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The committee was tasked by the Vice President of Administration to review the current Information 
Technology Services (ITS) structure and make recommendations for possible restructuring.  Our task was 
to also review the overall IT structure and operations within the University and not just the central ITS 
structure.  This included the overall governance process and decentralized technology units and staff 
across the university. 
 
As part of our review process we engaged numerous individuals and other universities.  We conducted 
interviews with ITS staff and decentralized technology staff, met with department chairs, surveyed 
faculty, surveyed ten of our peer institutions, conducted conference calls with three peer aspirant 
institutions (College of New Jersey, UNC-Wilmington, University of Maryland-Baltimore County), and 
visited one institution.  Additionally, we engaged the Education Advisory Board to conduct a research 
project on Academic Technology. 
 
 
 
 
 
Based on all this research we categorized our recommendations within five main areas, along with some 
additional general comments.  These areas are: 
 

1) Academic Technology 
2) Project Management 
3) Governance/Portfolio Management 
4) Help Desk/C-Tech Program 
5) ITS Organizational Issues 
6) Other General Comments 

 
The institution has much to be proud of with respect to our IT organization and initiatives.  While the 
committee offers a number of recommendations to address these areas with recommendations for 
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improvement we think it also important to acknowledge the fact that after our discussions, interviews, 
and visits we also feel we have an outstanding ITS organization that in many ways is far ahead of other 
institutions.  We offer the following recommendations not as points of criticism, but with the desire and 
intent to expound on our many existing talents and positive aspects as well as improve where we have 
shortcomings or opportunities. 
 
 
 

 
 

Academic Technology 

At issue is the lack of dedicated staff resources to academic and/or research technology demands.  

While Information Technology Services (ITS) has been able to dedicate limited staffing resources to 

these issues, these same resources are shared with other enterprise initiatives.  These central ITS 

resources include staff addressing areas such as Blackboard, classroom technologies, library issues, and 

research specific endeavors.  Likewise, these resources are prioritized along with other enterprise 

administrative initiatives.  Often times the academic requests have to take a lesser priority due to 

urgencies and time-sensitive deadlines.  Other non-central IT resources can be found in various 

academic areas such as the library, College of Computing, Engineering, and Construction (CCEC), and the 

Center for Instruction and Research Technology (CIRT).  These staffs are dedicated resources to address 

either a specific college or unit’s IT needs or, as in the case with CIRT faculty, specific needs in areas like 

Blackboard. 

While academic technology can and does represent various things to many different institutions, the 

primary function cannot be understated.  At its center it should provide a mechanism for instructional 

and research support to the faculty and students.  This can include innovation and the effective use of 

information technologies, along with the planning, implementation and support services to enhance the 

educational experience for the university community.  This can also include hardware, software, and 

staffing support. 

Our support model for academic technology issues has often been disparate, decentralized, and not 

always coordinated or organized in a consistent and cohesive manner.  It has been a hybrid model 

between central ITS and decentralized units such as CIRT, CCEC, and Library staff with no direct tie or 

coordination between the units, nor strategic oversight directing a coordinated effort. 

Furthermore, the staff responsible for academic technology issues within the central ITS organization 

are often shared resources with all other non-academic initiatives.  Exasperating the issue is the fact that 

academic initiatives are prioritized in the same manner and alongside other administrative initiatives.  

This can and does lead to feelings that academic initiatives are not as important as administrative 

initiatives. 

 

Recommendations 
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Recommendation #1 
 
The committee recommends that a unit within the central ITS organization be created 
and dedicated solely to addressing academic technology initiatives to provide a 
mechanism for instruction and research support.  While this unit would 
organizationally report within central ITS, it is also recommended that its work efforts 
be jointly coordinated by the CIO and the Assistant Vice President for Academic 
Technology in Academic Affairs.  The priorities of this unit should be driven by the 
needs of Academic Affairs and separate from administrative initiatives.  It is not the 
intent of the committee to replicate the existing infrastructure or technical staffs, but 
for rather this group to focus on the academic initiatives, projects and tasks that may 
require IT support.  Given existing staffing this unit would most likely be around 6-8 
staff members which include existing blackboard, computer lab, and classroom 
technology staff with at least 2 new research technology staff members from CCEC 
(discussed in pages 10-11 of the report under “Other Issues and Considerations”. 
 
