization.  With teams there are no predefined roles.  At each turn, the whole team makes decisions about specific pieces of team, subgroup, and individual work, based on people, not organizational affiliations.  The basic premises that go into teams are:

· EVERYONE has strengths that the team can use.

· EVERYONE has weaknesses that can cause failure if they work as an individual.

· The team AS A WHOLE takes responsibility for success of the whole effort.

· The team AS A WHOLE takes responsibility for feeding one another's strengths and starving one another's weaknesses.

If one person fails to deliver, it's the team's fault for giving him/her an assignment not suited to his/her talents or for not providing enough backup or direction or support or feedback or for giving too many tasks to that one person or for not recognizing that that task should have been done by a subgroup or the whole team, not an individual.  


This is the strength of teams.  In independent, hierarchical environments, everyone is trying to advance by looking good.  If that means making someone else look bad so they can blame failure of the project on them, then that's okay.  But for the organization, it is not okay.  The organization should focus on making the project a success, not assessing blame for a failure.  It's time for organizations to lay blame where it belongs: on their way of structuring projects and rewards, not on the individuals who work on them.


The other element needed for teams to work is redefinition of failure.  Harry Truman said, "We'll try something and, if that doesn't work, we'll try something else."  The old definition of failure as an idea that didn't work is dysfunctional and leads to all sorts of organizational problems and ultimately to an ineffective organization.  There are really only two kinds of failed projects: one where we tried something and didn't learn anything from the attempt, and one where we tried an idea and it didn't work but we kept on trying, pouring money and effort into it and losing out on the chance to get started quickly on trying something else.  These two kind of true failures abound when the first, false definition of failure is used.  If every idea has to work, then you won't tell when it isn't working, you'll keep pushing and burning up resources, and, when it collapses in a heap, you won't share what you learned from it.

Experiential Learning


But getting the Planning and Working groups to recognize that the team structure of SIRMP provides a model for a structure of a redesigned work process or organization is not simple.  In the first round of Coast Guard SIRMPs, we were so notably unsuccessful in making Team Coast Guard see the advantage of true teams that I added this section for the Web-based edition.  


Build a better mousetrap and the world won't necessarily beat a path to your door.  Demonstrate a better mousetrap and they still will probably think it's your bait or your knowledge of mice or even your particular mice that make it work.  You have to explain why it's a better trap.  But adult learning theory says you can't just tell them, they have to experience it.  Which the Planning and Working groups do during SIRMP.  But then you have to help them to make explicit the learning that they have just had.  


Chuck Phillips (19__) provides a good exposition of the Experiential Learning Cycle.  After each workshop, at each review point, and after the whole SIRMP process is concluded, you need to help the participants process what they've experienced.  This is done in four-step discussion:

· What just happened -- objective, factual review of events.  

· Why did it happen -- what were the forces, emotions, dynamics, structures, causes at play that made it happen that way and not some other way.  Enumeration of principles in effect.

· When will it happen again -- generalization of the principles to other situations

· How will we use this learning -- discussion of situations in the foreseeable future where these principles will apply and how the participants will change their behavior in those situations

This "processing of the learning" is especially important at some point after the Working Group has experienced working as a team and before the New Process Model workshop starts to look at changing how their work is organized.

PRIVATE 
Summarytc  \l 3 "SUMMARY"

Strategic applications planning is a team process.  It uses the power of teams to:

· Provide synergy in development of ideas and solutions,

· Avoid the pitfalls and wasted time of the hierarchical process control model by replacing it with team-based control, and

· Achieve the buy-in of the final product that arises from having top management and representatives of all concerned organizational units (and sometimes external stakeholders) involved in the process.

Chapter 3: PRIVATE 
PREWORK


Before the first workshop takes place, the groundwork for a successful strategic applications planning process must be laid.  The critical elements of this foundation are:

· Building the Process Consulting Team

· Motivating the change concept to the client organization and I/S management 

· Chartering the planning team and scheduling the workshops

· Kicking off the process

Team Building


As discussed in chapter 2, the PCT is a self-managing team.  Assuming this team has been assembled, empowered, and supported properly, there is still team building to be done by the members themselves.  Remember that teamwork is an interdependent behavior, and most of us in modern Western society are inherently independent.  We have a lot of growing up to do if we are to serve as an interdependent team.  A lot has been written on team building and working together, and I don't pretend to have even read it all, much less be able to improve on it.  That is one purpose for putting OD experts on each PCT.  What I would like to do here is just mention some of the kinds of activities the team should leave time for and some of my notions of how the team works together.


First off the team members have to know each other.  You can't allocate tasks and take advantage of each other's strengths unless you know what they are.  A chance to relate your experience, your interests, and your own view of yourself to other team members is a critical beginning.  This knowledge will expand as you work together, but the first sharing is a start.  This might be thought of as the forming stage.


Next, the whole team has to have a concept of what SIRMP is.  This should include explicit, documented process, purpose, and product flows for the entire process BEFORE kicking off.  This is why in the preface I told you to read the whole book before you start.  It's critical to have a shared overall view of the process from the beginning.  

I worked on one PCT with a woman who was doing her first SIRMP.  As we were planning the afternoon of the Implementation Planning Workshop, the very end of the process, she suddenly said "NOW I get it!  Now I see what the whole process was about!" Needless to say, her facilitation was much more effective after that.

You may wish to hold some interviews with the client organization before laying out the flows so that you can tailor the process to their needs, but in my experience, most of the tailoring comes from the team members having different ideas of what should be done and how.  Because these divergent views are often emphatically expressed, this process sometimes becomes the storming stage.  It is absolutely critical, or the team may be working at cross purposes throughout the process.

In chapter 2 I told a story of team that redesigned a workshop in 15 minutes.  It was the 2 weeks of storming about the process that allowed us to do that.


Many teams find some non-work time together to be extremely beneficial.  Whether it is an off-site retreat, dinner with families, or just a long lunch at a favorite restaurant, casual time together fills in gaps in your knowledge of each other, makes you feel more relaxed about working together, helps you learn "hot" and "cold" buttons that make working sessions go more smoothly, and helps you care more about each other and about working well together.  This is the "norming" stage.


The night we all sat in the same booth that George and Barbara Bush had used at the Santa Fe Cafe and drank beer and marguerittas until it was a good thing we were all taking cabs back to our hotels was an important part of team norming.


None of the flows needs to be documented in any great detail early in the process.  There are a lot of considerations to be kept in mind for any workshop.  One of the strengths of a team is that each person carries a torch for their own pet concerns and makes sure they are addressed as the workshop design is finalized.  While discussion of those concerns is appropriate in the early stages as part of forming, storming, and norming, it is entirely appropriate to let the power of the team process take care of resurfacing them when needed without bogging down your initial design with this level of detail.  This kind of detail is saved for later design sessions when it provides a foundation for on-the-fly modifications to the process that characterize a team firmly in the "performing" stage.  If you're all working from the same script, it is much easier to ad lib and improvise.


Sometimes someone becomes famous for their pet considerations.  In my first SIRMP, Tom started every design meeting with, "What are the objectives of this workshop?"  By the end of the process, if Tom couldn't make it to a meeting, someone else would stand up and say, "I'll be Tom.  What are the objectives of this workshop?"  A high performance team is one where all the members are there in spirit even if one is physically absent.

Motivating Change


I've said before and will probably say again that SIRMP is about change.  I've also given the 3-factor model for effective change implementation: motivation X vision X change campaign.  The SIRMP process is primarily about developing the vision of change.  We have one step at the end to help the client organization build a change campaign.  But to be effective in developing the change vision, we have to motivate change, and we do that primarily during the prework phase.


Information systems planning cannot be cost justified.  That is not to say that it doesn't have demonstrable benefits.  It is to say that if the focus is on cost savings as the primary benefit, the person selling the idea is going to have a hard row to hoe and is going to miss 90% of the story s/he has to tell.  Cost displacement is only a tiny part of what information systems planning is all about.


Dr. James Wetherbe has a demonstrator he uses to show the value of intangibles.  He has a series of six or seven stories about airlines and passenger service.  Some of the stories  involve screw-ups that lost an airline a passenger forever, and some show how the day was saved by providing good service to someone who became a customer for life.  In each case, the difference is the presence or absence of an electronic mail capability in the reservation system -- the chance for one agent to attach a message to a reservation, alerting another agent to the need for special service.


After telling these stories, Wetherbe asks his audience to imagine that they are the top management team of a major airline.  "How many of you would vote in favor of an electronic mail system as part of your reservation system, even if it could not be cost justified?"  No matter what the level of his audience, there is an overwhelming response in favor of e-mail.


To sell an organization on SIRMP requires a similar approach of showing intangible benefits in a very tangible way.  The basic strategy is:

· Have good reasons for change

· Have good stories about change

· Have good supporters of change

Have Good Reasons for Change


Evidence has shown that businesses have difficulty evaluating when to use information technology (Clemons, 1991).  Many studies  both of information systems successes and of organizational successes (Peters, 1987) have shown that strategic uses of information systems can provide significant competitive advantage.  However, there are an almost equal number of dramatic and expensive failures recorded.  Many authors and researchers have looked for a common thread in these stories so that they can guarantee the success of future efforts, but so far the answer seems as distant as the perfect system for roulette.


There was a movie about 30 years ago where a sailor programmed a shipboard computer to provide the perfect system for roulette, but that only worked with a great deal of history on a particular wheel, and even that concept relies on deus ex machina.

The common thread is simply this: the big bang successes that produce returns on investment in the hundreds and thousands of percent are a crap shoot.  An organization might back the right horse, or it might not.  On the other hand, there are sound principles for reengineering the business to be more flexible, more responsive, manage resources more effectively, allow employees to add value equal to or greater than the wages they require, and be more responsive to the customer.  Most of these ways a business can change require some enablement with information systems.  It's still somewhat risky, because there are so many things an organization can do that they can't do them all, and they might choose the wrong ones, or they might do them wrong.  But the odds are much better, especially if several people work in a sound, structured way on selecting the direction for the organization.


That is the reason for SIRMP.  It provides a tested method of thinking through the values, vision, and problems of the organization; looking for the leverage points that offer the best chance for improvement; redesigning processes, control, or organization structure around those leverage points; and deciding on the information systems needed to make that redesign work.


It is unlikely that SIRMP will result in the next Sabre or American Hospital Supply.  What it will do is provide a solid opportunity for improvement to the organization that is not afraid to roll up its sleeves and do some hard work.


The first step in motivating change is to find out where the pain is.  This is part of the "wedge and magnet" model of change.  The current pain is the wedge that moves us far enough away from the magnet we are stuck to to make change possible.

Have Good Stories About Planning


The next step is to show what change is possible.  This is where you need the good stories about what has worked in other organizations, once they were able to escape current thinking.  This serves as the first part of the new "magnet" that will attract us away from the old one we are stuck to.


This book provides some stories about planning, especially in the Preface.  Tom Peters has selected the very best reengineering stories for Thriving on Chaos (Peters, 1987).  Second-hand stories are at best, however, second-hand stories.  The more stories the person selling the process can find of his or her own, the better.  Recalling that there are two major points to the strategic applications planning approach, the product and the team process, there should be stories about what the planning product needs to do for the organization and what the team-based process can do for the organization.  In both cases, success stories of the feature being sold and horror stories about doing it another way can be useful.


One important way of growing first-hand success stories is through pilot projects.  A team-based approach can be applied to small problems or projects, even the next company picnic.  Outside consultants can be called in to work on a strategic plan for a small, remote division.  An isolated process or piece of the organization can be reengineered, enabled by an off-the-shelf I/S application.

Have Good People to Support Change


There are two kinds of people who you have to pay attention to in the client organization.  First, you need champions to push the change.  Second, you need to convince or at least minimize the opposition of all stakeholders who will care about the change.


There is no undertaking more difficult to plan, more doubtful of success, nor more dangerous to manage than the creation of a new system.  For the initiator has the enmity of all who would profit by the preservation of the old system and merely lukewarm defenders in those who would gain by the new one.








Machiavelli








The Prince, 1513

So you need some helpers who are in with you hands, head, and heart.  You also have to turn aside the enmity of the other stakeholders.  You have to reverse Machiavelli's statement: find some active defenders and turn down the enmity to at most lukewarm.


There are several questions you can ask when mapping the stakeholders:

· What business functions/organizations are involved?

· What interfaces need to be revised/managed?

· What new relationships must be forged?

· What interdependency of functions exists?

· What are potential "ripple effects?"

When asking these questions, look both inside and outside the organizational boundaries.  Try to find out who has a personal stake in the change.

· Who is impacted -- existing state and/or new state?

· Who wins?  Who loses? (According to their perception.)

· Who will need new skills?

· How will pay and reward systems need to change?

· Who has important knowledge for analysis and design?

· Who can help or hinder the change effort?

This will help you figure out who you need to have their head behind the change, who has to have a hand in making it happen, and who needs to put their heart into it: have a deep emotional attachment to the goals and methods.


Remember that stakeholder resistance in normal and predictable: you just have to be ready for it.  Resistance is a good sign, because it means that the change is significant and matters to people.  Change that met no resistance is probably so meaningless that it won't make any difference in how the organization functions.  Resistance can actually be a source of energy for change.  If you can get the stakeholders to voice their concerns and adequately address them, you can win them as allies.

The Interview Process


The way we find out about the organization, the pain, and the stakeholders, get applicable stories, and start to motivate change or at least get participants to think about change is through the interview process.  Classic SIRMP says to do team building, chartering, kickoff, and interviews.  The most successful prework processes I have been involved with did some team building, interviews, more team building and process tailoring, chartering, and kickoff.


Interviews are usually semi-structured, with a question guide that the interviewers don't have to stick to.  A good plan is to start with questions about the present.  These relax the interviewee, ground him/her in the known, and help identify stakeholders and issues.  A usual practice is to ask what is going well, then ask what is going poorly, and wind up the present on a positive note by asking what is the organization's greatest strength.


