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Introduction

Historically, IT organizations have a mixed record of delivering solutions that address the needs of the business.  Most organizations are actively searching for ways to increase the likelihood of success of IT projects.  In some organizations, a tug of war has ensued among key players to try to gain greater control over staff, resources, and the development approach.  Whatever the circumstances, change is constant to organizations, teams, and roles involved in IT projects.  
A key fact in this problem is that IT projects need a variety of specialized roles to be successful: 

· PMs to plan and manage the effort

· BAs to analyze the business need and specify requirements

· Users to explain their needs and requirements … and to review/confirm components of the system 

· System architects to conceptualize how the components will fit together 

· Systems analysts/designers to design how the technology will work

· Programmers to write the code 

· …  
Improvements to the IT development approach tends to affect Business Analysts (BAs) and Project Managers (PMs) more as different theories are being explored for how to organize these important resources.  The purpose of this paper is to identify and analyze some of the choices.  First, some key premises:
· Every situation is unique.  There is no single “best practice” that will apply to all organizations.  Management has to determine what will work best.  

· No one approach will be perfect.  Therefore, management must weigh the pros and cons of each organizational configuration and setup strategies to compensate for the weaknesses in their chosen approach.  

To clarify before we get started, the focus of this paper is projects – not ongoing programs or business functions.  Within projects, we could consider either or both: 
· Projects that don’t involve significant information technology, such as strategic planning, organization re-design, facility planning, etc.  
· Projects that primarily involve information technology, such as delivering an application system.   
For the purpose of this paper, we will largely constrain this discussion to IT-focused projects as this is where most organizations have questions.  

Choice:  Centralize or Disperse Resources 
The first issue we will consider is whether to centralize PMs or BAs in one large group or disperse them into smaller groups that are aligned to the business (typically organizationally).  First, here are some general considerations for dispersed groups:  
· Pros:

· BAs and/or PMs will have greater loyalty to a specific business organization/area 

· The business area receiving the solution (IT system) has more influence in the process 
· BAs/PMs will gain deeper subject matter knowledge of the business area 
· BAs/PMs will have deeper relationships with customers, more knowledge of politics & culture of the organization, etc. 
· Cons:  

· If the enterprise shifts development priorities from one business unit to another, the PM and/or BA resources will not be balanced according to those new needs.  

· When PMs and/or BAs are dispersed, but other development resources (e.g. designers, programmers) are centralized, these differing focuses will create issues with handoffs and competition for attention 
· PM and/or BA loyalty to a business unit can hinder participation in and support of cross-business unit or enterprise-wide projects 

Here are some general considerations for a centralized group: 

· Pros: 

· With a larger pool of staff, there is greater flexibility to ensure coverage of staff on development projects and ongoing support 
· Better able to match skills of people to projects, especially if the organization has a mix of complex and simpler projects 

· Easier to define and implement common methods, techniques, tools, processes, and culture 

· Easier to grow skills centrally vs. across multiple groups, e.g. easier to rollout training centrally 
· It is easier to define a career path and provide opportunities in a larger group 
· With a larger group, there is greater potential for staff to be coached on the job and receive mentoring throughout their career 

· Easier to reward best people appropriately and consistently 

· A larger, more visible group with greater potential for staff development will lead to a better motivated staff 
· Cons: 

· Resource management is complex as staff have to be assigned or formally matrixed to specific projects.  If the project needs change rapidly, this management is an ongoing process. 

· More rapid staff changes will be more complex to manage on a project.  For example, a PM might have planned for a specific BA for a project, then finds someone else has been assigned based on changing availability.  

· More rapid staff changes might cause “hoarding”.  For example, if the project need changes, the PM might be hesitant to release a BA for fear the project won’t be able to secure a BA again.  

· The assigned/matrixed resources may feel they are being shifted around a lot … or held on projects needlessly waiting, both of which may de-motivate the staff and reduce the quality of work. 