Given the close tie between the new academic technology unit and CIRT, the roles and 
responsibilities between the two organizations should be clearly defined and 
documented at the inception by both. 
 
The academic technology unit should be an advocate and champion with the ITS 
organization for the needs of faculty and academic units.  It should also work to 
streamline existing processes such as administrative rights and creating clear server 
and sandbox protocols for research initiatives.  

 

Project Management 

We have found that here at UNF there is often a lack of ownership and/or project management of those 

larger more complex projects that traverse units such as Enterprise Systems, Networking, Security, and 

the functional units.  This often leads to inefficient resource utilization and a lack of transparency for 

where a project’s status lies and who is responsible.  While the concept of project management is not 

foreign within our enterprise, it has not been fully embraced or implemented across the individual areas 

and units.   

The Project Management Institute (PMI) defines project management as “the application of knowledge, 

skills and techniques to execute projects effectively and efficiently.”i  It further says that a project is a 

temporary group activity designed to produce a unique product, service or result with a defined 

beginning and end time, and therefore a defined scope and resources.  Generally, project management 

can be broken down into five areas including, initiating, planning, executing, monitoring/controlling, and 

closing.  The practice of project management can bring value to an organization by providing a 

standardized, repeatable process that eliminates the barriers that “silos” can put up while providing 

better communication, transparency and accountability. 

While a defined project management approach to these large complex projects can be addressed in 

various ways, the most effective generally seems to be through full-time dedicated staff.  Using a 
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dedicated staffing approach provides staff that is trained (and ideally certified) in proper project 

management techniques and has the position and authority to reach across the organization to ensure 

action is taken and proper communication occurs.  This team also becomes vital in achieving an accurate 

portfolio management process.  As project elements change, such as scope and resources, this has a 

direct and wide ranging effect on the overall delivery of services.  Through project management this can 

be more easily managed and reported. 

Recommendation #2 

 

The committee recommends that a stand-alone unit be established and staffed with 

project management resources to coordinate and manage, at a minimum, our larger 

more complex IT projects.  These projects would be those that span multiple areas or 

departments and classified as a large project from a staffing time perspective.  This 

can obviously be adjusted as appropriate.  It is imperative that this unit be given the 

authority to reach across units, both within ITS and to the functional areas as 

appropriate.  Ideally this unit will be involved in the overall portfolio management of 

all projects as well as a mediator and face to the campus community.  This unit should 

also be responsible for all communication efforts with respect to these projects. 

 

Governance & Portfolio Management 

 

Currently overall IT governance consists primarily of project prioritization for certain Enterprise Systems 

projects by a committee that doesn’t adequately represent the entire university.  Often projects are 

given the go-ahead based on whether or not they have funding available and whether or not there is the 

ability to complete them at the time they happen to request services, with little or no regard to strategic 

importance or technology impact.  Further impacting this issue is that requests often do not come with a 

well thought out business plan or case, and for those that do there is no consistent structure, format, or 

overall requirements that must be included.  

 

While the university has made strides in our governance over enterprise projects, we still have work to 

be done before we can say we have a good operational governance structure.  We have been able to 

put in place an Information Systems Council (ISC) that reviews and prioritizes large projects (over 80 

hours) primarily from the Enterprise Systems department of ITS.  Through this committee, we have 

begun asking more of the right questions (those to determine scope, project requirements, business 

need, etc.).  Additionally, this year the administration also asked each division to put together a 

complete list of the IT projects that they foresaw their areas undertaking or desiring to undertake in the 

upcoming years. 

 

Despite the efforts described above, there are still areas that need to be considered, such as: 
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- The review and prioritization of the other IT projects.  For instance, those networking and 

security projects and/or the time and resources those groups have to dedicate to the Enterprise 

projects. 

- The tracking of project timelines.  We need to examine certain data elements to determine if 

projects are on track, such as date the projects are required to be finished or need to be 

finished.  Often the projects are just requested and simply go in the queue to be done when 

they get done.  This often leads to projects being drawn out much longer then they may need to 

be. 

- The connection between the project and the university’s strategic plan.  Often the question of 

whether or not the project should even be done, or if it meets the overall mission of the 

institution or department, doesn’t get asked.  It’s also often not clear if the request is part of a 

bigger issue or requirement. 