The second half of the interview is future oriented.  It asks questions like, "If you were in charge, what would be done differently?  In five years, your organization makes the cover of [Time][Business Week][Info Week][The Navy Times] for a spectacular accomplishment.  What was it?  What is a normal work day here like five years from now?"

The Chartering Session


The purpose of the chartering session is to begin to develop a relationship with the staff of the client organization, gain agreement with the proposed calendar and overall process plan, develop a list of candidates for the Working Group, and receive direction and a charter from the head of the organization (whatever title s/he may have, such as CEO, COO, CIO, President, Vice President for..., Administrator,  Secretary of the ..., Admiral, General, Commanding Officer, or Chief Cook and Bottle Washer.)  This charter outlines the objectives, desired results, and expectations for SIRMP.


Before the chartering session, team building and process design is required with the PCT and any liaisons and coordinators from the client organization.  This group will review and modify the calendar, schedule, and proposed action plan and draw up a tentative list of Planning Group and Working Group members.  


In organizations where there is a well-defined top management team or a single layer of direct reports to the head of the organization, this should be used as the basic composition of the Planning Group.  The crucial nature of the participation of the head of the organization on the Planning Group must be stressed.

In one Coast Guard Office, the Admiral had a sudden emergency and had to miss the Strategic Focusing Workshop.  In the next office we did, the Office Chief was a Senior Executive Service who, as a civilian, struggled very hard to maintain his status as an Admiral equivalent.  If the Admiral didn't go to the SFW, he wasn't going to either.  His input in this particular case was sorely missed.


Chapter 2 on team building talks about the considerations for balancing the Working Group.  All parts of the client organization must be represented.  Additionally, the skills and roles discussed in chapter two must be filled.  At least two members of the Working Group should be on the Planning Group to provide continuity of the ideas developed by the two groups.  These can either be members of the top management team with a special interest in business or IRM planning or members of the Working Group assigned to observe and report back on the Planning Group's Strategic Focusing Workshop.  All liaison and coordination people should be on both groups.


The actual chartering session should be held with the head of the organization, the PCT, and the coordination and liaison personnel.  Other participants should be discouraged, unless the head honcho has one critical deputy or other assistant that needs to be kept intimately involved.  In this 2-hour meeting the plan and proposed team makeup will be reviewed and modified as needed.  Then the head of the organization should be engaged in an open-ended discussion of purpose, direction, and alternatives with the goal of gaining an understanding of her or his needs, openness to redesign, personnel objectives, and personal desired results.  It is critical that the top person clarify his or her position and expectations.


A tentative schedule should be presented at the chartering session, modified as necessary, and then set in at least wet concrete.  It is not fair to the client organization teams or the PCT not to know plan when workshops and workshop planning sessions will be held.  This is critical when travel is involved because of scattered participants or when off-site facilities have to be booked, but even when all participants are local and the workshops are going to be held in house, the need to reserve in-house conference rooms and let people plan for the significant schedule impact of SIRMP makes a relatively fixed schedule highly desirable.


Also because of the significant effort SIRMP requires, especially of the Working Group members, the Chartering Official should be petitioned to reduce the workload of these people.  There should be some provision for handing off work, relaxing requirements, delaying deadlines, or in some other way compensating them for the extra hours they will put in on behalf of the client organization.  This view is easier to get accepted the better job you have done motivating change.


Two other relatively mundane matters that can have an impact on workshop effectiveness should be dealt with at the chartering session: off-site workshops and workshop attire.  Get the workshops in off-site locations if at all possible -- even another facility of the same organization works.  If suits or uniforms are required on a daily basis, try to get that requirement relaxed for the workshops.  Casual attire improves participation by relaxing the participants, especially if the suit or uniform helps to separate the senior members of the team.

Kickoff Meeting


The objective of the kickoff meeting is to bring the entire SIRMP team (PCT, Planning Group, Working Group, and liaison and coordination staff) together to:


hear a charter and inspirational sendoff from the head of the organization and


Review and provide consensus on the project approach, objectives, desired results, and especially schedule of events and time commitment required.

An agenda for the meeting is contained in Table 2.  

	Introduction and Charge (done by the chartering individual)

	Overall Project Objective

	Project Philosophy

	Process Structure and Flow

	Product Flow

	Purpose Flow

	Roles

	Outputs

	Proposed Schedule

	Team Participants


Table 2.  Kickoff Meeting Agenda


As soon as team membership is solidified, a memo or letter should be sent to all participants outlining the time, date, and purpose of the kickoff meeting.  The meeting should be hosted by a member of the process consulting team, but the first speaker should be the head of the client organization as the chartering official for the efforts.  The balance of the meeting will introduce the team members, review the purpose of the project, identify the roles of the PCT, Working Group, and Planning Group, and walk through the proposed project process.  A handout could be prepared containing all pertinent information including a complete project calendar.  Routine homework could be included in the handout to facilitate the fact gathering of following sessions.


It is possible to try to explain too much in the kickoff meeting.  The SIRMP process is difficult to internalize.  (Remember the facilitator who didn't see the power of the process until she was involved in planning the last workshop?)  The urge to take three hours to explain the subtleties and ramifications of SIRMP should be avoided.  (I tried it once: it doesn't work.)  Explain the essence carefully once.  You will have to do it again, probably at the beginning of every workshop.  However, the purpose flow (see Chapter 1) is just about our best tool in helping participants understand SIRMP.

Summary


Pre-work is a crucial part of the SIRMP process.  It includes planning and scheduling the process and selecting the team.  It also includes educating the PCT about the client organization and educating the Working and Planning Groups about the process.  Most importantly, it must elicit top management concurrence and enthusiasm for the process and the product.

Chapter 4: PRIVATE 
STRATEGIC FOCUSING WORKSHOP

Overview


The Strategic Focusing Workshop is the first fact-gathering and consensus-building activity of the SAP approach.  It involves the PCT and the Planning Group, including the liaisons to the Working Group.  Participation by the head of the client organization is critical.

Objectives


The objectives of the Strategic Focusing Workshop are listed in Table 3.  Sample Objectives: Strategic Focusing Workshop.  The overt purpose of the workshop is to develop a consensus of the top management team around the future strategic focus of the organization.  This focus is critical to the work of the Working Group.  All recommendations in the areas of business redesign and information systems development will be linked to the strategic focus developed here.

	Provide high-level vision and direction

	Provide guidance and direction to the Working Group

	Foster team commitment of time and resources

	Define strategic issues


Table 3.  Sample Objectives: Strategic Focusing Workshop


Even more critical, this is where the top management team begins to feel ownership of the output of the process.  The socio-tech systems needed to support organizations today in their drive for competitive advantage, flexibility, and responsiveness can only be sold on the basis that they enable new processes.  They cannot be justified by cost displacement.  The top management team must provide a strong sense of direction for the business. They have to feel that the final strategic applications plan provides the systems that the business needs to go forward in the direction they have envisioned.  

End Products


The final important output of the strategic focusing workshop is the charter to the Working Group.  The Working Group will be making some important recommendations on details: not only about information systems but also about reengineering the business processes.  In most organizations, there are certain limitations or predispositions on change. For example, the organization's TQM structure may be the primary change agent, or the organization may have a taboo about reorganizing, preferring to use cross-departmental teams to provide new working arrangements.  On the other hand, there may be perceived organizational norms that the top management team would like the Working Group to ignore.  They want the Working Group to try and get out of, or at least push the limits of, the box.  These hopes and concerns need to be explicitly stated to the Working Group, both to prevent them from developing an unsatisfactory product and to give them a feeling of comfort that they know what they are free to deal with.

Agenda And Handbook


Table 4 has a sample agenda for the strategic focusing workshop.  This agenda is designed to:


Build the strategic focus in a gradual, logical progression from the abstract to the particular,


Intermix exercises that are designed to remove blocks and encourage out-of-the-box thinking with exercises that build a concrete product and achieve consensus around it, and


Provide the time needed for the Planning Group to come together as a team and build some trust and commonality.  

	Introduction

	Ground Rules and Outcomes

	Stakeholder Analysis

	Future Scan

	Mission and Guiding Principles

	Envisioning Success

	LUNCH

	Envisioning Success (cont)

	Current Environment Scan

	Developing Key Accomplishments

	Chartering the Working Group

	Action Items and Next Steps

	Celebrate and Close


Table 4.  Sample Agenda: Strategic Focusing Workshop

The remainder of this chapter is structured as a workshop handbook.  For each exercise, the input and output are provided, followed by a list of what other workshop and SIRMP products will build on the output of this exercise.  Background, framing questions, and facilitator's notes are also provided.  For some exercises, a worksheet is included.  It is left for the PCT (or a designated member or sub team) to develop a detailed design for each exercise.  With the exception of the facilitator's notes, this entire section could be lifted and used as a participant workbook.  Some teams have found it useful to develop specific step-by-step directions for each exercise and insert them in the place of the facilitator's notes in the participant workbook.

OUTCOMES IF THE SIRMP PROCESS IS SUCCESSFUL

Framing Question:

What would be the benefits if we were spectacularly successful in reassessing what we do, how we do it, and how process redesign and use of technology can help?

What would be the benefits for:


The overall program/organization?


Management and Employees of the overall organization?


Our division/department/program office?


Our customers?

Facilitator's Notes:

This exercise is generally done as a round robin: each participant is given the opportunity to give one hope for the SIRMP process.  Some facilitators also like to ask for concerns, so they can be surfaced and dealt with.  Others feel that this is too early in the process to let the participants focus on the negative.  A decision about this should be based on information from the interviews. 

PARTICIPANT GROUNDRULES

Output:

Norms

Agreements on what will be "acceptable" behavior

The way we will interact with one another

Background:

Participation ground rule examples

-- 
No attribution: what's said here stays here

--
We will not interrupt

--
There is no rank during the session: anyone can voice an idea

-- 
The group will give you the floor as long as you:

*
Avoid speechmaking

*
Are communicating new information and not just rehashing the same arguments in new words

--
Discussion is not binding: unless there is an express decision, no commitments are being made to change the way we operate just because we talked about an idea during this session.

Framing Question:

What ground rules will you use to govern the way individuals and the group overall will participate in this planning session?

STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS

Input:


Prework

Output:

Stakeholders and Stakeholder Demands

Used to Generate:

Mission, Key Accomplishments, Future Concept of Operations

Background:

Stakeholders are individuals or organizations you must get support from if you want full implementation of your objectives.  Stakeholders generally fall into one of four categories:

Approval Authorities: Anyone you must get formal or implicit authorization from before you can act.  Includes staff groups and regulatory bodies who have the authority to formally veto your proposals even though they are not directly in your chain of command.

Implementers/Influencers: They have no explicit authority to veto your proposal but can make it fail

- Can refuse to implement it properly

- Can influence an approval authority to turn it down

Specialists: Have data, expertise, or resources that you must obtain in order to achieve your objective.  Failure of a specialist to provide the information or service in the form or time frame you require has the same effect as a veto of your proposal.

Customers: Use or care about the products of the organization.  If they don't like your results, they can become influencers by failing to use your products and withholding the resources given in exchange for them.

Framing Question:

Who are the four to eight most important stakeholders that influence any initiatives proposed in our organization?

What success measures will each of these stakeholders or stakeholder groups use to judge whether or not the organization is successful in the future?

Facilitator's Notes:

It's likely that participants will have more than one success measure per stakeholder.

Start the discussion with any stakeholder information created during prework.  

You may wish to use subgroups for this effort.  Each group should appoint a scribe to capture answers on the Stakeholder Analysis Worksheet.

Stakeholder analysis can be used as the first step in the Strategic Focusing Workshop.  However, many teams have found it beneficial to stop after the stakeholder analysis and let the participants actually talk with the stakeholders to confirm their convictions.  This would imply having Planning Group participants identify and interview stakeholders as part of prework.

Stakeholder Analysis Worksheet

	STAKEHOLDERS
	STAKEHOLDER SUCCESS MEASURES

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


FUTURE SCAN

Input:


Interviews

Output: 


List of trends to which the program will have to respond

Used to Generate:


Mission, Vision of the Future, Key Accomplishments

Background:

The purpose of this exercise is to anticipate and identify major characteristics of the program environment over the next 3 to 5 years, and to assess their impact

Framing Question:

Ask yourself, "If we do nothing differently from our current operations, what will be the major trends and future factors with which we must deal?"

Facilitator's Notes:

Further handbook instructions for using the Worksheet:

Define both positive and negative trends and contributions.  It's possible that the same trend could have positive and negative implications.

Then go back and circle the number that describes the significance of each factor for the program.  Mare each factor using a 7-point scale where 7 is the highest significance and 1 is not all significant.

Some sample trends and future factors may have been identified during the interviews.  They can be included at this point in the handbook.

Future Scan Worksheet

	Positive Environmental Factors
	Significance

7 = Highest, 1 = Lowest

	
	7     6     5     4     3     2     1

	
	7     6     5     4     3     2     1

	
	7     6     5     4     3     2     1

	
	7     6     5     4     3     2     1

	
	7     6     5     4     3     2     1

	Negative Environmental Factors
	==============================

	
	7     6     5     4     3     2     1

	
	7     6     5     4     3     2     1

	
	7     6     5     4     3     2     1

	
	7     6     5     4     3     2     1

	
	7     6     5     4     3     2     1


MISSION AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES
Input:


Stakeholder Demands, Future Trends

Output: 

Mission statement, list of guiding principles

Used to Generate:


Vision of the Future, Key Accomplishments, Future Concept of Operations

Background:

The mission is what the organization is all about.  It is what the organization was put together to do.  Guiding principles are the criteria you establish to define what behaviors are desired or acceptable in carrying out the mission.  Your guiding principles are a direct reflection of you business strategy.  They are a guide to your employees about the choices you want them to make when they are confronted with situations where the guidance is unclear.  They also directly influence the way your customers perceive the products and services you product.

What come to mind when you hear the name Rolls Royce?  Yugo? Corvette?  All three of these organizations sell cars.  What they are offering their customers, what they value, and their product strategy are all extremely different.

