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B The Information Management Forum

In 1975, five forward-thinking CIOs sat down to lunch in New York to discuss a common problem.
Their challenges were growing far more complex, and the available sources of information were
either sponsored by vendors or were vendors themselves. This group had a vision; they could foster
peer to peer learning in a strictly vendor-free environment.

There were only a handful of IT vendors and products in the 70’s. Over the years, the number of IT
solutions soared—three solutions for every problem and ten vendors for every solution. Vendor-
sponsored networks and research companies proliferated and filled the I'T landscape. But The IMF
stayed true to its roots, and today operates much as it did in 1975—strictly vendor free!

Our goal is to be the best source of experiential data in IT for a select group of members.

The IMF offers to its members:

Use of IMF Forums for Leadership Development for their entire IT Organization, as well as for
the HR functions that support IT. Forums are kept small and interactive, and include dozens
of meetings and web conferences that enable direct peer-to-peer interaction on topics of broad
interest.

IMF Connect forms ad hoc focus groups to answer specific questions. Our members tap the
experience of their peers to get answers to challenges that they are facing within their own
organizations. The IMF facilitates and project manages these discussions and produces final
summaries for our busy members.

IMF Reports provide a rich archive of real-world experience that participants can draw upon
as they address their issues and challenges. Over 900 reports covering the full spectrum of IT
issues and challenges are available online.

IMF Benchmark Forum allows unlimited, on-demand access to benchmark data to be used for
comparative business analysis.

We are here to serve you. Our best members use us as an extension of their staff to achieve their goals.
For over thirty years, the one constant remains: We have no motive other than our members’ success.

Please enjoy this report and please let us know what we can do to help you succeed in your career.

Very truly yours,

TUML-

Ted Williams

© 2006 The Information Management Forum, LLC

This report is intended for the use of members of the Information Management Forum.
Reproduction and distribution of this material within IMF member organizations is encouraged. All other rights reserved.
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B Summary

The Benchmarking Forum is a service available to IMF members to get an overview
benchmark quickly and efficiently. This session illustrates the type of information that can be
gleaned from a Benchmark Forum study, with particular focus on effective ways of presenting
Benchmark data.
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About the Benchmark
Forum

The Benchmark Forum was
initiated to give access to an
entry-level benchmarking pro-
cess (Figure 1). A full bench-
marking process can be fairly
expensive and time-consuming.
A full benchmark gets down to
the nitty-gritty if you are gather-
ing several thousand data points.
It can take six to ten weeks to
gather that data and many weeks
to analyze it. It would probably be
a full six-month project to look at
your whole IT operation at that
level and would also likely cost in
excess of six figures.

Introduction

The Benchmark Forum s a thin-
layer look at the whole IT opera-
tion (Figure 2). It is relatively
quick, inexpensive and provides
a fair insight for the amount of
effort. It may not be 80/20, but it
is a 60/40 return on your invest-
ment. You get substantial benefit
for substantially less effort.

In the Benchmark Forum struc-
ture, we present a set of general
overview metrics about the com-
pany. One is application devel-
opment and maintenance. We
capture some information on the
resources in there, although we do
not get into productivity calcula-
tions about application develop-
ment, because that is a deep-dive
exercise. Another metric includes
desktop, helpdesk, voice and data
network and servers. For each of
those infrastructure products
we can calculate unit cost and
productivity measures for those
areas and provide you with com-
parative data. Then we have a
management and administration
layer over top of it.

lllustration of
a Benchmark Report

Figure 3 (page 4) describes
some of what this process might
produce, using mocked-up data.
This will evolve into more of
what a full benchmark might
produce for you.

Since this process does not
generate thousands of data
points, we need to focus on the
insight rather than quantity. We
cannot generate 400 bar charts
out of this limited amount of
data, so we try to gather the
most insight. At the end we do

the industry.

experiential information in IT.

About the Benchmark Forum

The Benchmark Forum program was initiated to give IMF members a medium
to share quality benchmark data without engaging expensive consultants. The
program aims to provide participants with valid and up-to-date information to
benchmark their IT operations against the strongest benchmarking database in

The Benchmark Forum fits with IMF’s mission to be the best source for
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Figure 1

Introduction

efforts.

be calculated.