- A lack of vision as to what large projects may be coming, and understanding of where they may 

fall within the divisional or university priorities.  We have recently implemented a process 

attempting to address some of this, however this process is in its infancy and still needs 

refinement. 

- A well-defined, structure to evaluate and make recommendations for prioritization to an 

executive team charged with overall governance of IT related initiatives and projects.  This 

structure should limit the avenues or funnels through which projects are allowed to enter an ITS 

work queue.   

- A defined business plan for any requested project, and a rubric or “scorecard” to quantifiably 

measure the requested projects against each other. 

- Overall portfolio management in order to have a clear understanding of all resources. 

 

Portfolio Management is the allocation and budgeting of resources available for projects recognized as 

priorities.  Those resources include both money and personnel.  Just as each individual project’s budget 

should be tracked and accounted for, the overall IT resources should also be similarly monitored.  If new 

projects are added, existing projects have overruns, unexpected staff turnover happens, project 

requirements change or any number of other unintended factors impact plans, there is an immediate 

and wide ranging impact on the overall ability of ITS to meet their budgeted plans.  Those changes and 

impacts should be continually accounted for, addressed, and reported. 

 

One of the recognized issues currently is the various means in which projects can be requested or 

initiated.  They may come from individuals at any staffing level or various committees throughout 

campus.  As discussed earlier, this leads to projects being initiated that often aren’t well thought out, 

strategic, efficient, or a divisional or institutional priority.  In order to effectively and efficiently capture 

all of this there should be a process put in place to ensure that all projects have the appropriate buy-in 

at the appropriate level. 
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Recommendation #3 

 

The committee recommends that the University begin the process of developing and 

implementing an overall portfolio management process as well as a clear governance 

structure to ensure all projects are defined, reviewed, and approved by appropriate 

individuals. This recommendation includes the following components: 

 

- Establish an executive level committee of the VP or their designee, of each 

division, charged with the quarterly review, approval, and prioritization of all new 

project requests and ongoing review of the status of existing requests.   

- Determine the scope of the executive level committee with regards to the type of 

projects that are reviewed, taking into consideration such factors as the budget 

required, staffing resources, time to complete, strategic nature, etc.    

- Determine the process by which projects that don’t need to be reviewed at the 

executive level get reviewed.  For those projects under the threshold of needing 

the VP committee approval each project should at a minimum have a divisional 

executive approval.  The CIO (and/or project managers) would then work with 

each division on scheduling, resources, viability, etc.  Any project(s) can be 

forwarded to the VP committee at the CIO’s discretion. 

- Establish the requirements for what a project proposal must include (e.g., a 

business plan requirement for all projects at a certain level), as well as the criteria 

for how the projects will be evaluated, approved, and prioritized. 

- Develop policy or guidelines that require the inclusion of all IT projects and not just 

Enterprise Systems. 

- Develop policy or guidelines that limit the ways in which a project request can 

make it to an ITS work queue.  This should, at a minimum, include sign off and 

approval by an executive level position within each division.  Additionally, each 

project (at a predefined level) requested should be accompanied by an appropriate 

business plan/justification, funding, ROI, etc. 

 

Note: It is recognized that this process goes hand-in-hand with our earlier 

recommendation for project management and most likely cannot be fully 

implemented until that process is also underway.  However, there are aspects and 

processes that can be put in place now that could benefit the organization.   

 

In addition to individuals who may initiate projects, the university has numerous committees that play a 

role in both project requests and our current governance.  Of specific interest is the role these 

committees have in the governance process going forward.  The primary committees include the 

Information Systems Council (ISC), University Technology Committee (UTC), Financial Records 

Committee (FRC), Student Records Committee (SRC), and the Internet Presence Committee (IPC).  The 

mission and oversight of these committees are: 
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- ISC:  Provides strategic oversight and direction for all information technology systems and 
related policies within the University.  The chairs of the UTC, FRC, and SRC sit on the 
committee and report their committee’s business. 

- UTC:  Promote the effective use of information technology (IT) in the instructional, research, 
and administrative activities of the University.  Identify and recommend new and emerging 
IT-based services necessary in the fulfillment of the University’s mission. 

- FRC:  Through analysis and evaluation of proposed implementations of new financial 
systems, and modifications to existing financial systems, seeks to; (1) ensure the integrity of 
the University’s financial records, (2) identify the appropriate resources necessary for the 
effective and efficient functioning of the University’s financial systems. 