For this exercise, we want you to define the business values that you want to guide the products and services of your organization.

Framing Question:

What are we fundamentally being asked to do as an organization?  What outcomes or processes are at the heart of our reason for being?

What are the product characteristics that we want our customers to associate with our products and services?  What do we want our employees to emphasize in carrying out the mission?

Facilitator's Notes:

You may wish to provide participants with the following Mission Statement Help Menu to determine if their Mission and Principles statements will give them the full benefit of a clear statement of purpose:

· Will it be clear to everyone in and outside your organization?

· Does it tell what the job is, what needs your organization is trying to fill, for whom, and how?

· Is the primary focus on strategic functions clear?

· Does it reflect the organization's competencies, its niche?

· Does it reflect the organization's philosophy and beliefs?

· Will it energize, motivate, and stimulate the organization?

· Is it brief enough for people to remember the main points?

And finally, does it pass the Dilbert test?  In the first panel, Dilbert tells Wally and Alice,  "Here's the new company mission statement."  In the second panel, he reads our mission statement. If, in the last panel, Wally and Alice are laughing, go back and try again.

Remember, you are trying to communicate your priorities.  Be selective.  Don't try to "laundry list" too many value goals.  Your people and your customers will only be confused if you try to represent yourself as all things to all people.  Rolls Royce doesn't pretend to be the lowest cost provider, and Corvette is not representing itself as the highest mileage.

For a good discussion of value proposition, see Treacy and Wiersama (1997).

CREATING A VISION OF SUCCESS
Input:


Mission, Principles, Future Trends

Output: 


A series of statements that describe the future state of the organization.

Used to Generate:

Key Accomplishments, Current Environment Scan, Future Concept of Operations, Technology Opportunities

Background:

Research has shown that people who can vividly imagine a better future often bring the vision into being -- not by magic, of course, but by hard work.  Think about the ideal program of the future -- three to five years from now.  What do you want it to become?  Describe a common vision of the desired outcomes.  Consider the following categories as a guide only -- don't be constrained by them.

Framing Question:

Look ahead five to ten years.  Consider the mission, the plan, and all the prework including today's discussion of stakeholders, values, and future impacts.  In light of all these factors, what would be a vision of success for your organization?

· What would be happening in the larger organization?

· Ideally what new information or data would you be receiving that would help you?

· What would you be able to do that you can't do today?

· What new opportunities would there be to link functions/execute differently?

Facilitator's Notes:

A popular way of doing this exercise is in two parts.  The first is a 45 minute session where each small group is told to "Draw a picture of the Future."  They will probably start off with organization charts or flow charts, but, given enough time, they will come up with boats and buildings and palm trees and other symbolic representations of their ideas.  This is a very freeing exercise.  If the suggested agenda is followed, this is a good place to break for lunch.  After lunch, each small group is assigned to develop a magazine article about their organization.  Five years from now, they win a major award.  Write a headline about winning the award, then 3 to 6 bullet points about what they are like as an organization (growth, reputation, service, quality, and so on) and 3 to 5 bullet points about what they had to do to get there.  The "what it's like" points form the basis of a group discussion on Vision, and the "what we did" points go into the next section on Key Accomplishments.

This exercise is also often done as an "affinity exercise."  The group does 15 minutes of silent brainstorming, writing one statement about the future on each of 15 to 20 yellow stickies, then spends 20 minutes of silently posting their ideas on the wall and grouping them into natural "affinity groups."  Then they talk about their groupings and put framing statements to them.  These framing statements are then processed to form the Vision of the Future.

You may wish to share some or all of the following "What" of Visions with the Planning Group as a part of the exercise:

· Effective visions are clear and challenging -- and about excellence.  You must know what you want

· Effective visions make sense in the workplace.  They have the following qualities:

· Flexible

· Stand the test of time

· Stable yet dynamic

· Effective visions are beacons and controls when all else is up for grabs.  They explain the basic concept and philosophy of the organization.  They are marked by efforts to achieve "buy in" by everyone.

· Effective visions are aimed at empowering our own people and delighting our customers

· Effective visions prepare for the future, but honor the past.  Visions draw on enduring themes.  Continuity is stressed to pave the way for change.

A Vision Ought To

· Be achievable, but...

· Require stretch, and...

· Require change.

· Embody our core purpose and Guiding Principles

· Ring true, sound real, look "valid on the wall"

· Require individual growth

· Rely on continuous improvement

· Be a rallying point in day-to-day crises

· Be able to endure changes in priorities and people

CURRENT ENVIRONMENT SCAN
Input:


Prework, Principles, Vision of the Future

Output: 

The "as is" assessment: the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and constraints facing the current program

Used to Generate:


Key Accomplishments, Future Concept of Operations

Background:

The results of this exercise are a form of force-field analysis.  The factor identified are the ones that form the environment in which change must be made.  Strengths are the raw materials the organization has to work with; opportunities are the windows that are currently open for the organization to exploit.  Weaknesses are the skills; management structures; personnel, capital, and other assets; and other resources that the organization is missing but that it needs in order to take advantage of the opportunities or prepare for future trends. Constraints are the external forces opposing the organization in its attempt to fulfill the mission or change in response to future needs.

Framing Question:

What is pushing us towards our Vision of the Future?  What is holding us back?  What do we have to work with in achieving our vision?  What do we still lack?

Facilitator's Notes:

This exercise is where you get the Planning Group to examine its organization critically.  Included in the weaknesses should be some current paradigms, practices, an cultural factors that are limiting the organization's effectiveness or capability to change.  The theme here is one that will recur throughout the book: rather than hitting them with a barrage of concepts and considerations and then asking them to tell you how they apply, do this exercise as a fairly innocent brainstorming session.  But as the flow of ideas begins to trickle off, seed it with some of your own, including what the prework has shown to be problems in the organization.

It can also be done as a small-group exercise using the following worksheet, but that approach limits your ability to interject some "expert consulting" and prompt them on problems you have seen.

Environment Scan Worksheet

	strengths
	weaknesses

	
	

	opportunities
	constraints

	
	


Adapted from Steiner (19__)

DEVELOPING KEY ACCOMPLISHMENTS
Input:


Vision of the Future, Current Environment

Output: 


What must be accomplished to reach the future vision

Used to Generate:


Future Concept of Operations, Implementation Plan, Change Campaign

Background:

The future will not grow out of a desire to have it.  For every opportunity to grow, there is a restraining force keeping us where we are or pushing us back.  For every strength and advantage we possess to help us out, there are critical skills and resources we must acquire or develop to be ready for the future.  Key accomplishments are based on the future trends, the current environment scan, and the vision of the future.  This is the time to do some high-level problem solving.

Framing Question:

Which weaknesses must be made into strengths and which constraints must be reversed into opportunities to meet the challenges of the future trends and achieve our vision for the future?  "Beam yourself down" five years from now.  You look around and see that your organization has fully achieved it's vision.  It is fulfilling its mission, and its guiding principles are a way of life.  Then, look back at those years and ask yourself the questions:

· What did we have to accomplish to realize our vision?

· What can we point to to tell us, "We are There!"?

Be sure that you focus on the key accomplishments that relate to better meeting your stakeholder's needs as they (and you) define them and/or see them changing.

Facilitator's Notes:

This exercise can be done in small groups.  Each breakout group should develop a list of four or five key accomplishments which MUST be achieved for the program or organization to realize the vision they have created.  They should bring the list back for reporting to the full group, perhaps as flip-chart sheets listing the group's recommended key accomplishments, numbered to indicate their relative importance.

While this is not essentially a "measures of effectiveness" exercise, it can be used to get the Planning Group thinking about how they measure success and what few simple ensure will begin to show how they are doing in what is really important.  The area of measures may be expanded, depending on what is found in the prework interviews about how many measures they have, how good they are, and what they perceive they need in this area.  In this case, it may be advisable to run two sections of this exercise: one to identify key accomplishments and one to identify a measure for each.

WORKING GROUP CHARTER
Input:

Stakeholders and Demands, Mission, Principles, Future Scan, Future Vision, Current Environment, and Key Accomplishments

Output: 


Detailed charter to guide the Working Group in the development of the SIRMP.

Used to Generate:


All products of the Working Group workshops

Background:

The work of the Planning Group in the Strategic Focusing Workshop has laid the foundation and direction for the Working Group.  It will be their job to conceive and design the work process changes, technology opportunities, and strategies that will accomplish the future vision.  The charter session is the opportunity for you to add any further guidance you feel the working group needs.  For example, you may want the organization's TQM structure to be the primary change agent, or you may have a taboo about reorganizing, preferring to use cross-departmental teams to provide new working arrangements.  On the other hand, there may be perceived organizational norms that you want the Working Group to ignore.  You may want the Working Group to try and get out of, or at least push the limits of, the box.

Framing Question:

What would you add to or change about the guidance contained in the work of the Strategic Focusing Workshop?  Who should present this charter to the Working Group?  What additional guidance do you want to give your representative to the Working Group?

Facilitator's Notes:

We have our own agenda for SIRMP.  Hopefully by this time the Planning Group sees the need for serious creativity on the part of the Working Group.  However, don't be above seeding the chartering session with questions like, "How creative do you want them to be?" and "Do you want them to suggest 'business as usual'?" and even "Is it okay for them to propose radically new policies and new ways of doing business?"  Depending on the rapport you have established, you might even plead the case more strongly.

The most usual output of this exercise is a list of 5 to 15 "bullet points" that the presenter will use when talking with the Working Group.  Emphasize now the need for a high-level presenter to make the Working Group feel empowered.

After the Strategic Focusing Workshop, you may wish to prepare a formal charter.  One PCT did this by taking the Background and Framing Question sections from each exercise of the Strategic Focusing Workshop handbook, adding in the exercise products, and putting a new section at the end that contained the Charter bullet points.


Chapter 5:PRIVATE 
 CURRENT PRACTICES/BEST-IN-CLASS WORKSHOP

OVERVIEW


The Current Practices Workshop is the first workshop with the Working Group.  We focus first on the current practices of the office for several reasons:

· It is comfortable for the Working Group to start by dealing with the known, rather than the unknown of future practices;

· The group needs to share a common understanding of and a common vocabulary about what the organization does before they can start to redefine it;

· They need to examine critically what they do and why so they can understand which parts are unchangeable and which parts are open to redesign; and

· They need to define the critical aspects of what they do so they can identify the Best in Class.


Because this is the first workshop with the Working Group, it begins as the Strategic Focusing Workshop did with Outcomes and Participant Groundrules.  The charter from the Planning Group is then presented, either by one of the liaison members or, preferably, by the highest ranking member of the Planning Group available.  This should be a combination of an information presentation and a vote of confidence.  The Current Office Model is built, with an emphasis on external outcomes or products and determining which are primary and which are incidental to the primary mission or artifacts of the way things were done in the past.  

Objective


The objectives of the Current Practices Workshop are contained in Table 5.  

	Establish the Working Group and provide them with the charter from the Planning Group

	Reach a common understanding and vocabulary of current business operations of the organization to serve as a foundation for Strategic IRM Planning.


Table 5.  Sample Objectives: Current Practices Workshop

End Products


The end product of this workshop is a model of the current environment of the office used as a starting point for change planning.  

Agenda and Handbook


Table 6 contains a sample agenda for the exercises of the Current Process Workshop.

	Introduction 

	Ground Rules and Outcomes

	Ground Rules and Outcomes

	Presentation of the Charter

	External Outcomes

	Lunch

	Critical Work Systems

	Current Work Practices

	Best-in-Class Assessment

	Close


Table 6.  Sample Agenda: Current Practices Workshop


The current office model can be built in several different ways.  Many process consulting teams use a free-form approach, asking each subgroup to develop a representation of the business then combining them online into a model of the current business practices.  The facilitator watches and listens for clues as to where the current pain is and guides model development to highlight these leverage points.  In some cases, it may be excessive internal reporting requirements, excessive stakeholder demands, or cumbersome processes to develop primary products.  The goal of this approach is to end up with a visual representation that graphically and quickly depicts what the problems are that need to be addressed most urgently.  


In the hands of the right facilitator, this technique can be very powerful and achieve results very quickly.  However, it is not always successful, and even when it works, the participants are often left feeling like a magician just whipped the table cloth out from under their dinner.  They find themselves agreeing that the model addresses the leverage areas without ever really knowing what the purpose of the model is or feeling a sense of rigor or completeness about the model.


On the other hand, the Current Practices Workshop should only be one or at most two days: not enough time for an exhaustive analysis and cataloguing of everything the organization does.  Such an exhaustive model probably already exists in the documentation of the organization, and that level of detail does not suit the purposes of SIRMP.  What is needed here is a high-level abstraction of organizational activities that serves as a focal point for the Working Group: a model that can either be kept in mind by all participants or captured on no more than three pages of briefing materials: one page is ideal.


The process outlined in the agenda and handbook is designed to quickly abstract the essence of the practices needed to provide the foundation for reengineering.  It focuses on external outcomes and then looks for the critical work systems and current practices supporting those outcomes.  These work systems form the basis for redesign in later workshops.  Finally, the field is evaluated for those who have the best work systems for producing this organization's primary external outcomes.


OUTCOMES IF SIRMP PROCESS SUCCESSFUL

Framing Question:


What would be the benefits if we were spectacularly successful in reassessing what we do, how we do it, and how process redesign and technology can help?


What would be the benefits for:




The overall program/organization?




Management and employees of the overall organization?




Our division/department/program office?




Our employees?

Facilitator's Notes:


This exercise is generally done as a round robin: each participant is given the opportunity to give one hope for the SIRMP process.  Some facilitators also like to ask for concerns, so they can be surfaced and dealt with.  Others feel this is too early in the process to let the participants focus on the negative.  A decision on this should be based on information from the interviews.