¢ The Benchmark Forum collects (potentially) data on all IT towers.

« Sufficient data is collected to allow a high level overview of an
organization’s IT environment, without requiring major data collection

« If all towers are collected and all questions answered, a total of 250 data
points are available, from which a potential of about 75 “Result metrics” can

« A full benchmark could collect between 300 and 1000 data points per tower
(potentially 3500 data points for all towers).
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get a fair amount of insight out
of alimited amount of data.

In all benchmark processes we
try to organize around the con-
cepts of showing you what, so

that mean if there is a difference?
Do What is what can be done
about the difference. The presen-
tation of the data naturally fol-
lows that progression.

what and do what. What is the
difference between you and the
reference group? So What does

lllustration of a Benchmark Report

» For illustration purposes, we've combined situations from several studies,
and constructed certain situations for illustration purposes. None of the data
in this illustration is real.

« Since we're not collecting huge amounts of data, we focus on providing
meaningful interpretation of the data:

“insight rather than quantity”

* The information presented is organized around the concepts of showing the
client

= “What” what’s the difference between the client and the reference group
= “So what” what does that difference mean
= “Do what” what can be done about the difference

INFORMATION
PARTNERS, LLC

Figure 3

Delivering Effective Benchmark Presentations

Frequently benchmark results are presented by showing:
= Underlying data of importance

= Visual representations of relationship between the company and the
reference group

= Conclusions about performance based on relationship to the reference
group
This the “What”

To make a presentation more effective, these questions should be addressed:
= How does the data relate to the client?
= \What are possible reasons for the differences between the reference
group?
= How does this relate to the real world (based on expertise)?
= Are these differences beneficial or detrimental?

= What would the impact be of making a change? :c'l\
This is the “So What” ElY
cmdl
;;;})_J\%\_(.{_I'JU\

Figure 4

Delivering Effective
Benchmark Presentations

Delivering an effective bench-
mark presentation includes show-
ing you the underlying data, a
visual representation of the com-
parison between your data and
the reference group values, and
conclusions on any delta that
might be there (Figure 4). That is
the what, but as soon as you see
that, you will want to know what
it means and how it relates to you.
You will want to know how to
interpret it and the reasons behind
it. There are always yes buts... yes,
but we are different. You will want
to know how this relates to the
real world; you will want to know
if these differences are good or
bad. Sometimes a difference is not
always valid, but a high number
compared to the reference group
may be good or bad. You will want
to know the impact of making a
change. This is the So What. It tries
to quantify the delta, so we can say:
Your productivity is 14 and theirs
is 22. That is a relatively big differ-
ence, but put it in perspective. How
much money is represented by that
delta in productivity? Again, that is
the So What. Then you can make
decisions about whether you want
to act on the information.

If there is a meaningful differ-
ence or gap, usually an organiza-
tion wants to take some action
(Figure 5). You will want to think
about and discuss the alternatives
and what actions should be taken.
How would a change in cost influ-
ence quality (or vice versa)? In
many processes in IT, when an
issue pops up and you hit it, it just
aggravates another issue on the
other side. Hopefully, some of the
modeling tools shown here will
help in understanding that.

Once you have benchmarked

IMF Benchmarking Forum Readout



and collected this data, you are
naturally set up to measure your
progress. All you must do is
refresh the data to figure out if you
have made things better or worse.
That is the Do What process.

Now, I want you to play the role
of the CIO of ACME, which makes
the best widgets west of the Mis-
sissippi. You are the CIO, and the
benchmarker is standing in front
of you saying: We are going to start
off looking at your spend and that
of the reference group.

Total IT Spend

Every benchmarked presenta-
tion in the world starts out with
this slide (Figure 6). When you
look at it, what do you conclude?
This slide does not really give you
any information, but everyone
does it to try and show some per-
spective. It does not really do that,
so next we choose one of the areas
and look at spend by category.

Spending by Category

Lets look at UNIX servers
(Figure 7, page 6). We drill down
and show the UNIX server areas
cost at ACME versus the refer-
ence group, both numerically
and graphically. The table is at the
top right, and the chart is at the
bottom left.