- SRC:  Through analysis and evaluation of proposed implementations of new student 
systems, and modifications to existing student systems, seeks to; (1) ensure the integrity of 
the University’s student records, (2) identify the appropriate resources necessary for the 
effective and efficient functioning of the University’s student systems. 

- IPC:  Responsible for the oversight of the University’s official web presence. 
 
With respect to the UTC, FRC, SRC and IPC, each committee operates independent of each other and in 
completely different fashions.  Some do a better job of truly reviewing and prioritizing all requests 
submitted to them.  Both the UTC and the FRC have become more of a communication mechanism than 
a true governance body.  SRC does exercise governance over the issues and systems in which they have 
authority over but that is primarily Banner related and not “all things student”.  IPC does oversee, 
monitor and prioritize all enterprise web issues.  What is missing is a body or bodies to prioritize the 
many other requests and issues.  These areas include items such as infrastructure initiatives, academic 
endeavors, many auxiliary or non-enterprise type requests, student life type requests, and requests 
from other organizations or departments like the foundation, MOCA, IPTM, etc. 
 
In addition to the committees noted above there are various other committees and/or bodies around 
campus that have a part of their mission technology related issues or initiatives.  These include the 
Campus Technology Committee (CTC) which is a standing committee of the Faculty Association. 
 

Recommendation #4 
 
The future of all these committees does appear uncertain.  If the sole purpose of a 
committee has grown to primarily a communication tool then there does not appear 
to be a clear tie to a project governance model.  While the decision to continue to be a 
conduit for communication may be a wise and even vital role, that committee’s 
standing in any governance model should be limited.  If a committee does continue to 
meet and function it may be that they are called on from time to time for input into a 
proposed project’s validity but not necessarily to review and judge each and every 
requested project.  Other vital roles some of the committees play are not necessarily 
with project governance but with data integrity.  Specifically, with respect to each of 
these committees, it is recommended that: 
 
- Given the VP level governance group and the requirement for divisional approval, 

the ISC need not be continued.  



 
 

 Page 8 
 

- UTC may or may not continue as a communication vehicle, but should not be a 
governing board. 

- FRC and SRC may or may not continue with their roles in ensuring the integrity of 
the University’s data and records, but should not be charged with identifying IT 
resources or approving projects. 

- IPC should continue in its role of oversight of the University’s web presence. 
 
 

 

Help Desk & C-Tech Program 

The operation of a successful user services department is obviously an essential part of any ITS 

organization.  They are often the face of the organization and can drive the perception of the entire 

enterprise.  Both the Help Desk and the C-Tech program seem to be suffering from customer service and 

relationship issues.  A perception exists of the Help Desk as “not helpful” and “broken,” particularly from 

the faculty and students.  While much of this may be a perception issue there does appear to be 

recognition that there is much room for improvement.  The issues could be symptomatic of numerous 

budget cuts over the years as well as organizationally, both playing into the other.  The current structure 

relies on student workers being the first line of contact instead of a more highly trained staff member.  

This is obviously a less expensive way to operate the organization, but may be playing a significant role 

in the feedback we receive from customers not feeling like they are being helped satisfactorily. 

Another mistake many organizations often make is that their priority when hiring an employee is that 

they understand the technical nature of what they are providing assistance on and then attempt to train 

them on customer service skills.  Providing good customer service is not a secondary skill to the 

operation of a good help desk.  Customer relations employees are highly trained individuals and often 

certified in this field.  While IT organizations most likely cannot ignore the technical skills that their help 

desk employees must possess, they also cannot ignore the relational skill set of customer service. 

Another observation was the location, awareness, and overall visibility of the existing physical help desk.  

Anecdotal evidence seems to suggest that many were either not aware of it, weren’t aware of the 

services available, or simply forgot about it over time due to lack of exposure.  It has been suggested 

that a “learning commons” type of environment might be beneficial.  A learning commons is an 

integrated service center for students to get assistance on various topics and in various means.  They are 

often located in central areas such as a library, and can include functions such as the student help desk, 

writing centers, computer labs, advising, or just study areas. 