PARTICIPATION GROUND RULES

Output:


Norms


Agreements on what will be "acceptable" behavior


The way we will interact with each other

Background:


Participation ground rule examples


  --
No attribution, what's said here stays here


  --
We will not interrupt


  --
There is no rank during the session, anyone can voice an idea


  --
The group will give you the floor as long as you:



   *
Avoid speechmaking



   *
Are communicating new information and not just rehashing the same arguments in new words


  --
Discussion is not binding: unless there is an express decision, no commitments are being made to change the way we operate just because we talked about an idea during this session

Framing Question:


What ground rules will you use to govern the way individuals and the group overall will participate in this planning session?

PRESENTATION OF THE CHARTER

Facilitator's Notes:


The charter should be presented by the highest-placed member of the Planning Group that can be made available.  The Chairman of the planning group would be ideal: if not, a direct report who has the support of the Planning Group is the second choice.  Only as a last resort should you rely on the Working Group liaison member(s) to the Planning Group to present the charter.


This presentation should have some of the air of a sales promotion kickoff or a college pep rally.  It should be made clear that the Planning Group expects great things of the Working Group, and that the participants were chosen because they have the ability to provide them.  Another energizing theme is the potential the Working Group has to mold the organization into what they would like it to be for their own future, when they are on the Planning Group.

EXTERNAL OUTCOMES

Input:


Stakeholders, Demands, Mission, Principles

Output:


Primary and Intermediate Products or Outcomes of the Organization

Used to Generate:


Critical Work Systems, Work Practices, Future Model, Four Architectures

Background:


Within each organization, there are certain outcomes that the organization is expected to produce.  It could be product or service.  It could be anything from profit (corporation) to Doctors (teaching hospital) to a cure for AIDS (medical research laboratory).  


Some outcomes are primary while others are intermediate.  For example, the Coast Guard Office of Marine Safety, Security, and Environmental Protection has many products: regulations, studies, inspection results, information, licensed mariners and vessels, and safety research.  But the primary outcomes that the Office is chartered to provide are prevention of accidents at sea and the mitigation of the human and environmental consequences when accidents happen.  All the other products are simply artifacts of how prevention and mitigation have traditionally been done.  For almost any one of them, you could conceive of another way of providing the same ultimate outcome.  

Framing Question:


What products, services, or results do we produce?  Which of these are in our Mission and which are the result of choice of approach?

Facilitator's Notes:


There is an important reason for dividing external outcomes into primary and intermediate.  Primary outcomes are fixed and unchangeable: intermediate outcomes are open to redesign and reengineering.


This exercise is probably best done as a large-group, brainstorm-and-evaluate exercise.  The brainstorming may be done as a round robin, asking each participant to provide an example of something the organization, particularly his or her part, provides to the outside world.  When most people seem to have run out of ideas, the facilitator then hits them with the second framing question.  The facilitator may have to be a little pushy about pointing out that some of what they call primary are really intermediate.  One way is to show them that there are other ways to achieve the result.  There is a thin line here: we want this to be a comfortable workshop, staying mostly within the box, but a good understanding of what is fixed and what is changeable is crucial to all the out-of-the-box thinking we will ask for in future workshops.

CRITICAL WORK SYSTEMS

Input:


Primary and Intermediate External Outcomes

Output:


Systems of work processes critical to the development of the primary external outcomes

Used to Generate:


Future Model, New Work Practices, Concept of Operations

Background:


A work system is a string of practices that work together, either in parallel or in series, to produce a single outcome.  It is difficult to reengineer a particular work practice and achieve more than a 10 to 15% gain.  Reengineering must be done at the work system level.


Tom Peters in Thriving on Chaos tells of helping a Swedish auto manufacturer try to reduce the development time for bringing a new car to market.  At the time, they had just reduced the time by 50%, but in the face of the Japanese competition they figured they had to cut another 75%. They looked at each individual practice, and found some that could be reduced 20, 30, even 50%, but they were not coming up with the needed overall reduction.  They finally looked at the new car development work system.  By removing steps, combining steps, getting different departments to work together rather than handing off to each other, and dramatically flattening the organization and redefining responsibilities and expectations, they got the time reduction they needed.  Team Taurus and the new Chrysler development facility are other examples of this type of thinking.

Framing Question:


What are the work systems that produce our primary external outcomes and that we can examine for redesign?  

Facilitator's Notes:


This should be a fairly straightforward exercise.  It should almost do itself if the primary external outcomes are well defined.  It might be done as part of the evaluation process of the previous exercise, going straight from naming the primary outcomes to naming the critical work systems.  It could also be done as a small-group breakout exercise, with each group being assigned a part of the list of primary outcomes and being asked to report out on the associated critical work systems.


Many facilitation teams find it useful to combine the critical work processes in a visual model of the current organization.

CURRENT WORK PRACTICES

Input:


Intermediate Outcomes, Critical Work Systems

Output:


Particular processes used to generate the parts of the intermediate external outcomes

Used to Generate:


Future Model, New Work Practices, Concept of Operations

Background:


To consider the future of the organization, we must start from a common understanding of the practices that make up the work of the organization.  We will focus on those practices that are the leverage points: where a lot of time is being spent with marginal gain. 

Framing Question:


What are the most significant parts of the critical work systems?

Facilitator's Notes:


There are two kinds of practices we are interested in here.  The first comprises those practices that make up the component parts of the critical work systems.  The second is those practices, primarily management, organization, and reward, that represent considerable enabling or restraining forces in achieving greater effectiveness.  Getting the participants to consider this second class may be a little tricky since we haven't talked about reengineering or force field analysis yet.  One good way is to just ask them about the processes that aren't working: where is the pain.  Then the difficulty will generally be getting them to stop talking in time to make their carpool.


These three exercises, External Outcomes, Critical Work Processes, and Work Practices, work together to build what is sometimes called a Current Business Model (a name often used for this workshop).  They can be organized in any number of ways.  For example, naming critical work systems could be tacked onto the end of naming outcomes, as discussed before, or naming the systems could be combined with describing them in terms of their component practices. 


The key factor in designing this series of exercises is the level of detail desired.  Each organization and each PCT will have a different "right" answer about what the final current business model should look like.  What is important is that they keep in mind that the purpose of the model is to provide a basis of understanding within the Working Group for the remaining workshops.  This is one reason why it is critical that the PCT come to agreement early in process the on how the entire SIRMP effort will proceed.

BEST-IN-CLASS ANALYSIS

Input:


Primary External Outcomes, Critical Work Systems, Work Practices

Output:


An analysis of those who have the best results in providing the same primary external outcomes as us, and what work systems and practices they use.

Used to Generate:


Future Model, Potential New Paradigms, New Work Practices

Background:


Usually, if you look around, you can find someone in the same business as you who has an outstanding reputation for what they do and how they do it.  This is a chance to surface and share what the working group knows about who they are and what they are doing.  


You may have to stretch a little to find a parallel.  For example, the Coast Guard organization that is responsible for licensing merchant mariners looked at how the FAA licenses pilots, and got a breakthrough for their own practices.

Framing Question:


Who does the best at producing our external outcomes?  How do they do it?

Facilitator's Notes:


Depending on the level of information participants have with them, the best in class may be given as homework.  


I personally have never done a Best-in-Class.  I have heard from other PCTs that use it that it can be a good way to start to get the group's thinking out of the box, if there are other organizations that are already doing cutting-edge stuff.  But I'm concerned that it will be a stultifying and even self-congratulatory process if no one else is doing any better than the client organization.  I'm also concerned that it will lead to thinking that following the leader is what is advocated, when what may be needed is to leapfrog the leader, especially for profit-motivated organizations in highly competitive industries.


On the other hand, Tom Peters has a prescription "Practice Creative Swiping."  I have found that most breakthrough ideas are a combination of two or more things that are in common use.  It is all in how it is presented and applied.

Chapter 6: PRIVATE 
NEW BUSINESS MODEL WORKSHOP

Overview


The next step in the process is to build a model of the future processes.  This is an opportunity to fundamentally rethink the paradigms of the organization and redesign the processes that accomplish them.


This workshop is the heart of SIRMP.  What went before was all setting the stage: what comes after is just getting down the details.  This is where we achieve the breakthroughs that can significantly improve the future effectiveness or competitiveness of the client organization.


SIRMP has the potential to do three things for the organization:


Help them set down a coordinated, unified IRM plan;

· Help them see that change is possible and how to do it; and

· Help them determine the direction of change.

Two of those three things are absolutely dependent on a good New Business Model.


This is the workshop where the Working Group has the opportunity to examine, challenge, and perhaps throw out some of the assumptions about how things have to be done.  This is where we exorcise "That's the way we've always done it," and take a look at how we could do it.  Especially important here is the role of information technology and its ability to transform working relationships.  Although we won't look explicitly at the details of information technology opportunities until the next workshop, if the existence of some enabling technologies is not assumed by the participants in this workshop, then the breakthroughs will be lackluster at best.


As with the Strategic Focusing Workshop, the New Business Model workshop is structured to allow the participants to find out for themselves what change is necessary.  As with the Current Business Model, the inspiration of how to synthesize various visions into a single abstraction may come from the facilitator.  Care must be taken to ensure that 1) the model builds on what the participants say, not what the facilitator hears; 2) that if it is based on the music, not the words, that the facilitator puts the music into words and makes it explicit; and 3) that the facilitator remains attentive for a better or even a worse-but-adequate synthesis from the participants.

Objectives


Table 7 contains the suggested objectives for the New Business Model Workshop.  The overt objective is to develop a unified view among the whole Working Group of:

· The future operations that will need to be supported by information systems and 

· How information technology will be integrated into those operations.  

	Create a compelling vision of new business processes

	Create a scenario of how these processes work

	Describe the role of information technology in the new processes


Table 7.  Sample Objectives:  New Business Model Workshop
This vision provides the basis for determining scope, characteristics, required infrastructure, and priorities of system development efforts in the Implementation Planning Workshop.


The unstated objective is to establish the beginnings of a change campaign.  It should have been made clear in the Strategic Focusing Workshop that things have to change, and pretty dramatically, in terms of measured effectiveness.  In this workshop, the working group develops their own future vision: a little more detailed, and oriented more to the "how," while the vision of the Planning Group was oriented to the "what."

Agenda and Handbook


One possible agenda for the New Business Model Workshop is contained in Table 8.  This agenda reacquaints the participants with the results of the Current Environment Workshop and the vision of the Planning Group contained in the Charter, and then provides a process intended to extract and integrate the participants views of how the future might be accomplished. 

	Review of Current Business Model

	Review of Working Group Charter

	Current Business Paradigms

	Vision of the Future

	Technology Opportunities

	New Practices

	Concept of Operations


Table 8.  Sample Agenda:  New Business Model Workshop

This is probably one of the most personal of workshops.  Even more so than the Strategic Focusing or the Current Business Model, the New Business Model Workshop must have a structure and approach that the entire consulting team is comfortable with.  Everything in the workshop up to and including how much change is possible or desirable must be based on the consultants' knowledge and judgment of the organization and the Working Group.

CURRENT BUSINESS PARADIGMS 

Input:


Current Processes, Intermediate Outcomes

Output:


Current Business Paradigms

Used to Generate:


New Paradigms, New Intermediate Products, Concept of Operations

Background:


Paradigms are strongly held beliefs or patterns that work as filters on our perceptions.  They actually affect the facts that we are able to perceive.  A striking example can be seen if you try to buzz a grizzly bear with a small plane.  The bear is totally oblivious to the plane.  Millions of years of experience have taught him that there is nothing that can attack from above that can hurt him, and therefore he is incapable of even hearing the plane.  Another example is the person who believes in Santa Claus.  No amount of logical argument can dissuade them, because they refuse to perceive the arguments as facts.  


There are paradigms operating on each of us all the time.  We couldn't operate without them.  The danger comes when we fail to recognize them for the filters that they are.  Then our paradigm becomes the paradigm, and we become incapable of seeing the need for or even the possibility of change.  This exercise helps to surface some of the paradigms that operate in this organization and gives us some practice at seeing alternatives to paradigms.

Framing Question:


What are some of the currently unquestioned assumptions about how things must work in our organization?  What practices can at best be defended by "That's the way we've always done it."?

Facilitator's Notes:


This process starts by motivating change.  Many teams have found a presentation on the reasons and principles of redesign or reengineering a useful way to start, and the script and slides for a sample presentation are contained in the appendix.  A video of some sort also helps to break up the workshop and to convey "It's not just us that are saying this, there are others that say it too."  One that has a large following and a good impact is Joel Barker's "Discovering the Future: The Business of Paradigms."


Once the group understands paradigms, an exercise on paradigm shifting is appropriate.  This one was adapted from Peter Vaill.  


There are 5 paradigms that current organizations are strongly wedded to:



Hierarchy -- tightly followed pyramidal reporting



 structures.



Planning -- strategies, acquisitions, initiatives, even



 supplies and personnel plotted out far into the future



Visible Results -- everything must result in a report

             or a dollar earned



Rationality -- everything must be justified by a study,



 and everything that can be justified by a study must



 be done.



Authority -- everything is rigidly controlled by the



 next level up in the hierarchy.


Break the group into five (or fewer) subgroups and give each group one of these paradigms.  Give them five or ten minutes to think about and describe what it would be like in an organization that did away with this practice.  How would it operate?  What changes would be necessary?  What would it feel like?  What would take the place of the banished practice?  What is the ultimate aim of each outlawed practice, and how else could it be accomplished?  Let each group give some highlights on the experience of shifting their assigned paradigm.

This is followed by an exercise where paradigms currently operating in the organization are surfaced.  Ask the participants to focus on how things are done now and see if there is a paradigm working.  Processes and intermediate outcomes from the current business model should be reviewed.  The facilitator should not be shy about recommending that statements be reworded to make them more paradigm-like, nor about offering paradigms s/he has gleaned from the prework and/or the current business model workshop.  Preparing a pocket list beforehand, either alone or with the rest of the process consulting team, is recommended.  Not all paradigms are bad or need to be shifted, but all need to be examined.


This exercise could be done in the Current Business Model workshop.  It is, after all, about the current paradigms, and identifying them at Current would let participants reflect on them between workshops, either improving the list or thinking of potential paradigm shifts.  However, I recommend it for the New Business Model Workshop for the following reasons:


Moving this to Current would unbalance the amount of effort in the two workshops.