You can conclude there is a bit
of difference in hardware, but not
much difference in software. How-
ever, there is a big difference in
personnel. If I present this to you
as the CIO, then your next ques-
tion would be: Why? You cannot
do anything with that informa-
tion, right? It shows what the dif-
ference was, but that is all.

FTE Detail
Let’s take that personnel piece
and break it down into compo-

nents (Figure 8, page 6). There
is not much difference in man-
agement and administration,
but there is a bit of difference in
direct operations and operations
support, and a large difference
in technical support and project
resources. We are zeroing in—

most of the personnel differences
are in these two areas: technical
support and project resources.
You still cannot do much with
this information. You need more.
That is the cycle of a benchmark.
All this preamble does is increase
the desire to know more.

Delivering Effective Benchmark Presentations

If the analysis shows a meaningful difference, then the
client (usually) considers taking action to close the gap
(either reduce cost or improve service delivery)

= What actions could be taken?
= How would a change in cost influence quality (or vice versa)?
= How to track results of a change.

This is the “Do What”
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Figure 5

Total IT Spend

ACME Proportionally,

Desktop + o ME&A ACME spends more
mAD on Application
O Senvers Development
O Network
m Desktop + HelpDesk

Reference Group
M&A

Desktop + AD
HelpDesk 2206
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Network 28%
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At this point you are looking at
absolutes only. Your first question
might be: Do they have the same
number of servers that I do? Are
they the same as me?

Productivity

Figure 9 begins to give you some
answers because it is a productiv-
ity measure or a relevant measure.
On a relative basis, ACME has half
the productivity of the reference
group. You are not off the hook by
having a lot more servers. It looks

$6,000,000 4

Spending by Category

UNIX Servers - Cost Breakdown & Comparison

Annual Cost ACME Ref Group
Hardware $ $5,134,350  $4,347,642
Software $ $310,239 $298,321
Personnel $ $4,539,600  $2,673,450
Other $ $55,023 $62,102
Premises $ $351,000 $433,080|

$10,390,212  $7,814,595

o ACME
m Ref Group

® G ACME
30 ® Ref Group

$5,000,000 4 ACME Spends
significantly more
@ $4,000,000
8 on personnel.
T $3,000,000
2
£ $2,000,000 {
$1,000,000 4
$0 4 s
Hardware $ Software $ Personnel $ Other $ Premises $ - ‘\
[-=]
S )
e |
@] |
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Figure 7
Server Support FTEs ACME Ref Group
Management & Admin 3.1 2.4
Direct Operations 14.2 11
Operations Support 10.1 9.9
Technical Support 29.1 13.2]
Project Resources 21.1 9.2
77.6 45.7
Unix Server Support FTEs Most of the

personnel difference
is in Technical
Support and
Projects

! ) 4 . =l
Management & Direct Operations Technical Project -
Admin Operations Support Support Resources g -‘
—
c il
INFORMATION
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Figure 8

like you have fewer servers—they
outperform you by a factor of 2:1.
That is mostly because you have
a lot of extra people in those two
categories of project resources and
technical support.

Productivity: Another View
The next question you may want
to ask yourself is: Are all serv-
ers equal? Do my servers look like
his servers because you can have
little servers or great big servers?
If the differences in demograph-
ics are not significant then, that
is not a valid conclusion. One of
the simplest measures to deter-
mine if your servers are differ-
ent than the reference group is to
do the calculation based on the
number of processors on average
in each server (Figure 10). When
we do that, we find that about half
the productivity of the reference
group is measured on a per server
basis. You have better productivity
measured on a per processor basis.
That is conflicting information,
but it is not at all unusual. We have
two indicators pointing in differ-
ent directions. We still have not
determined whether this is good
or bad, but we are zeroing in on
understanding the differences.

Configuration

Figure 11 (page 8) shows some
background information. ACME
has 650 servers; the reference
group has 802. ACME has 4.8 pro-
cessors per server; the reference
group has 1.9. Clearly, ACME
installs  differently-sized serv-
ers, an environmental difference
to deal with. It tells us that if you
believe the workload is related to
the size of the processor, then you
are tending toward using the pro-
ductivity measure of processors per
FTE rather than servers per FTE.