Recommendation #5 

The committee recommends that the first line of Help Desk contact be changed to 

professional staff members.  Student workers can still be engaged and utilized in other 

capacities.  It is also imperative that there be the expectation for the professionals 
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hired that their ability to provide good customer service be as imperative as their 

ability to deliver assistance with the technical issues. 

The committee would also encourage ITS review the Help Desk structure and processes 

in accordance with best practices.  This may be done by bringing in or visiting another 

university, an expert in help desk practices, or a combination of both. 

It is also recommended that the feasibility study of a Learning Commons be 

performed.  Such study should include location, functions and staffing. 

Conversely, while customers may not feel like they are helped by the Help Desk staff, there does seem 

to be a positive feeling and reaction from the unit’s C-Techs.  What does remain an issue is the reporting 

nature of the C-Techs and how they are allowed to serve their units.  A recent change requires all issues 

to first be logged with the help desk and/or a request for service submitted.  While this definitely serves 

the purpose of ensuring all work is being tracked, prioritized, and handled at the right level, it has also 

created a less than favorable reaction within the colleges as they now perceive service being slowed 

down and/or not getting done. 

Other observations about the C-Techs were that they are often the ones that know and understand 

what is going on within their academic area or unit.  This understanding should be leveraged to the 

benefit of both ITS and the unit, especially with a renewed focus on academic initiatives.  It may be 

advisable that the academic area’s lead C-Tech each be at a staffing level that can properly 

communicate, understand, interpret, and even promote and champion ideas or initiatives with their 

respective chairs, associate deans, and deans.  It was further noted during our review that there may 

also still be some areas that are possibly understaffed.  One example would be Athletics, which is a large 

auxiliary and as such is required to be self-supporting.  Currently their only support consists of student 

C-Tech help but their demands are ever growing, especially with our move to NCAA Division I.   

Recommendation #6 

The committee recommends that the C-Tech processes be amended to enable the C-

Techs to swiftly serve their units while still tracking the requests.  This may require the 

C-Techs to put in the ticket(s) afterward. 

It should also be noted that while many colleges and units provide funding for 

additional C-Tech support (still reporting to ITS), not all areas do this.  The ability to do 

this should be promoted and encouraged for those areas that aren’t aware of that 

possibility but desire enhanced service levels for their college.  Another possible 

solution is a centrally controlled pool of either OPS employees or funding for this 

purpose.  It would also be encouraged that each college have a lead C-Tech that is at a 

level to understand the business operation of that college in order to promote and 

champion ideas and initiatives to improve operations.  This individual can then lead 

the other C-Techs/OPS staff in the day-to-day operations and duties. 
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Finally, an overall study of the C-Tech distribution, staffing levels, and overall staffing 

qualifications should be performed in order to ensure a proper staffing is maintained 

University-wide. 

 

Networking/User Services/Security   

Currently Network Engineering, Systems Engineering, User Services, and Communications & Client 

Relations are combined under one director.  This appears to be a unique organizational structure, and it 

may be stretching the director of this unit too thin as the issues affecting the areas are many, complex, 

and distinct.  Most similar IT organizations divide these areas of responsibility. 

Network Engineering is responsible for wired and wireless data networks as well as telecommunication 

services.  Systems Engineering maintains much of the global services such as e-mail, web services, file 

systems, and directory services.  They also maintain storage and backup systems and services. 

User services consist of the Help Desk and the C-Tech program.  Also included is Customer Relations 

whose focus is training, online resources, communication, and customer service.  By separating this unit 

into its own department it should also serve to raise the persona of both the C-Tech program and the 

help desk, allowing more attention and dedicated resources. 

Recommendation #7 

The committee recommends that the current department of Network & User Services 

be divided into two units.  One unit would include Network and Systems Engineering 

and the other User Services.  Classroom Technology should be moved to the proposed 

new Academic Technology section.  The Communications & Client Relations staff 

should report directly through the central office of the CIO. 

Conversely, the question of whether or not Security should be a separate department should be 

answered.  Unlike the issue of Networking and User Services, there does appear to be many differing 

organizational structures with respect to security.  You can find many entities with it as a separate unit 

and just as many where it is a part of Networking.  The question remains, “What best fits UNF?”  It is 

recognized that an issue that may need to be considered are the numerous recommendations 

throughout this report that could require a new director or manager level position.  For this reason 

alone it may be advisable to consume this position within Networking. 