The participants need the exposure to the fact that paradigms are not immutable laws and the experience with shifting paradigms before they can identify paradigms that are good candidates for shifting.  The presentations and exercises that do this belong in the New Business Model workshop because they provide unblocking for the Vision of the Future.


Examining, even just identifying, underlying paradigms can be an unsettling experience.  Remember that one of the goals of the Current Business Model workshop was to settle the Working Group in and make them feel comfortable working as a group by focusing on the known.

POTENTIAL NEW PARADIGMS

Input:


Charter to the Working Group, Current Practices, Current Paradigms

Output:


Potential new ways of perceiving the world that allow rethinking the business and practices.

Used to Generate:


Vision of the Future, New Practices, Concept of Operations, Technology Opportunities, Four Architectures, Implementation Plan

Background:


Several groups in the Coast Guard have shown the way: they have adopted new paradigms that have allowed them to rethink their business.  The Office of Health and Safety redefined their role from running clinics to managing the Coast Guard health care budget.  This allowed them to come up with concepts such as wellness, managed care, and health care benefit advisors to hold the total health care expenditures down.  The Search and Rescue division is working actively with other lifesaving organizations around the world to use technology to take the "search" out of "search and rescue."

Framing Question:


What are the fundamental assumptions contained in the current paradigms?  What happens if we try reversing those assumptions?

Facilitator's Notes:


This exercise may be done as a part of the Current Paradigms exercise.  It is really a short, round-robin or group brainstorm sort of exercise.  However, the output is important.  This is the beginning of unblocking their vision to get to a redesigned future business.

VISION OF THE FUTURE

Input:


Charter to the Working Group, Current Practices, Current Paradigms, New Paradigms

Output:


Model of future organizational environment

Used to Generate:


New Practices, Concept of Operations, Technology Opportunities, Four Architectures, Implementation Plan

Background:


Effective change requires three factors (Index Institute, 1991)

	Effective Change Implementation   
	=
	Motivation
	X
	Vision
	X
	Change Campaign



This model uses Xs instead of pluses because the effects are not additive.  If any one of these factors is zero, there will be no effective change, but increased effectiveness in one area will multiply the effect of the others.  The vision created in this step and detailed during the rest of the SIRMP process is vital to effective change.


Based on the broader vision of the future offered you by the Planning Group, this group must come to it's own vision of how the organization can operate in the future.  The Planning Group was looking at the "what:" the Working Group now needs to look at the "how."  This vision will be detailed in later exercises by putting down on paper new practices, a concept of operations, and the tie-in with opportunities to apply information technology.  Right now we are looking for the breakthroughs in thinking that will make a significant impact.  


The change vision has to consider the five aspects of change (Bryan, 1991).  If each of these is not included in the change vision, the envisioned system won't work.  The five aspects are shown in Table 9.  

	PRIVATE 
Coordinating Mechanisms
	Management
	Jobs
	Structure
	Culture

	Information Flow
	Leadership

Style
	Work Design
	Reporting Relationships
	Beliefs

	Forums
	Reward Mechanisms
	Career Paths
	Teams
	Norms

	Linking Pins
	
	Training Requirements
	Decision Making
	


Table 9.  The Five Aspects of Change Alignment
These five aspects refer to the elements of the organization that must be considered either explicitly or implicitly in any change vision.  


The coordinating mechanisms deal with how people in the organization share information in order to work together.  It is the ability of information technology to make dramatic improvements in this area that drive us to say that I/T should be a part of every change effort.  But the forums and linking pins for people to communicate cannot all be electronic and still be effective.  Consider the excesses of some television evangelists.  This is to a great extent the result of people only having contact with their church and their preacher electronically.  All the means and modes of coordination among workers must be considered in the change vision.


Management also has a strong effect on how well the envisioned future state will function.  The two most important elements are leadership style and the reward system.  If the envisioned future calls for participative, facilitative, nurturing leaders, but all the organization's current leaders are control freaks, then either the leaders have to go or the vision has to change.  By the same token, reward systems can be out of synch with the change, if, for example:



the vision calls for self-managing teams but the organization reward system measures and promotes rugged individualists;



the vision calls for cross-program or cross-departmental information systems, but the budget process requires one department or office to champion and fund any one information system development effort; or



the vision calls for developing heroes in sales and engineering but the top paychecks are all reserved for management.


Tom Peters tells us that if you don't have some engineers and salesmen making more than the president, then all your best engineers and salesmen are going to become lousy managers in an attempt to get to the top.


Next we consider how the change is going to affect jobs.  As shown in figure 1, work design deals with how the processes of a work system are allocated among people and between people and machines.  The change vision has to address not only what processes will shift from people to machines, but how that shift will affect the balance of processes among people, not only in the static sense of effect on day-to-day work, but also the effects on career paths and training requirements.  The structure of the organization to organize work, provide forums and linking pins, and allocate decision making and reporting must be consistent with the vision, or structural changes must be planned as well.
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  (after Eason (1988))
Figure 3.  Moving Tasks: People and Machines


Finally, the beliefs and norms of the organizational culture can make or break any change effort.  The vision of the future must recognize and deal with fundamental perceptions of right and wrong, purpose and method, control and freedom.  In some cases perceptions can be changed simply by a convincing demonstration that there is another way things can work.  Sometimes a significant emotional event is required to change deeply-held values (note that motivating change in an organization that values stability requires a significant emotional event).  And in some ways, the change vision will just have to adapt itself to the culture of the organization.

Framing Question:


Ask yourself the paradigm question: "What one thing can't you do now that, if you could do it, would make a profound change in how effective your organization is?"  The answer(s) to this question are your vision of the future.


Facilitator's Notes


This exercise is similar to the visioning exercise in the Strategic Focusing Workshop.  It may be done with the picture/article/synthesis series or with an affinity exercise.  Both of these are described in the appendix on tools.  It is important to note, however, that this vision should be more oriented towards the "how" and try to live within the "what" of the Planning Group vision.  That is why the five aspects are introduced here but not to the Planning Group.


I say that the five aspects must be considered explicitly or implicitly because there are two ways of arriving at vision: left-brain and right-brain.  The left-brain approach is analytical and attempts to consider every concern explicitly, while the right-brain approach treats the concerns as implicit in the problem at hand and considers them in an almost pre-intellectual-awareness manner.  The left-brain approach does surveys and studies to identify the leverage points, then derives all possible alternative architectures for the work system, developing for each an element for each of the five aspects.  Each alternative is evaluated by a study of how the best organizations are doing the same thing.  Then a final set of architectures is developed.


The right brain approach gets the vision in one massive dose of gestalt.  It goes something like this: "I just got a brilliant idea.  Here's how we could do it.  It would look like this, and people would coordinate this way, and we could change the reward system just a bit, and I know where we would send the managers we don't need any more, and..."  This kind of vision is often more complete and more consistent within the four architectures and the five aspects than the analytically derived vision.  It can be harder to sell, because the chain of reason isn't there as clearly.  The vision may have come as a right-brain gestalt, but the plan has to be sold in left-brain logic chains.  


Most participants in the change workshops will have a vision of change for the future.  The problem with the right-brain approach is that they won't all be the same.  A process must be used to get each person to contribute to a group sense of a unified vision.  As common elements of the disparate visions are discovered, a single vision may eventually emerge.  Often, this vision will come from one of the facilitators.  Selling it to the group will have to be done delicately, with lots of reference to what the group said it wants and indications of how it refers back to what the group has said.  Often, the facilitator will be picking up on the "music" of what's being said as well as the words that are said.  The facilitator must be sure to make this music explicit: bring it to the group's attention and get consensus that the perception is right (that the facilitator is not "tone deaf").

NEW PRACTICES

Input:


Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Constraints, Current Business Model, New Paradigms, Vision of the Future

Output:


Specific practices within the Five Aspects that must be instituted to make the vision work

Used to Generate:


Concept of Operations, Technology Opportunities, Four Architectures, Implementation Plan, Change Campaign

Background:


Our aim in the Future Vision exercise was to get some high-level ideas of how the organization might operate in the future to achieve the vision of the Planning Group.  Now we must begin to capture the details of how those ideas can be implemented.  The five aspects that were implicit in the vision must be examined for those practices that should be explicitly marked for change to enable the future office model to become reality.

Framing Question:


What critical things that we currently do must we do differently to make the vision/allow the vision to become reality?  What are the enabling and restraining forces on our future vision?

Facilitator's Notes:


This exercise is the beginning of detailing the "how" of the future vision.  It is beginning to take the breakthroughs of the vision and say what things will have to be done differently to make the future different.  It looks at second- and third-order effects of the future vision and decides how to cope with it.  It looks at the force-field analysis of the current environment scan (from the Strategic Focusing Workshop) and determines which practices must change to turn restraining forces into enabling forces.  This analysis may even force a reassessment of the future vision if it doesn't appear to be attainable in the current internal or external environment.  NOTE: If the force-field analysis done by the Planning Group is insufficient or unrelated to the issues of the Working Group vision, a new current environment scan and force field analysis may be applicable here.  If the need is foreseen, the current scan may even be done as part of the Current Business Model workshop.  In the worst case, the facilitators may have to be ready to revise their plan for this exercise to include a force-field or other problem solving approach on the fly.

CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS

Input:


Vision of the Future, New Practices

Output:


Scenario of business operations of the organization when the future vision is accomplished.

Used to Generate:


Technology Opportunities, Four Architectures, Implementation Plan, Change Campaign

Background:


The Concept of Operations is a narrative of how the proposed new practices would fit together in a new critical work process, along with the impact of new administrative, management, and reward practices.  For example: "X enters the data at the point of sale, and Y scans the carton with the barcode reader.  Z reviews the daily inventory replenishment order, and brings it to the daily team meeting with comments.  X,Y, and Z operate as a self-managed team with responsibility and authority for stocking and reorder decisions.  All are rated on the success of the team in meeting sales goals.  Year-end bonuses are apportioned among team members by the team themselves based on individual contributions of each in their area of expertise."

Framing Question:


Tell me the story of how the organization works in the future.

Facilitator's Notes:


Some facilitator's feel that this exercise should come after the Technology Opportunities exercise.  If the New Business Model and the Architecture workshops are combined into a single, multi-day workshop, that is probably a good idea.  It is put here to make the technology-free exercises a single workshop unit, followed by the technology-detailing exercises.  Remember that the next step in the process is to have an interim review with the Planning Group.  Having a concept of operations is a good way to explain the vision that the Working Group is working with.  This concept should be approved before getting into the details of technology opportunities and architectures.  However, some technology ideas may appropriately be expressed at a high level in the scenario descriptions.

INTERIM REVIEW PLANNING

Input:


Future Vision, New Practices, Concept of Operations

Output:


Strategy for conducting the Interim Review, Briefing Storyboard

Used to Generate:


Interim Review Briefing, Schedule, Preparation Schedule

Background:


A fundamental premise of SIRMP is that, before the Working Group has a chance to go too far afield, the Planning Group will be briefed on the Working Group's vision and approve that the direction they are taking is in line with the Planning Group's vision.  Some time should be taken at the end of this workshop to make sure that briefing is successful.


Prior to the formal review, it is generally beneficial for members of the Working Group to informally review the results with their counterpart on the Planning Group so that there will be support behind the vision, and if necessary the vision can be revised prior to the review.

Framing Questions:


What is the story we want to tell the Planning Group?


How much pre-briefing should each Working Group member do?


Who will take responsibility for developing the briefing?  Delivering it?  Scheduling and arranging logistics?  Producing materials?

Facilitator's Notes:


After this workshop, some time should be set aside in this workshop for planning for the Interim Review.  If time permits, it is sometimes useful for the entire working group to develop a storyboard, or outline set of briefing slides, for the Interim Review.

Chapter 7: PRIVATE 
OPPORTUNITIES WORKSHOP

OVERVIEW


The brainstorming of technology opportunities has "traditionally" been done as the last exercise of the New Business Model workshop.  However, there never seems to be enough time to get into evaluation of the suggested opportunities, much less capture detail on how they would work.  Besides, we want to avoid spending too much time on detail before the Interim Review.  I suggest a whole new workshop, after the interim review, to look at technology opportunities, information needs, the four IRM architectures, and some problem-solving strategies based on force field analysis.
OBJECTIVES


Table 10 contains suggested objectives for the opportunities workshop.  The overall objective is to take the ideas embodied in the concept of operations and flesh them out with enough detail that people who look at the plan after SIRMP is over will know what we had in mind.

	Brainstorm and Detail Opportunities for Technology to Enable the Concept of Operations

	Develop High-level Information Needs

	Look for Opportunities to Reduce Organizational Impediments to the Concept of Operations

	Develop the Data, Applications, Technology, and Organizational Architectures to Support Strategic IRM


Table 10.  Sample Objectives: Opportunities Workshop 


There is a danger in SIRMP of falling into "briefing slide mentality," where someone spends a little time putting five bullet points on a slide with little or no thought as to what it will take to accomplish that vision.  Some CEO or Flag Officer or Department Administrator sees the slide, likes the vision, and says "Do it."  Then some middle manager has to figure out how to make it happen.  We would like to avoid that in SIRMP.  This workshop is the vehicle for examining the details of our vision.

END PRODUCTS


This workshop has two essential end products.  The first is an architecture for the support of strategic IRM comprising the data, applications, technology, and organization architecture views.  The second is a list of organizational actions to take to smooth the way for the reengineered, I/T-enabled future practices.


The products will be used in several different ways within and after SIRMP.  The high-level applications, data, and technology architectures will be used as the basis of the gap analysis in the Implementation Planning Workshop, where the desired future architectures will be compared to current architectures, the differences divided into projects, and the projects estimated and tentatively scheduled.  The organizational architecture and list of organizational actions will be used in the Change Campaign Workshop to plan how to change the environment to make the technology work effectively.  


Products from this workshop will also be important when SIRMP is over.  These products will embody most of the detail that will guide future developers and organizational planners. 