IMF Benchmarking Forum Readout



This is not just a physical thing—
there are some other environmen-
tal characteristics. The bottom two
measures in Figure 11 (page 8)
are easy things to measure. How
many versions of the operating
system do you support? ACME
supports 11; the reference group
supports on average 5.5 versions.
The next measure is the number
of hardware vendors. ACME has
5, and the reference group has
2.4. To have 5 hardware vendors,
each having a couple of flavors of
UNIX, the workload is substan-
tial. The reference group, being
best in class, has a relatively small
number of hardware vendors at
2.4,and 5.5 versions of the operat-
ing system. So they have a lower
workload requirement than you
do.

At the Benchmark Forum level
that is the extent of the picture
that we gather because our con-
clusions are from that informa-
tion. So what?

So What?

On the surface, you could con-
clude that because of the difference
between the productivity level of 8
and 17 servers per FTE that you
could save almost $2 million per
year (Figure 12, page 8). However,
I would be a somewhat reluctant
to make that conclusion without
understanding the environment a
bit better. This is not the analyti-
cal benchmark process, but a very
necessary part of a process to do
a benchmark is to understand the
environment. You can only do that
by talking with the people. What
is going on here? What are you
doing?

It does not take long with a phone
call to ask why productivity is poor.
So you call the UNIX server deliv-
ery product owner, and he says: I

told them not to do the benchmark.
I told them we were in the middle of
a server consolidation project. That
is not the time to do a benchmark.
You will always be in the middle
of something, so it will never be
a good time to do a benchmark.
You will always have this situa-

tion in one area or another during
a benchmark because the area is
undergoing change. He says: We
are doing the server consolidation.
We have added a bunch of project
resources to do this. The objective
is to rationalize the vendors and
operating system versions. That is

Productivity

20.0

Server Support Productivity

17.5

The Reference
Group’s server
support
productivity is
more than double
ACME's.

18.0 4 @ Seners per FTE

16.0 4
14.0 4
12.0 4
10.0 4 8.4
8.0
6.0 q
4.0 A
2.0 4

Servers per FTE

ACME

Ref Group

[\
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Figure 9

Productivity: Another View

Server Support Productivity

45 - BACME
40 - @ Ref Group
2 35 4
=1
é 30 -
> 235 4
Z 204 17.5
g
3 15 by,
g 10 .
5 4

ACME has 20%
higher productivity on
a per processor basis.

40.2

Serwers per FTE

Processors per FTE

N\
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part of the project. When we are
done, the budget resources will go
down because we can free up the
technical support team. All of this
makes sense to us now. So what do
we do?

Do What?

The correct conclusion is this
case is to do nothing different for
now (Figure 13). You are in the
middle of a project, so finish the
consolidation project and re-mea-
sure following the server con-
solidation. The re-measurement

Configuration

0% 50% 100% 150%
1 1 1 1

ACME's Configuration Measures shown as % of Ref Grp

Percent of Reference Group Value

C i ACME Ref Group
Number of Servers 650 802
Number of Processors 4.8 1.91
tpmC per Sener 35423 18321
Senvers per FTE 8.4 17.5
Processors per FTE 40.2 33.5|
Number of HW vendors 5 2.4

200% 250% 300%
1 1 ,

Number of Servers 81%
Number of Processors
tpmC per Server
Servers per FTE
Processors per FTE

Number of HW vendors

No. of version of O/S

the reference
group.
208%
200% g‘\
S )
—
7 |

251%

ACME’s
environment is
significantly more
diverse than that of

193%
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Figure 11

So What?

One could conclude:

following picture emerged:

this.

end of this project.

“If ACME had the productivity of the reference group,
nearly $1.9 million per year could be saved!”

However, In discussions with Acme managers, the

= The benchmark took place during a major server consolidation
project. Project resources were significantly increased to handle

= Significant rationalization of vendors and operating system
versions is part of the consolidation project.