Many organizations consider a hybrid group structure where resources are centralized, but aligned to a particular business focus.  For example, the PMs are centralized in a Project Management Office (PMO) and the BAs are in a central group.  Yet PMs and BAs work with one or a small number of business units/areas.  This provides some advantages of both centralization and de-centralization, such as some flexibility to adjust resources, increased attention to specific business units, increased focus for the PM or BA, etc. 

Choice:  Position Resources in IT or the Business 

The second issue we will consider is whether to position PMs or BAs in IT or the business.  First, here are some general considerations for PMs/BAs to be placed in IT:  

· Pros

· IT is typically responsible for a large part of the resources needed in development (people, hardware, software, …).  In addition, IT is responsible for ongoing support of delivered systems.  So positioning staff involved in development and support (e.g. programmers, PMs, BAs, etc.) in the IT department gives IT management maximum flexibility to plan, assign, and adjust those resources across projects.
· Cons 
· Positioning PMs and/or BAs in IT can reinforce the notion that IT projects are about delivering technology vs. solving a business problem.  

· With additional investment, there is benefit for PMs and BAs to broaden their focus from planning and analysis on IT projects to also include more “pure” business projects, such as defining manual procedures, organizational re-design, facility planning, etc.  (This is like an internal business consulting group.)  If PMs and BAs are positioned in IT, this is less likely to be realized.  

Here are some general considerations for PMs/BAs to be placed in the business: 

· Pros
· Positioning PMs and/or BAs in the business provides better advocacy for business needs on IT projects.  

· The business is the organization receiving the benefit, i.e. the customer.
· The funds for the project come out of the business – whether IT has a separate budget or projects are directly funded by the business units, IT typically does not generate revenue to fund projects.  Since projects are paid for by the business, they should have a greater influence on how their money is spent. 
· Cons 
· Assuming technical resources (designers, programmers, …) remain in IT, if PMs and/or BAs are positioned in the business, it will create a point where collaboration and handoffs occur across organizations.  These must be planned to minimize loss of efficiency.  If this is not well-managed, it can cause significant problems for the project. 

Interplay of the Choices 

Given the possibilities for each choice, there are multiple options with variations:  

· Position resources in IT and centralize them (e.g. a PMO for PMs) 

· Position resources in IT, but assign them to support specific business units 

· Position resources in IT; have them report to a central group, but align them loosely with specific business units

· Position resources in the business aligned to specific business units 

· Position resources in the business and centralize them 
· … 

Trends 

It can be insightful to observe what choices organizations are pursuing.  We will note these and not comment on whether these are “good” or “bad” choices because every situation is different and would need to be evaluated.  

Here are some observations of trends regarding PMs: 

· As a discipline, project management has matured rapidly in the last decade through Y2K, the growth/influence of the Project Management Institute (PMI), and the increased recognition of the complexity of IT projects.  Organizations are trying to capitalize on these specialized resources by centralizing PMs in a PMO. 

· For IT projects, PMs are normally placed in IT.  Here are two common considerations: 
· The PM is the person who assigns/direct resources and commits the team.  So it is more efficient for the PM to have some “authority” over project resources.   

· The PM is responsible for project success.  This means the PM should report to the organization responsible for providing the solution.  When the solution heavily involves information technology, the PM normally comes from IT. 

Here are some observations of trends regarding BAs: 

· As a discipline, business analysis is maturing, but is behind project management.  Thus, there is a similar trend (still emerging and not as strong), to centralize BAs.   
· There is a greater variety of approaches as to where to position BAs organizationally.  It varies based upon the objectives of each organization, focus of the organization, available resources, etc.   
· If an organization chooses to centralize BAs and/or PMs in the business, a new organization may need to be created that provides services across all business units.  

· Some organizations may already have a unit that focuses enterprise wide on business planning, strategy, innovation, etc.; this is a logical home for centralized BAs/PMs in the business.  But if this group or focus does not exist, the choice to centralize resources in the business will require a change to the organization which will require senior management support across business units.  

· Some organizations may not be positioned for this today.  In the future, we expect a greater number of larger, maturing organizations to consider a “business services” organization to centralize specialized expertise to support the operational business units.  This will be a potential home for centralized BAs and/or PMs. 