AGENDA AND HANDBOOK
	Technology Opportunities

	Information Needs

	Four IRM Architectures

	Organizational Factors in I/T


Table 11.  Sample Agenda: Opportunities Workshop

Table 11 contains a suggested agenda for the Opportunities Workshop.  This is one of several ways the workshop might be structured.  One thought would go something like this: do the technology opportunities, which includes infrastructure and applications; the data needs; and the organizational opportunities.  Now you have all four building blocks of the architecture and it is just a matter of combining them.  The agenda I suggest is just a little different.  Technology opportunities inform the technology and applications architecture, but are not the same thing.  By the same token, an examination of data requirements does not provide even a high level data architecture.  After these two exercises, a structured architecture-building exercise should be used to create one coherent architecture from four viewpoints.  This architecture should then be the guidepost for the organization force-field factors analysis.
TECHNOLOGY OPPORTUNITIES

Input:


Concept of Operations

Output:


A list of ways in which technology can be used to enable the Concept of Operations, detailed on the Application Profile Worksheet.

Used to Generate:


Technology Architecture, Applications Architecture, Gap Analysis, Implementation Plan

Background:


Technology allows for radical transformations in the way people share information and coordinate efforts.  Practices that were optimized for a paper world are susceptible to orders of magnitude increases in effectiveness if you don't have to wait for paper, share paper, create paper, or staple two papers together.


Most of today's information systems provide efficiency benefits.  What SIRMP is about is developing systems that provide increased effectiveness and business transformation.  An example of the differences among these types of system benefits as applied to sales force automation is as follows.  If a company gives its sales force laptop computers to help them fill out orders, that's an efficiency benefit.  If they give them a modem so they can check availability and shipping schedules and expert software to allow creation of custom quotes on the spot, that's an improvement in effectiveness.  If they put terminals in the customers' offices and provide on-line ordering, plus access to inventory management and cost accounting software, that's business transformation.


Generally, the beneficiary of efficiency systems is the individual, the beneficiary of effectiveness systems is the business unit, and the beneficiary of transformation systems is the organization as a whole.  The reason for doing strategic planning for IRM is to make sure that the systems developed are those that benefit the broadest possible segment of the whole organization.

Facilitator's Notes:


This exercise has three steps:


  1.
Classical or silent brainstorming of ideas for applying technology;


  2.
Evaluation of the brainstormed list, possibly with grouping of the ideas (affinity exercise); and


  3.
Detailing (on the attached worksheet) what is intended by each idea, how it might work, and what functionality is essential. 


We have tried "seeding" this exercise with articles, films, and presentations about how other organizations are using technology to reengineer their business in an attempt to get the client organization to come up with their own breakthroughs.  We have also used the "Greatest Technology Impact" worksheet contained here.  The more we try, the less inclined the participants are to break out of their box.  There are several possible reasons for this: they don't want to be on the "cutting edge," they think too literally about the example and don't see the applicability, or they come in with their own ideas and resent being "told" what the answer should be and that their breakthroughs aren't good enough.


A technique that works much better is to hold the examples in reserve for the brainstorming session.  Run it as a straight brainstorming, but when the ideas start to slow down, the facilitator or another member of the PCT can say, "What about imaging?"  "What about a wide-area network?"  "Is there anyone in your organization whose expertise you would like to capture in an expert system?"  I expect by the time this book gets to press, those will be passé ideas and something I haven't even conceived of will be hot, but you get the idea.


This exercise can be used to increase the participants' awareness of the shortcomings of current perceptions about information systems.  By developing the benefit/beneficiary matrix as a part of the evaluation step, placing each opportunity in its proper box(es) on the matrix, the Working Group often sees that they have been focusing on systems that provide efficiency benefits for individual workers.  The workshop should not progress beyond this exercise until the participants are happy with the distribution of opportunities on the Benefit/Beneficiary Map.


The Application Profile Worksheet is optional and can be modified to suit your needs.  Be sure to look ahead in your own workshop planning to see what information you will need in the Implementation Planning Workshop.  If you expect to do some reaggregation of projects in the Implementation Planning Workshop, you may wish to save the Application Profile Worksheet for that exercise.

Process Redesign Worksheet: Greatest Technology Impact Opportunity

Critical Work Process________________________________

	PRIVATE 
Technology Possibility
	
Details of Process Redesign

	We standardized a process and made it routine by automating it


	

	We used technology to span geographic separation


	

	We replaced some or all of the human labor in a process with technology


	

	We used technology to bring complex analytical methods to bear on a process


	

	We brought vast amounts of detailed, automated information into a process


	

	We changed the sequences of tasks, letting some things happen at the same time
	

	We captured and disseminated knowledge and expertise in an information system
	

	We used technology to do detailed tracking of inputs, status, and output


	

	We used technology to connect people directly who used to have to go through an intermediary
	


[Adapted from Davenport et. al. "The New Industrial Engineering: Information Technology and Business Process Redesign,"  Sloan Management Review, Summer 1990, p. 11.]

APPLICATION PROFILE WORKSHEET

NAME:

DESCRIPTION:

TYPE OF PROJECT:

PRIMARY FUNCTIONS:

FEATURES:

KEY USERS:

BENEFITS:

RISKS:

ESTIMATED COST:

ESTIMATED TIME:

ESTIMATED HUMAN RESOURCES:

REQUIRED INFRASTRUCTURE:

Benefit/Beneficiary Map

	
	Individual
	Business Unit
	Organization

	Efficiency
	
	
	

	Effectiveness
	
	
	

	Transformation
	
	
	


APPLICATION PROFILE WORKSHEET: DEFINITIONS

NAME:  Short project name assigned in I/S Opportunities Workshop.

DESCRIPTION:  A short textual description of the main points of

the project.

TYPE OF PROJECT:  Decision support system, management information system, operational system, data collection development, or infrastructure development.

PRIMARY FUNCTIONS:  What the project is expected to accomplish or provide.

FEATURES:  Any features that are important to the concept of how

the project would support operations or decisions.

KEY USERS:  Who will use, operate, feed, or receive benefit from the system.

BENEFITS:  How the project will help the key users.

RISKS:  Some of the particular risks involved in undertaking the project.

ESTIMATED COST:  $10k, $50k, $100k, $500k, $1M, $5M, etc.

ESTIMATED TIME:  1mth, 1yr, 3yr, etc.

ESTIMATED HUMAN RESOURCES:  Number of personnel from our organization involved in project management, contract management/acquisition, user representation, and development.

REQUIRED INFRASTRUCTURE:  The systems, data collections, and infrastructure items that have to be in place before this project is started and before it is put into operation.
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INFORMATION NEEDS

Input:


Critical Work Systems, New Work Practices, Concept of Operations

Output:


High-level names for the kinds of data collections needed by the work practices and work systems used to generate the primary external outcomes.

Used to Generate:


Data Architecture, Implementation Plan

Background:


The data architecture we will be building in the next step is at a very high level.  We don't want specific fields or files or blanks on a form.  What we want are about 15 to 30 data collections that we can cross-reference to our applications to start to build a picture of what data the applications have to share, and also to build a feel for the sources of needed data.

Framing Question:


What data collections need to be referred to or worked on by those performing under the new work practices and critical work systems?

Facilitator's Notes:


This initial, high-level data model can take several forms.  One is to build a combined applications/data/architecture diagram for the systems supporting each critical work system, such as the one shown in figure 7-1.  Another approach is to do a JAD-like session and develop a high-level Entity/Relationship diagram.  A third model that can be developed is a CRUD matrix: a table that shows, for each data collection, which applications Create, Read, Update, or Delete data records in that collection.  (The Product Flow Matrix in chapter 1 is a CRUD matrix.)  Finally, a data collection profile worksheet could be developed, similar to the applications profile worksheet, with the name of the collection and information on source, contents, use, frequency, and so on.

FOUR IRM ARCHITECTURES

Input:


Concept of Operations, Technology Opportunities, Information Needs

Output:


A collection of representations of the applications programs, data collections, organization, and technology infrastructure involved in achieving the desired, reengineered, I/T enabled future state.

Used to Generate:


Priority and Precedence, Budget and Schedule Estimates, Implementation Plan

Background:


Each scenario developed in the New Business Model workshop represented one critical work system of the organization.  The purpose of the four architectural views is to represent the entire organization process model.  

Framing Questions: 


For each scenario, what is the combination of applications, data, technology and organizational changes that will turn the concept of operations into reality?

Facilitator's Notes:


The determining factor in choosing a strategy and representation for developing the four architectures is the systems analysis, design, and development methodology that will be used to implement the SIRMP.  The representation of the architectures has to provide the kinds of detail that is needed by the next step in the organization's development process.  


The appendix contains some example representations for the four architectures.  Others are available from consulting organizations, methodology vendors, and in the references.


The basic strategy of this workshop is to supply the participants with examples of the desired architectural representations, then break into small groups and have each group work on one (or more) architectures.  If you have been using fixed groups up to this point, this may be a good time to reshuffle the groups by having people volunteer to work on the architecture that interests them the most.
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Figure 5.  Four Architectures (sample)
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Figure 6.  Strategic Applications Architecture Model (sample)
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Figure 7.  Four Architectures (sample)
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Figure 8.  Strategic Applications Architecture Model (sample)

ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS IN I/T

Input:


Concept of Operations, Technology Opportunities, Four Architectures

Output:


A description of the organizational actions that need to be taken to allow change from the current way of doing business to the reconceived, I/T-enabled desired future.

Used to Generate:


Implementation Plan, Change Campaign

Background:


The present is not stable.  What appears as stability is a sometimes uneasy balance of opposing forces in near equilibrium.  Some forces are pushing us toward what we want, and some are pushing us away from what we want.  In sum, these helping and restraining forces are holding us where we are.  To achieve our desired future, we have only to examine these forces and then either enhance the helpers or reduce the restrainers.  


In practice, the restrainers are often in reaction to the helpers: if we increase the force of the helpers, the restrainers increase in force too and we get no movement, only increased tension in the system.  What we would like to do is lessen or remove the restrainers or, if possible, reverse them to helpers.  For example, if we are trying to encourage risk taking but the reward system only celebrates unmitigated successes, we won't get anywhere by turning up the heat on risk taking: people will just get more scared and stressed out.  But if we can change the reward system to one that recognizes fast failures that result in key learnings as a positive thing, we have relieved the stress and will suddenly find people falling all over themselves to take risk.


Many of the restraining forces keeping us from achieving our reconceived, I/T-enabled vision of the future exist totally within our own organization.  Some of them were detailed in the Current Practices Model.  What we would like to do here is surface some ideas on actions we can take within the organization to reverse some of the restraining forces to helping forces.

Framing Question:


What forces, factors, and practices are holding us back?  What can we do about them?

Facilitator's Notes:


If the first exercise is called Technology Opportunities, this one could be thought of as Organizational Opportunities.  The same principles of design and facilitation apply.  For variety, you may wish to use classical brainstorming and evaluation for one and silent brainstorming and affinity for the other.  You may also want to use different facilitators for each, using your best technology guru for the Technology Opportunities and your best business analyst or organizational development person for this exercise.


Again, giving the participants too many examples may turn them off: save most of the prompting for judiciously-sized portions to be meted out during the brainstorming.


Chapter 8: PRIVATE 
IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING WORKSHOP

OVERVIEW


The Implementation Planning Workshop is the final workshop before the Final Plan Review.  It is the last chance to pull together all the ideas from the other workshops and capture the detail necessary to sell the vision. 


This is the most difficult of all workshops to structure in advance.  Given that none of the previous workshops will go as planned and that there will always be some product that is not fully developed, this workshop will usually be a "clean up" workshop where the finishing touches will be put on the pieces that need to be in the final plan.


It is also important in this workshop to make sure that the participants are comfortable with the output.  If they felt rushed or unfinished in any previous workshop, this is the place to get them to voice their concerns and to find out from them what work needs to be done to bring them back into their comfort zone.


There are several areas in which the participants or the facilitators often feel uncomfortable about.  One is project aggregation.  Usually the Technology Opportunities exercise identifies a large number of possibilities for applications and infrastructure that are not carefully evaluated, checked for redundancy and inconsistency, and grouped into logical projects.  The addition of the Opportunities Workshop is designed to lessen this tendency, but even with that workshop, the resulting applications projects may need to be regrouped once the current capabilities and development projects are evaluated against the desired future state.

OBJECTIVES


Table 12 contains a sample set of objectives for the Implementation Planning Workshop.  This is the workshop where all the ideas approved in the Interim Review and detailed in the Opportunities Workshop are pulled together into a coherent plan and packaged for the Final Review.   The objective is to answer for the Planning Group, "What do you want me to do?  What's in it for me?  How much is it going to cost?"
	Create a powerful document that paints a compelling picture of the future and provides a substantiated and detailed project plan for achieving it

	Develop a detailed IRM plan for building and installing the new I/S applications

	Develop general recommendations for changing processes and functions in order to move the organization toward the New Office Model


Table 12.  Sample Objectives:  Implementation Planning Workshop

END PRODUCTS


The end product of the SIRMP process is produced in this workshop.  It is a plan for implementing the ideas for a redesigned, technology-enabled future.  Its form will depend on the expectations of the organization, its readiness for change, and its vision of the process.  In keeping with the idea that the SIRMP is a guidepost, we would like to have the final plan be a series of models of the future and some concrete next steps in getting there.  However, the reality is that most organizations will not even approve the next steps without some idea of schedule and budget.  Therefore, in this workshop we generate an almost classic long-range IRM plan.


The pieces of the IRM plan are:

· Projects to transition from the current I/T capability to the vision of the future,

· Precedence and priority relationships among the projects with justification,

· Cost and time estimates for each project, and

· A Gantt chart of the recommended development schedule.
AGENDA AND HANDBOOK


Table 8-2 contains a sample agenda for the Implementation Planning Workshop.  This is a fairly straightforward workshop, with each exercise being focused primarily on developing a building block of the final plan.