= Acme expects workloads to drop significantly at the

INFORMATION

Figure 12

provides a framework with which
to evaluate the success of the proj-
ect. You have some productivity
targets that you can test yourself
against. You have the original
study in terms of cost benefit anal-
ysis for this project, and now you
have some comparative data to do
it. While the benchmark does not
say: Make this change and you will
save $2 million, it does give you
the comfort or common frame-
work to understand where you
are going. That is not an unusual
outcome of looking at a particular
area in a benchmark.

lllustration 2: Help Desk

The second illustration is a help
desk environment (Figure 14).
ACME has about 1,500 end users
and the reference group has about
1,400. Total spending on the help
desk is $827k versus $500k in the
reference group. The cost per call
at ACME was calculated as $21
versus $28 at the reference group.
That is the “what”

You could conclude that ACME
is 18 percent more eflicient on
a cost per call basis. They have a
lower cost per call. So what? While
ACME’s absolute costs are $327
higher, because you are also more
efficient, you are really $190,000
ahead of the reference group. On
a surface level, with this informa-
tion that is about all you could say.
You would probably like to see
inside this a bit deeper.

The Background

Figure 15 (page 10) provides
some background. Once you have
the call volume data, you can see
that ACME gets two calls per end
user per month, while the refer-
ence group gets only one per user
per month. ACME is very efhi-
cient at handling a much higher

IMF Benchmarking Forum Readout



volume, but in terms of saving
money, the option is to drive the
call volume down. We do not
know at this point whether this
is good for bad. If those calls are
unnecessary calls, you are spend-
ing money unnecessarily.

There are several other cost fac-
tors, which for this illustration
are held constant. On a cost per
end user per month, we are look-
ing at a difference between $46 at
ACME and $30 at the reference
group to provide help desk service
for each user. That is because each

Do What?

The correct conclusions are:

= Do Nothing Different for now,
= Complete the consolidation project,
= Re-measure following server consolidation.

N\
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Figure 13

lllustration 2: Help Desk

Ref Grp

What:

ACME
End Users: 1,500
Total HD $ $827K
Cost per Call $21.21

efficient on a cost per call basis.

the reference group)

One could conclude that ACME has a Help Desk which is 18% more

So What: While ACME's absolute costs are $327K higher, ACME’s
unit costs are 18% lower (resulting in a $190,000 lower cost compared to

1,400
$500K
$27.79

A
)
=

INFORMATION
PARTNERS, LLC

Figure 14

While the
benchmark does
not say: Make this
change and you
will save $2 million,
it does give you
the comfort

or common
framework to
understand

where you are

going.
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user called the help desk twice as
often.

Do What?

What do you do about this
(Figure 16)? I chose two areas
that will not have any fuzziness
about them. Before we draw any

conclusions we need to under-
stand the culture. You want
to be careful of help desk cost
metrics. If you focus on cost
per call, the cheapest call is one
that does not come to the help
desk. It is a call that stays in the
department. On average it costs

Possible reasons for high cost:

= Client organization end users are

Actionable recommendations:

volume of calls.

Help Desk ACME Ref Group}
End Users 1,500 1,400
Th e B aC kg ro u n d Total HD Cost $827,000 $500,000f
Calls/End User/Month 2.2
Cost/End User/Month $45.94
Cost per Call $21.21
Calls per Month 3250
FTEs 8
Fixed Costs $90,000
Variable Costs $9,500
Call Duration 10
\Wrap-up Time 3.5
. . Training $ $1,500
Unit Cost Comparison L
$60.00 SACME |
m Ref Group
$50.00 $45.94 Which is the
N .. . 5
£ s4000 significant indicator?
S $30.00 - $27.79
o $21.21
8 $20.00 -
$10.00 |
$0.00 ZhN
Cost/End User/Month Cost per Call é -‘
el
cm il
INFORMATION
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Figure 15

= Culture of client org is such that using the help desk often is encouraged—
its more expensive to not call the help desk!