· In the meantime, most BA functions are emerging from IT and may be centralized in IT while organizations try to get a handle on the capabilities, grow new staff, etc.  But this does not mean BAs need to remain in IT permanently as this function matures.    

Making the Decision for Your Organization 

Each organization has to decide what is more important.  With any problem or opportunity, we start by defining the “need”, e.g. what are the business intentions, values, focus, and context for your BAs, PMs, development in general, etc.  Hence – every situation is unique!  Here are some considerations:  
· Is your organization seeking to gain efficiencies and consistency across the organization to enable sharing of resources, etc.?  This would lead more towards centralization of PMs and BAs.  

· Does the organization foster a culture of independent business units?  Are the needs across the units discrete and there is not much integration?  This might lead to dispersion to serve these units… although PMs and BAs can still be pooled in centralized groups, but they would need to be aligned to one or more business units as their primary focus.  

· If the future focus for IT projects will be enterprise-wide and cross-unit, then PMs and BAs likely need to be aligned to serve the enterprise in some centralized group. 

· Is the organization undertaking IT projects that will also have large changes to other aspects of the business, such as roles, processes, locations, etc.?  Is there a need to provide PM/BA services on non-IT projects?  If so, BAs and/or PMs might be better positioned in the business.  

Nothing Will Be Perfect – So Compensate for the Imperfections! 

Every approach will bring problems as a consequence of your choice – this is inevitable.  It is important to determine what the weaknesses will be and try to adjust for them.  For example, if it makes the most sense for BAs to be in the business unit, but PMs are in IT, these groups may not efficiently work together since they do not report to the same organization and have a different focus.  The PM and BA have to work together to agree to the analysis tasks, resources needed, anticipated timeframe, etc.  Some organizations formalize project conferences where all key players in the development process sit down at project launch and other checkpoints.  This is one way to affect the coordination to ensure that all players are in sync.   This will be especially critical where one organization is handing off work to another, such as when the BAs handoff the analysis deliverables to the designers.  

Risks in “Carving Up” the Development Process 

In some organizations, the working relationship between IT and the business is so poor, an attempt is made to rigidly partition a development project with an agreement that each group will stay on their side of the fence and pitch work over the wall.  Worst case, this can become a demilitarized zone, where the two sides don’t fight, but they also do not work together (e.g. the DMZ and truce between North and South Korea).  For example, the upfront definition and analysis might be led by a Business PM with BAs who may all report to the business.  Then, there is a major transition to a Technical PM and systems designers, programmers, etc. who report to IT.  
This may curb hostilities, but it has significant risks, such as: 

· Does the development team understand, respect, and commit to use the work of the BAs… or will the analysis work be ignored?  
· Did the Business PM and BAs adequately understand and explain the capabilities and constraints of the technology when specifying requirements with the business users?  
· Will the BAs be involved in quality assurance of the system to ensure requirements are met?  
· How will the business and IT make a decision as to which software package best meets the business requirements and technology directions of the organization?  

· …

IT projects are complex and require collaboration of the various specialized roles throughout the process.  To be effective and efficient, a comprehensive methodology has to be in place across the entire process, roles have to be clearly defined and understood, and handoffs have to be carefully made to ensure the entire process results in success.  

Conclusion 

There is a tendency in organizations for when one strategy does not seem fruitful, we are eager to try to a very different approach, i.e. a pendulum effect – swinging from one extreme to another.  If one approach reveals weaknesses, a major shift might be called for.  However, we often fail to analyze the options before endorsing a major change to provide a sense of movement away from the difficulties.  Rather than risk thrashing from one approach to another, we encourage organizations to put all stakeholders at the table to discuss or revisit: 

· The defined “need” (intentions, values, focus, and context).  This is the criteria upon which success should be judged.  Perhaps something has changed with PMs, BAs, IT projects, the business, etc. that needs to be addressed.  
· The pros and cons that were expected.  Perhaps some issues were not anticipated that can be addressed without a wholesale change in approach.  Or may be we just forgot that we were going to have to live with some imperfections.  

Our hope is that whatever approach is chosen, IT and the business will work together to increase the success of IT projects in addressing the needs of the business. 
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