There are essentially two phases to the workshop.  The first is gap analysis: determining where we are, comparing this to where previous workshops have said we want to be, and developing a series of projects to transition us over the gap.  The second part of the workshop is building a plan around those projects: putting priority and precedence on each, coming up with estimates for time and resources required, and building the schedule.  Finally, part of the workshop should be spent strategizing for the final review.

	Current Systems Assessment

	Proposed Development Projects

	Project Prioritization

	Precedence of Projects

	Schedule and Budget Estimates

	Development of Strategy and Briefing for Final Review


Table 13.  Sample Agenda: Implementation Planning Workshop


CURRENT SYSTEMS ASSESSMENT

Input:


Technology Opportunities, Four IRM Architectures

Output:


An assessment of how well current systems and development projects fit into the future IRM architecture.  

Used to Generate:


Revisions to the Four Architectures, IRM Projects

Background:


The purpose of this exercise is to produce an inventory of the current systems.  Make sure to address both the strengths and weaknesses.  While considering the deficiencies of the current systems, try to identify other offices within the Coast Guard that may be affected as well.  In particular, complete and review the Technical Condition, Criticality to the Business, and the Ease of Use sections of the Current Applications Profile.

Framing Questions: 


What is the current status of information systems in the Office of Personnel and Training?  How would you modify the application profiles to match your experience with the current systems?

Facilitator's Notes:


This exercise is often done as part of the Current Practices Workshop.  I recommend leaving it for the Implementation Planning Workshop because now we are able to look at the aspects of the current systems that impact their ability to support the future operations of the organization.  The teams that do it this way find they get much more detail on the important aspects of the system and much less extraneous information.


Another technique that can be used is to assign the Current Applications Profile worksheets as homework to one or more members of the Working Group that are familiar with current systems.  These worksheets can then be reviewed at the beginning of the Implementation Planning Workshop.


This exercise can awareness of the shortcomings of current information systems.  Developing the benefit/beneficiary matrix for current systems in the same way it was developed for technology opportunities will show the Working Group if the organization has been focusing on systems that provide efficiency benefits.  The difference in distribution between the current applications map and the technology opportunities map will highlight what the most important strategic IRM projects are. 

IRM PROJECTS

Input:


Four Architectures, Future Applications Profiles, Current Applications Profiles, Future and Current Benefit/Beneficiary Maps

Output:


List of those large-scale IRM projects needed to move the organization from its current inventory of systems and projects to the desired IRM suite, represented by the four architectures, needed to support future operations.

Used to Generate:


Precedence and Priority, Implementation Plan, Final Review

Background:


At this point, we have a good understanding of where we are and where we want to be.  The next step is to analyze the gap between the two and build a consistent, non-redundant set of high-level projects to get from the current to the future.  Some of the projects will be to add new applications or infrastructure, indicated in the technology opportunities but not present in the current applications or development projects.  Others will be replacement projects, while still others will be projects to further analyze needs in areas not understood well enough in this process to go forward with development.

Framing Question:


What projects will take us from where we are to where we want to be?

Facilitator's Notes:


This can be a tough exercise or it may go easily.  By this point, the Working Group may have a clear picture of the projects they want.  On the other hand, they may have said a lot of things around they kind of support they want but have no idea how to encapsulate that into discrete projects.  This is an occasion when some expert consulting may be required to help the Working Group aggregate projects.  


The first step is to figure out what form of plan will meet the needs of the client organization.  In some cases, the organization really just needs a sense of direction and a touchstone for future efforts.  In other cases, what is needed is a list of business areas for detailed information needs analysis projects, or a list of business systems for detailed business reengineering projects.  The form of the plan, primarily the type of projects defined, will depend greatly on the development methods and environment in use or perceived as needed for the future by the client organization.  This should be determined by a collaborative effort between the systems experts on the PCT and the development experts in the client organization.


In developing the list, there are several possible starting points.  One is to look at the architecture of current systems and those under development.  Often this architecture will be close to meeting future needs with some additions and some mid-course corrections to increase functionality, update technology, or respond to newly-specified information needs.


Another course is to look for large segments of the future architectures that are missing in the current technology base and make these into projects.  Examples are such things as networks, shared data bases, and applications that reach new users or apply new strategies such as expert systems, workgroup computing, or multi-media.


Once the list of projects has been developed, a project description worksheet should be filled out on each one.  This will provide information for use later in this workshop, such as prerequisites for the project and cost and schedule estimate, as well as providing greater detail on what the Working Group had in mind for functionality and operation of the system, useful to systems analysts and designers after SIRMP is over.  Completing the worksheets may be done in small groups or off line.  

Project Description Worksheet

NAME:

DESCRIPTION:

TYPE OF PROJECT:

PRIMARY FUNCTIONS:

FEATURES:

KEY USERS:

BENEFITS:

RISKS:

ESTIMATED COST:

ESTIMATED TIME:

ESTIMATED HUMAN RESOURCES:

REQUIRED INFRASTRUCTURE:


Figure 9.  Sample Project Description Worksheet

PROJECT DESCRIPTION WORKSHEET


DEFINITIONS

NAME:  Short project name assigned in I/S Opportunities Workshop.

DESCRIPTION:  A short textual description of the main points of

the project.

TYPE OF PROJECT:  Decision support system, management information system, operational system, data collection development, or infrastructure development.

PRIMARY FUNCTIONS:  What the project is expected to accomplish or provide.

FEATURES:  Any features that are important to the concept of how

the project would support operations or decisions.

KEY USERS:  Who will use, operate, feed, or receive benefit from the system.

BENEFITS:  How the project will help the key users.

RISKS:  Some of the particular risks involved in undertaking the project.

ESTIMATED COST:  $10k, $50k, $100k, $500k, $1M, $5M, etc.

ESTIMATED TIME:  1m, 1yr, 3yr, etc.

ESTIMATED HUMAN RESOURCES:  Number of Coast Guard/G-P personnel involved in project management, contract management/acquisition, and development.

REQUIRED INFRASTRUCTURE:  The systems, data collections, and infrastructure items have to be in place before this project is started and before it is put into operation.

PRECEDENCE AND PRIORITY

Input:


Concept of operations, Four Architectures, List of Projects 

Output:


Linkage of projects in precedence order and priority ranking.

Used to Generate:


Schedule, Final Review, Final Plan, Strategic Justification

Background:


Future budget requests for technology acquisitions may be reviewed and approved through the SIRMP process. A key aspect of the review will be an examination of how the technology being requested relates to objectives and priorities.  One purpose of this exercise is to map the applications and organization and environment changes you have proposed to the key accomplishments defined by the Planning Group in the Strategic Focusing Workshop.  A second assessment of priority will be based on urgency, technical and business risk, and organizational importance.  A group consensus exercise will then be used to determine overall priority.


A second purpose of this exercise is to determine which projects must be completed before others can be started.  Formal dependency definitions are a part of communicating an implementation plan.  This exercise will help to document the connections among the proposed projects by showing which projects depend on parts of other projects to be in place for them to work.

Framing Question:


How do the specific applications, organization, and environment change projects you are proposing relate to the key accomplishments the Planning Group defined?

Facilitator's Notes:


The worksheets contained in the next few pages can be used to collect information priority.  The first worksheet asks for the support provided by each project to the key accomplishments defined in the Strategic Focusing Workshop.  A three-point scale of high, some, or none is usually adequate for this evaluation.  Consensus by acclamation will usually extract this information.


The next sheet asks for information on business and technical risk.  Technical risk is the risk that the project cannot be completed as described, or that the time and resources needed cannot be accurately estimated.  Business risk is the risk that the system, the changes in work routine it represents, the reengineering of work systems it enables, or the sharing of information resources it requires will not be accepted by critical users or stakeholders resulting in business failure.  


The third worksheet asks for urgency, importance to the organization, and overall priority.  Urgency can be defined by the Working Group -- they know where the pain is and what people want first.  We assess importance to the organization by asking two questions: what the potential of the project is to provide cross-functional, cross-departmental, or cross-office support and how the Planning Group would rate each project.  This second question can be a little tricky.  Try to get the participants to adopt the frame of mind of the Planning Group and predict their assessment based on how important the change enabled by the project is to the overall success of the organization.  Again, a three point scale and consensus by acclamation should be adequate.


The final step is group consensus on overall priority.  Try to get across the idea that at this point, all these projects are important because all have come from ideas on how to enable better ways of working.  The three-point scale may be something like "Priority, High Priority, Highest Priority" or "Important, Urgent, Critical."  Voice acclamation may not be adequate for this last step.  It is important that everyone have a part in this decision, and that the participants take the time to think about the support for key accomplishments, risk, urgency, and importance of the project.  We recommend a vote.  Depending on the number of participants and projects, you may wish to give each participant 2, 3 or more votes, to divide as s/he sees fit among 1 or more projects.  Voting can be done by ballot or by a gallery-walk, where the participants actually walk up to wall charts containing the project list and indicate their vote with stick-on spots or markers.  Seeing what others vote for can have an effect on the voting, but is can also be a positive, team activity.  


After the votes are tallied, look for natural groupings such as lots of votes, a few votes, and very few or no votes.


The difficulty of establishing precedence will depend on the projects selected.  In most cases, the technology infrastructure and perhaps the shared data base projects will be the only ones that have to be in place before other projects can start.  In other cases, there will be a complex network of dependencies among systems that gather and use information.  It has been suggested that having an automated planning and scheduling tool available would allow building a pert network in real time.

Project Support of Key Accomplishments Worksheet
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    X -- High Support    L -- Contributes    O -- Not Relevant
Project Risk Worksheet

	PRIVATE 
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            H -- High      M -- Medium      L -- Low
Project Prioritization Criteria Worksheet

	PRIVATE 
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SCHEDULE AND BUDGET ESTIMATES

Input:


List of Projects including Project Description Worksheets

Output:


A group best estimate on how long each project will take and what resources it will require.

Used to Generate:


Implementation Plan, Final Review

Background:


Estimating technology projects is a black art under the best circumstances.  Although we will not be examining any goat entrails in this exercise, anyone skilled in divination from flocks of birds should step outside and bring back any information they gather.


At early stages in estimation, the best tool is a lot of opinions.  This exercise attempts to integrate the group ideas about how big the project is, what the technical risk is, how complex are the functions that are being automated, and how wide and deep the user community is.  These estimates of the magnitude of the project will be compared with past projects of similar magnitude to obtain resource and schedule estimates.


While not everyone on the Working Group will have expertise on project cost and duration, almost everyone will have something to contribute in terms of expectations of the project, knowledge of the user community or the functions to be automated, or gut feeling about how estimates in this organization tend to go.

Framing Question:


How long will each project take?  What resources need to be budgeted and allocated to each project?

Facilitator's Notes:


If the Project Description Worksheets were completed in small groups, this is the opportunity for the entire group to review the cost and schedule estimates developed then.  The form of the estimates, including whether there are other types of resources that need to be estimated, should be left for the Working Group to determine.  For example, personnel may be a critical resource.  Don't forget to estimate the user participation that will be needed for interviews, reviews, JAD sessions, or whatever form of user input is to be applied.  If the project is expected to be outsourced, be sure to have the group estimate the user and IRM personnel resources needed to manage and oversee the contract.

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Input:


List of Projects, Priority and Precedence, Schedule and Budget Estimates

Output:


A year-by-year plan of projects to be undertaken and annual resource estimates.

Used to Generate:


Final Review, Critical Technologies List

Background:


All the pieces are in place for you to develop your IRM plan.  All we have to do is put it together in a year-by-year schedule and budget.

Framing Question:


What projects will be going on each year from the start of the first project until completion?  How is this schedule impacted by availability of resources?

Facilitator's Notes:


The priority and precedence, estimating, and planning activities often blend together into one continuous facilitated discussion, culminating in the building on a chalk or marker board, easel chart, or overhead transparency of the year-by-year schedule.  If a start date for the plan is known, years can be put on the schedule.  In some cases, you may have to put "Year 1, Year 2..." or some other indication of start year and outyears.

CRITICAL TECHNOLOGIES LIST

Input:


List of Projects

Output:


A list of critical technologies in which the organization must begin to develop expertise.

Used to Generate:


Final Review

Background:


With the rapid pace of advances in information technology, it is no longer adequate to just have a stable of proficient Cobol programmer/analysts.  A critical use of a strategic IRM plan is to look into the future and attempt to anticipate the technologies the organization is going to need.  In the past, organizations have been caught flatfooted without experts in structured methods, data-oriented design, and 4GLs.  Today, CASE, telecommunications, and expert systems expertise are in high demand and short supply.  


In this exercise we review the list of projects and look for technologies we will have to develop expertise in to meet future development needs.  By looking at our list of projects and at the horizon of technology, we can identify needs and begin to grow our own experts through in-house and third party training and pilot projects.

Framing Question:


What technologies are involved in implementing our List of Projects that we have only limited if any expertise in today?

Facilitator's Notes:


When I was in the sixth grade, there was a test that the first instruction was "Read all instructions before taking the test."  The next 18 instructions were things like "Rub your head," "Get up and walk around your desk three times..."  The last instruction was "Ignore steps 2 through 19."  This exercise is like that test.  In the forward, I told you to read the whole book before starting SIRMP.  This is the test to find out if you did.  CSC Index, Michael Hammer, and other industry groups and gurus have said that this list of critical technologies is a central reason for doing IRM planning, but this is the only place in the book I mention it.  Where you ready when you got here?

FINAL REVIEW PLANNING 

Input:


Final Plan, List of Projects, List of Critical Technologies

Output:


Strategy for conducting the Final Review, Briefing Storyboard

Used to Generate:


Final Review Briefing, Schedule, Preparation Schedule

Background:


Some time should be taken at the end of this workshop to make sure that the Final briefing is successful.  Prior to the formal review, it is generally beneficial for members of the Working Group to informally review the results with their counterpart on the Planning Group so that there will be support behind the vision, and if necessary the vision can be revised prior to the review.

Framing Questions:


What is the story we want to tell the Planning Group?


How much pre-briefing should each Working Group member do?