= Help desk at the client organization handles additional service functionality
compared to the reference group—eg. Employee benefits menu changes.

because of culture of helplessness or lack of training

= |mplement call category tracking—it is vital to understand the mix of calls
being received—do nothing until this is available. If this analysis shows
more that 1.1 call per end user for direct IT related problems, then ACME
may want to invest in training or self-help tools if they wish to reduce the
cost for their HD. Simple self-help web tools can often reduce a large

= |f the analysis shows that the additional call volume is due 3 ‘\
entirely to the benefits application then, a separate = ‘
cost-benefit analysis should be undertaken to determine = .
the feasibility of developing a self help application. = %m,m,x
PARTNERS, LLC

relying on the help desk too often

Figure 16

the organization two and a half
times as much to answer a ques-
tion within the department as
it does to call the help desk. It
costs IT nothing. An easy way
to shed $827,000 is to close the
help desk and handle it within
the department. However, it
costs more for them to do that
than to call the help desk. You
must be careful.

The other variable might be
the kinds of calls this help desk
handles, compared to the refer-
ence group. If it is just IT prob-
lems, that is one thing. If they
also handle employee benefits
change applications, then you
need to understand that.

It may be that the end users just
do not have the right tools or the
right training, and they cannot
answer these questions them-
selves. Then they may be calling
the help desk with questions that
could be avoided. By building a
self-help application, you could
reduce your cost.

You cannot answer this at this
point without understanding the
category of tracking. You have to
implement call category track-
ing to see the profile of calls that
are coming to the help desk. That
is not a level that we get involved
with in the Benchmarking
Forum, but it is a level you need
to get to before you can draw
an effective conclusion. You
need to know whether you need
training at the help desk or with
the end users, or self-help tech-
niques or Web applications. Are
those ways to save the organiza-
tion money?

Displaying Large
Volumes of Data

It is challenging to present large
volumes of data back to the client

10
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(Figure 17). We can do large num-
bers of charts, but that is difficult
to assimilate. We can try to pack
all of the information into one
chart, but that is hard to interpret.
That is the problem with visualiza-
tion techniques. I will show you
some of the poor man’s versions
of that—things you can do with
a few Excel keystrokes that make
this look better without resorting
to a full information visualization
software tool.

Example One

We often get involved in analyz-
ing things like budget actual data.
One of the things we benchmark
is financial management pro-
cesses. How well does the budget

Displaying Large Volumes of Data

» Particularly challenging for a consultant is the

presentation of large volumes of data. There are a
variety of techniques to assist in this—some simple,

some more sophisticated.
* In general, large numbers of charts are hard to

assimilate, while complex charts are hard to interpret.

N\
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Figure 17

Example One

Expense Forecast Accuracy

(Deviation from Plan as % of Pricing $)

-120
%

-100

% -80% -60% -40% -20% 0% 20% 40% 60Y 80% 100%

XM 39587-Telephone Calling Card
XM 39573-Upgrade Equipment Charge
XM 39082-Desktop P ublishing
XM39405-DOCUMAN V2
XM 39558-Directory Assistance
XM 39589-Host Tape
XM 39529-Pager Usage
XM 39736-Installation & Moving
XM 39730-Independent Web Support
XM 39739-Database
XM3973LEnterprise Storage
XM 39176-Image Retreived
XM 39528-Cell Phone
XM3955kDesktop
XM 39620-Domestic Outbound LD
XM39588-HOBB3
XM 39440-Enterprise Ul
XM 39594-Enterprise T1
XM39574-Custom 3
XM 3961-Domestic Inbound 800
XM 39095-Corp Voice VRU
XM 3962EInternational Outbnd LD
XM 39733-Blackberry
XM 3959tEnterprise ACD
XM39576-Laptop
XM 39590-Mainframe DASD
XM39242-AS400
XM 39575-UY7
XM 39737-Mainframe
XM 39243-Intel Servers
XM 39734-Handheld Email
XM 39556-International 800

i
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Example Two: Circuit Data

Monthi stz T 1365 st s913 Tl 157 E3 &= a
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Large Data lllustration
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process work? Figure 18 (page
11) is a budget actual for a list
of IT products and the vari-
ance tables. It takes literally five
mouse clicks in an Excel chart
to generate this metric, which
is much easier to look at. All we
need to do is sort and put some
graphics around it like a rect-
angular box that says: I want to
look at everything outside of the
plus or minus 20 percent vari-
ance range, so I know I have to
look at those top six products
and those bottom five. This is a
fair amount of information with
no sophistication whatsoever.
Figure 18 (page 11) is a finan-
cial overview of the pricing
process. It shows a subjective