 

Other Issues and Considerations 

- Many of the recommendations throughout this report have staffing implications.  It is the 

committee’s belief that the majority of these recommendations can be implemented 

without requiring new hires.  There are many existing technology positions throughout the 
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institution that today are not a part of the central ITS staff.  Some of these positions would 

be better utilized and leveraged as part of ITS.  For instance, project management staff may 

be found with Financial Systems, Enrollment Services Technology, or existing analysts within 

ITS; research technology support staff may be found in the colleges; and academic 

technology staff may be found in various areas such as the Library, CIRT, FIE, etc. 

 

- Today the College of Computing, Engineering, and Construction has a unit of Research 

Technology Services which includes 4 positions.  The College currently maintains its own 

network infrastructure and systems.  The committee recommends that these positions be 

merged within ITS.  This would better serve the overall institution through efficiencies as 

well as better ensure all security protocols are met.  The University has made a concerted 

effort to centralize all infrastructure positions not only for efficiencies but also from a 

security perspective.  These efforts should continue.  Two of these positions may be utilized 

within the newly formed academic technology unit due to their research background and 

expertise while the other two remain in the college as C-Tech support. 

 

- It was also recognized that both Administration and Finance and Enrollment Services have 

their own units whose main function is the day-to-day administration of Banner.  Both of 

these were outcomes of our implementing Banner 8 years ago.  As such, both units have 

become vital to the success of our ERP operation but have also grown to service much more 

than just the operation of Banner.  They have also become project managers, other system 

administrators, security administrators, report writers, business analysts, vendor contacts, 

and trainers.  There is much coordination and communication between the two areas when 

it comes to Banner upgrades, however for the most part they operate independently and 

autonomously.  There may be opportunities for efficiencies, especially with respect to 

Banner issues, by combining the two areas.  One example is in the area of functional 

security within Banner.  Today each of these areas (plus HR and advising) has individuals 

responsible for security administration.  It may be possible to combine some of those 

responsibilities thus freeing up someone’s time for other endeavors.  Additionally, there has 

to be much coordination during the many upgrades.  By combining the units this would 

assist with those efforts. 

 

Today there are still areas that do not have dedicated resources to address their Banner 

issues.  Primarily this is found with our Human Resource System but can also be found in 

areas such as ORSP and the Graduate School.  Providing one area for all Banner type issues, 

concerns, and requests would ensure a consistent and leveraged approach as well as a 

tighter tie to the ITS staff also responsible for Banner. 

 

It is recognized that there are many functions that these units perform that should remain 

within the functional areas and not be centralized.  As such, it is not recommended that a 

complete merger of the two units necessarily be undertaken but a division of responsibility 
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where those functions such as Banner administration and reporting are centralized within a 

Banner Office and those remaining functional tasks (and possibly positions) stay within 

those areas.  

 

- Another area of emphasis that the committee recognized as not fully developed or 

embraced from an institutional perspective was the idea of utilizing business intelligence or 

data analytics in the multiple operations and decision making processes.  The committee 

believes this is a vital and important project that should be undertaken within our new 

governance process.  As such, a clear vision will be established and the best processes and 

tools will be selected to support the University’s goals.   

 

 

 

The ITS mission statement indicates its desire to enhance the educational, research, service, and 

administrative activities of students, faculty, and staff.  The University also has a demand and emphasis 

on enhancing our focus on customer service.  It is this committee’s desire and belief that by 

implementing these recommendations the University has an opportunity to better serve the faculty, 

staff, and students.  These recommendations increase the transparency throughout the entire IT 

governance process while providing a structure around the project selection, prioritization, and 

management process.  Finally, it provides thoughts and recommendations to improve the 

communications and services provided to the many customers of ITS through improved structure, 

staffing, and skills. 

IT makes up one of the largest budgets and expenditures within a university.  There is not one part of 

the institution that it doesn’t touch or impact.  As such, the structure and processes put in place to 

oversee and operate it should be optimized so that the impact is of the most value and reflect the values 

and strategic vision of the University.     

 

  

Conclusion 
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Proposed ITS Organizational Structure 
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i "What Is Project Management?" PMI. N.p., n.d. Web. 05 Aug. 2012. <http://www.pmi.org/About-

Us/About-Us-What-is-Project-Management.aspx>. 

 