Who will take responsibility for developing the briefing?  Delivering it?  Scheduling and arranging logistics?  Producing materials?

Facilitator's Notes:


After this workshop, some time should be set aside in this workshop for planning for the Final Review.  If time permits, it is sometimes useful for the entire working group to develop a storyboard, or outline set of briefing slides, for the Final Review.

Chapter 9: PRIVATE 
PLANNING THE CHANGE CAMPAIGN

OVERVIEW: CREATING A CULTURE FOR ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE


The implementation plan is only the beginning of getting ready to make changes in the organization.  SIRMP is as much about beginning to develop and institutionalize a change mechanism as it is about planning for future.  The military has not traditionally been strong on change: even obvious improvements take time to get accepted.


In the movie "Flying Leathernecks," John Wayne plays the Marine Corps Major who has invented close air support.  It takes the entire movie for him to get the regulations manual changed to allow airplanes to fly that close to the ground and that close to friendly forces.

We can no longer afford that kind of delay in the Coast Guard, nor can most other client organizations.


SIRMP is about modeling team-based analysis, future visioning, consensus solutions, and other parts of a dynamic, flexible environment.  It is also about teaching the participating organizations about change.  So the members of the SIRMP Process Consulting Team must be change agents on many levels: they must create change within the organization, they must model change behavior, and they must teach the organization how to continue to create change after they leave.  And they must do it all without seeming to step too far out of the process consultant role.


One important thing that the PCT can do is help the client organization build a change campaign.  We have said before that effective change is the result of motivation X vision X change campaign.  We motivated change in prework, and kept up the motivation throughout the workshops while we were developing the vision.  Now the remaining task is the change campaign.


An effective change campaign has to consider the readiness of the organization to make change and build a change strategy around this degree of readiness.  Aspects of organizational readiness are alignment, commitment, and competence. Alignment is the process of making sure that the organization and the change fit together.  Commitment is having all the right people behind the change in the right degree.  Competence is making sure that all the necessary people have the skills and knowledge required to work under the change.  Once we have assessed the readiness for the change in all these areas, we can design a change campaign to prepare the organization and the change to be ready for each other.

OBJECTIVES


The objectives of this workshop are shown in Table 14.  The general purpose of the workshop is to understand and address all the aspects of the organization that can work for or against the change program.  

	Evaluate the readiness of the organization for the change in the areas of alignment, commitment, and competence

	Develop general recommendations for changing processes and functions in order to move the organization toward the New Office Model


Table 14.  Sample Objectives:  Change Campaign Workshop

END PRODUCTS


The final output of this workshop will be an overall development strategy for the organization, technology, data, and applications architecture: a vision of how changes in all these areas can be made to happen in concert with each other.  The client organization should also come out with a series of action assignments for the next steps in starting the change campaign.

AGENDA AND HANDBOOK


One possible agenda for the Change Campaign Workshop is contained in Table 9-2.  This agenda contains five exercises.  Organizational readiness assessment is handled in three separate exercises, dealing with alignment, competence, and commitment.  Planning is then divided into a strategizing exercise and detailing of next steps and assignment of specific action items.

	Alignment Assessment

	Competence Issues

	Commitment and Currencies

	Development of Strategy for Change Implementation

	Proposed Change Management Projects


Table 15.  Sample Agenda: Change Campaign Workshop

ALIGNMENT ASSESSMENT

Input:


Implementation Plan, Concept of Operations, Current Environment, Four Architectures

Output:


An evaluation of the readiness of the organization structure, culture, management, jobs, and coordinating mechanisms to accept and work with the proposed concept of operations and four architectures and ideas on how to bring the organization and the proposed change into alignment.

Used to Generate:


Change strategy, Change Implementation Actions

Background:


Alignment of the change campaign to the organization means that the organization environment and the change are in sync with each other: that all the pieces will fit, or that all the pieces that have to be different are included in the change campaign.  In chapter 5 we talked about how, while we might wish all the adjustments could be made in the organization, some adjustments may have to be made in the proposed change as well.  


The change vision has to consider change from many different directions.  Our Zen mantra of change is the Four Architectures and the Five Aspects as discussed in chapter 5.  If each of these is not included in the change vision, the envisioned system won't work.  In this workshop, we will be reviewing the implementation plan for alignment of the proposed concept of operations with all the aspects of the organization.

Framing Questions: 


Will this change fly in this organization?  How can we change the organization?  How must we change the change?  

Facilitator's Notes:


This exercise can be done intuitively or exhaustively.  It will depend on how the Working Group likes to work and how much time is available.  The exhaustive approach is to use the attached worksheet to address each aspect of the organization and explicitly consider the alignment of the change with the current organization.  The intuitive approach is to simply ask the framing questions of the group and let them bring up the potential areas of friction they see.


Several variations on the theme are possible.  One would be to use the intuitive approach, but precede it with a short presentation on the organizational aspects of change that the participants should think about.  Another is to run the

Alignment Assessment Worksheet

	PRIVATE 
Aspect
	
Alignment Problems
	
Alignment Actions

	Coordination
	
	

	Technology
	
	

	Forums
	
	

	Linking Pins
	
	

	Management
	
	

	Leadership Style
	
	

	Reward Systems
	
	

	Jobs
	
	

	Work Design
	
	

	Career Paths
	
	

	Training
	
	

	Culture
	
	

	Beliefs
	
	

	Norms
	
	

	Structure
	
	

	Reporting Relationships
	
	

	Teams
	
	

	Decision Making
	
	



intuitive approach as a brainstorming session, letting the facilitator bring up aspects he thinks the group is leaving out by saying things like, "What about the reward system?  Will that have to change?"  If this exercise is done in small groups, each group could be given one (or more) of the five major aspects to consider without being prompted by the subordinate topics, or with those provided only as a guide, rather than a worksheet that had to be explicitly completed.


This exercise should also make use of the force field analysis done by the Planning Group in the SFW.  The strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and constraints contain both a wealth of information on organizational alignment with the change and forces that can be used to improve the alignment.

COMPETENCE ISSUES

Input:


Key Accomplishments, Concept of Operations, Critical Technologies List, Current Environment

Output:


A broadened list of technical and management talents and competencies that must be in place for the change to work, along with ideas on how to obtain them.

Used to Generate:


Change Campaign, Change Implementation Actions

Background:


In the Implementation Planning Workshop we talked about the need to list the key technologies in which the client organization will have to gain competence in order to be ready to implement the systems in the future.  In this exercise we will extend that principle to look at a broader range of competence issues.  We will consider all the skills, from training front-line people in the mechanics of the system to seminars on the new reward system to workshops to train managers on how to work with self-managing teams.

Framing Question:


What new management, coordination, and job skills will the people within the organization need to work within the new concept of operations?  How can we get them?

Facilitator's Notes:


This exercise follows the form of and could be combined with the alignment assessment exercise: that one asked, "Is the organization ready to accept the change?", this one asks, "Are the people ready to perform under the change?"  Basically, the competencies needed are those that provide the technical and management skills to deal with each of the aspects of organizational change.  I might suggest using small-group work for alignment and large group brainstorming for this or vice versa.  It is probably important to be in roughly the same place along the exhaustive<->intuitive continuum for both exercises.  A worksheet is provided for consistency with the alignment assessment.


The term "training actions" needs to have a broad definition.  "Training" could include formal training, system documentation, management retreats, listening forums, question and answer sessions, team-building exercises, articles in organizational newsletters, or any other way of getting the word out and helping people gain the knowledge or hone the skills they need to work under the new concept of operations.

Competence Issues Worksheet

	PRIVATE 
Aspect
	
Competency Problems
	
Training Actions
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COMMITMENT AND CURRENCIES

Input:


Implementation Plan, Concept of Operations, Current Environment, Alignment Assessment

Output:


A list of the people and organizations that must support the change campaign, the level of support needed, and ideas on how to get that support.

Used to Generate:


Change Strategy, Change Implementation Actions

Background:


There are three types of supporters needed.  Some we will need to have support us in their heads: they could block our change efforts unless we make them into at least nominal allies.  Others we will need their hands: we need them to work on the change.  These are the people who will have to evaluate prototypes, provide data, schedule training, or do any of the other work of making the change happen.  Finally, we need really committed change leaders who will put their hearts into the change: the champions who push it, keep it going, motivate others, and act as organizational cheerleaders with an infectious enthusiasm.


To get the level of commitment we need from each group, we have to deal in exchange of currencies.  We have to find the thing that each person cares about that can affect their commitment, and state our case in terms that mean something to them.  We use different arguments with entrepreneurs than with administrators, with salesmen than with accountants.  Especially when it comes to getting work done on the campaign, we have to offer something of value in return for the effort we want from the other person.

Framing Question:


Who do we need to have support the change campaign?  Work for the change?  Be committed to the change?  What kind of exchange is appropriate for each of these people?  What currencies do each of these people value?  How can we get them to commit to the needed level of involvement?

Facilitator's Notes:


Influence Without Authority by Cohen and Bradford [Wiley: New York, 1989] is an excellent reference in this whole area of reciprocity and understanding currency exchanges.  They have identified three kinds of exchanges:



Compliance for mutual benefit -- point out how the desired behavior will benefit both parties.



Compensation for costs -- offer resources that offset resources we are asking for: take over a task to compensate for time spent on your request, provide a replacement person with adequate skills to replace the person with specific expertise you need to borrow, etc.



Equivalent payment -- offer of an exchange of "currencies:" fill a need in exchange for having a need filled.


Each of these methods has a negative variant: if you don't comply, it will have deleterious effects for you; refusal will incur future costs; refusal will be repaid with future refusal to cooperate.  In general, the negative variants should be kept as tools of last resort.


Cohen and Bradford break down currencies that are frequently valued in organizations in five categories as shown in table 9-3.  Some of these currencies are valuable in mutual-benefit exchanges.  All are potential currencies to be offered in equivalent-payment exchanges.


They also suggest several steps in the process of analyzing someone's' currencies: knowing what they want.  The first step is to ask what they do for a living.  What are their tasks?  How is their success measured and rewarded?  What are their environment, their worries, and their uncertainties?  Each of these answers gives some ideas of currencies we may offer to trade in.  The next question to ask is where they are going.  Whether their aspirations are for fast-track advancement or quiet anonymity will affect the currency they value.

	PRIVATE 
INSPIRATION RELATED
	

	Vision
	Being involved in task that has larger significance for unit, organization, customers, or society.

	Excellence
	Having a chance to do important things really well.

	Moral/Ethical Correctness
	Doing what is "right" by a higher standard than efficiency.

	TASK RELATED
	

	New Resources
	Obtaining money, budget increases, personnel, space, and so forth.

	Challenge/Learning
	Doing tasks that increase skill and abilities

	Assistance
	Getting help with existing projects or unwanted tasks.

	Task Support
	Receiving overt or subtle backing or actual assistance with implementation.

	Rapid Response
	Quicker response time.

	Information
	Access to organizational as well as technical knowledge.

	POSITION RELATED
	

	Recognition
	Acknowledgement of effort, accomplishment, or abilities.

	Visibility
	The chance to be known by higher-ups or significant others in the organization.

	Reputation
	Being seen as competent, committed.

	Insiderness/Importance
	A sense of centrality, of "belonging."

	Contacts
	Opportunities for linking with others.

	RELATIONSHIP RELATED
	

	Understanding
	Having concerns and issues listened to.

	Acceptance/Inclusion
	Closeness and friendship.

	Personal Support
	Personal and emotional backing.

	PERSONAL RELATED
	

	Gratitude
	Appreciation or expression of indebtedness.

	Ownership/Involvement
	Ownership of and influence over important tasks.

	Self Concept
	Affirmation of one's values, self-esteem, and identity.

	Comfort
	Avoidance of hassles.


(Adapted from Cohen and Bradford (1989))

Table 16.  Frequently-valued Currencies

CHANGE CAMPAIGN STRATEGY

Input:


Concept of Operations, Alignment Assessment, Competence Issues, List of Supporters and Currencies

Output:


An overall strategy for developing, piloting, assessing, and introducing the concept of operations into the organization.

Used to Generate:


Change Management Projects

Background:


There are several decisions to be made in developing an overall change strategy.  In this exercise, positive and negative aspects of various change models will be discussed and an overall strategy selected.


The basic choices to be made are:



How much change can we introduce?  If we are not completely successful, does our concept of operations allow for a limited change, or does it have to be all or nothing?



How do we "grow" the change?  What strategy will we use to develop the new work systems, test them out, and refine the details?  How will we make the social system and the information system be ready at the same time?



How do we introduce the change: all at once in a pilot site, a little at a time in the whole organization, or all at once in the whole organization?



For our champion, do we select someone who is committed but has limited power and try to grow their power, or someone who has power and try to grow their commitment?



What "wedge" do we use to get the organization out of its comfort zone and start the change?  What magnet do we use to keep the change going?

Framing Question:

Facilitator's Notes:

CHANGE MANAGEMENT PROJECTS

Input:


Organizational Factors, Alignment Issues, Competence Issues, Change Management Strategy

Output:


A series of specific actions to be taken to begin to carry out the change management strategy

Background:


Every planning effort should begin with objectives and end with next steps.  This is the last formal meeting of the SIRMP effort.  Specific action items should be assigned to organizations a individuals to make sure that the changes envisioned in the DIRMP continue to move forward.  Some of these will be individual actions in documenting, planning, selling, and implementing the change strategy; others will be further meetings within the existing organization structures, and still others may be the development of new organization structures called for by the change strategy.

Framing Question:


What are the next concrete actions required to begin to implement the change strategy?  Who is responsible for each?

Facilitator's Notes:

There is very little new to be said about running this type of exercise: it will probably be a straightforward facilitated discussion.  Just make sure that all the bases are covered: that the key pieces of the strategy are turned into concrete steps.
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� For an interesting exposition on obtaining value from technology, see Eason (1988)


    � H: High   M: Medium   L: Low


    � 1: Some Support   2: Strong Support   3: Enthusiastic 					      					Support


    � A: Most Important    B: Highly Important    C: Somewhat 					 						   Important
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