12
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measure on how well that prod-
uct is defined and how accurate
this organization is in predicting
volume. If you are going to do
product pricing, you need to get
your expenses right. You need to
forecast your expenses and fore-
cast your volumes. If you set the
rate, then you have to live and
die by that rate. If the volumes
do not achieve, then you do not
recover enough money or you
overcharge. From a pricing per-
spective those are the three main
variables: the extent of your
accuracy, the volume predic-
tion accuracy, and actual costs.
Then there are some service level
objectives such as how well you
do in setting levels and adhering
to them.

Example Two: Circuit Data
Sometimes you get a large
volume of data. With things like
circuit data the circuits will run
into the hundreds (Figure 19).
One way to manage this is to put
the data into a scattergram and
figure out what it is telling you.

Large Data Illustration

If you have really large vol-
umes of data, then a scattergram
would be too complex (Figure
20). In this case for the volumes
we are looking at, a scattergram
gives you everything you need to
know about this.

Two Related Dimensions

Two-dimensional views are
easy to do and sometimes give
you a fair bit of insight into
data: whether it is all clustered
together or more distributed
than it appears to be (Figure
21). There are easy ways to chart
this information in order to gain
some insight.

Modeling Tools

Modeling tools present a third
option (Figure 22). You have
some benchmarking information
around an IT process. What that
gives you is a bunch of measures,
performance, cost components,
and volumes. They can all change.

It is difficult in most situations to
get your mind around the relation-
ships between evolving change
and what that does to cost. With
an accurate fixed variable cost
model, it will be hard to predict
how changes can affect your cost.
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Figure 21

Modeling Tools

“what-if" analysis

e Many situations within the management of IT processes
are relatively complex, involving the interaction between
several variables—picture a “whack-a-mole game”

¢ Most situations can be modeled to allow interactive

N\
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Figure 22
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Modeling Tools

Help Desk Modeling Tool v2.1
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Figure 23

I would like to go back and
illustrate the help desk situation
discussed earlier. We present
this benchmark to the help desk
manager, and he says: Help me
understand what I should be doing.
Help me understand my opera-
tion. There are techniques like this
that are straightforward modeling
tools (Figure 23). For most IT pro-
cesses we build a model. We have
the advantage of seeing observa-
tions from 10, 20 or 50 companies.
Given those observations we can
use regression techniques to show
the relationship between this and
that. We can build equations that
say when volume goes up that has
this effect on productivity, this
on cost, and so on. We can build
those underlying equations based
on the observation data that we
have available. Then it is a simple
matter to put it in this form and
say: Lets reconstruct the ACME
situation. ACME’s call volume is
at 3250, so I adjust the call volume
control. We set the salaries to the
right geographic category. We

have the fixed and variable costs
on the lower left. If you recall,
call duration was 10 minutes. He
didn't have 11 agents—he only
had eight. If he had 11 agents,
then the average agent utilization
is 48 percent. The average time to
answer the phone is pretty good
at 23 seconds. The abandonment
rate is pretty low, so we can start
taking agents away. As we take
agents away the cost changes. We
get down to eight agents with 66
percent utilization of the agent
and 27 seconds to answer the
phone. We generate an abandon-
ment rate that is still in the three
percent range, which is accept-
able. Getting the three dials on
the top right into the green zones
represents a stable situation a help
desk manager would be comfort-
able with. Now we have cost com-
ponents of $827,000. It is a pretty
good fit. This model is actually
evaluating the equations, which
generates the same end result as
the real work situation.

This tool lets the manager play
the ultimate what if games. What if
we put a new application out that
generated a lot more calls? What
happens if our call volume went
to 5,000?2 We do not have enough
agents. We just cannot do that, so
how many agents will we have to
add in order to get performance
back into the reasonable range?
I could live with 35 seconds. We
would then need at least 11.5
agents. To have really world-class
performance, we would need 12 or
12.5 agents. What would happen
if we are back at our 3200, but
our call duration went up? With
an application change it takes an
agent a lot longer to resolve the
problem, and the average call goes
up to 14 minutes. We are back
with our eight agents again. Oops,
we get six percent of them in the
rate and 78 seconds to answer the
phone, which is unacceptable. We
would have to run at about 10.5
agents to handle that situation.
What if we could change our fixed
hardware costs? We could change
different hardware and tools and
get the cost down, but what would
that do? You can play all the test
scenarios.

We have observations of per-
sonnel costs around the world.
What would happen if this help
desk moved to the Singapore
subsidiary? We would drop from
$18 to $11, using Singapore
salary numbers. We may have to
add some communication cost
increases, etc.

These techniques complete the
cycle in my mind from bench-
marking. Benchmarking at the
start poses many questions. It
increases the demand for more
information because it teases you
with comparatives—you need
to know more and more detail.

14
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One of the things you need to be
cautious of is that when you start
you will end up with a longer
process than you think, because
you will want to dive deeper into
it to get all of the information.
Think of the Benchmark Forum
as an interesting overview, but it
will not decrease the demand for
additional information. As you get
more information, you get more
of the context. If we do inter-
views with people to understand
the context, we can show you that
appropriately. The next thing you
may wish to ask is: What if I did
this? What if I did that? That is
where these types of tools come
into play.

Question: In terms of what
the Benchmark Forum is pro-
viding, are you going to be
building starter models of this
type that people can look at if
they are unsure of how to look
at their environment yet? Give
me a way to look at it, and I
know these things can help me,
right? Then I can play with my
culture and look at these things
and say: I do not even know
if this is the right way to look
at it, but at least it gives me a
framework to go through.
Burkett: That is exactly a great
use of this bridge because the
Benchmarking Forum gath-
ers a small amount of data.
You want to draw detailed
conclusions but you have a
small amount of data. As an
alternative to spending the 6-8
weeks getting the total amount
of data, you can jump over and
look at the hypothetical situ-
ation. Maybe with the model
you can get an understanding
of everything without having
to go through that deep dive.

Question: So along with this,
for the dives, we would get a
description of what that is and
maybe an idea of how that
information was derived so
that I might be able to say: I
understand the time to answer.
That is one that I can plug in
right away. Of the 12 or 15
inputs shown in Figure 23, I
might have two that I really
need to go after, or perhaps I
need to do this differently than
is modeled here.

Burkett: If you do not have
specific details, you can say:
Let’s assume I am no different
than the comparative group.
On average, the second dial
on the top right of Figure 23 is
percent of agents on available
times. You may not measure
that or know that exactly, so
until you can get it you can use
the reference group value of 18
percent. If you come up with
better data then you will find
your specific points.
Question: Have you already
done some of these that are
available now?

Burkett: I have built dash-
boards like these for four or
five of the more common IT
processes. There were also
two ways to do it. There is the
email level, which allows you
to understand the cost com-
ponents of delivering an email
service. There are techniques
to use that are nothing more
than using a tool to interact
with detail level data. Some-
times it is hard to make your
way through a bunch of detail
data, but this one lets you look
at the high level on one side
and the detail explosion on
the other. There are drill-down
techniques as well. They do not

really do the modeling, but
they let you explore the data.
I have them for email, help
desk and some mainframe pro-
cesses. We have models built
with underlying equations that
I am reasonably comfortable
are close to reality. It fits the
observed information that I
currently have available.
Question: As a group, is there
a way that people will provide
input back and add to the
details of that model?
Burkett: Every observation
that goes back into our data-
base lets me rebuild the equa-
tions with more accuracy. The
more data we have the better
the progression process is. If
you do it with two, it is not a
very good fit. If you do it with
22 observations that are rea-
sonably consistent, it is a better
fit. If you have 22 observations
that are all over the map, then
you are missing some variable
clue.

Ted Williams, The IMF: We
provide data first. So we vali-
date the data first, and then we
give it out.

Burkett: This started from me
standing in front of groups
presenting benchmarking data
and watching people leap to
conclusions that I was not
comfortable with, and taking
courses of action that I was not
sure were the right things to do.
They were making decisions
without the full understanding
of the relationships. This kind
of tool gets you closer. &Y
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