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DW!/BI Current State - Health

Green, PSS 800 Strategy Definition project has been on
track since inception

Excellent commitment level from interview attendees
All interviews are completed

Initial Assessment document completed
— Contains summaries of interviews

Strategy document nearly final
— Contains summary of strategic next steps
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Interviews — Approach

» Data Warehouse Institute consultant selection

17 functional groups interviewed during December 2008 and

January 2009
Group

One x One Academic Programs
John Campbell Academic Services
Jon Heintzelman/Stacey Hughes Business Operations
Data Consumers

Rick Hurst Enrollment Management
Tom Kelly Facilities

Susan Malisch Finance 1 (Bill Laird)

John Pelissero/Chris Wiseman Finance 2
Institutional Research

Student Affairs

Fr. Salmi
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Interview Highlights

 Interview sessions well attended
— 95% of people Invited were able to participate
e Requirements shared openly and candidly

« Consistent messages across organization
1) Need for data definitions and governance
2) Data needs to be accessible independently and directly
3) Integrated authoritative source of data is needed

Preparing people to lead extraordinary lives




What is DW/BI?

o Data Warehouse: The database in which the data is
organized to support the business is called the data
warehouse.

« Business Intelligence: An application or reporting
layer provided to access and analyze data.

Preparing people to lead extraordinary lives




Why DW/BI at Loyola?

Provide an integrated authoritative source of data for
reporting and analysis.
Create, document, and publish policy driven data

definitions to ensure consistency of report content
whether it Is produced by a school, dean, or IR.

Allow direct and dynamic access to the data needed;
more timely what-if analysis

Direct access to trending and snapshot data




Reporting Data Service (RDS)

* Implemented in 2004 as a reporting solution for SIS
* No longer an Oracle supported service

 RDS would not work with 2008 Student System upgrade;
Immediate solution required

 Purchased an inexpensive, temporary solution to
accommodate the upgrade

 Long-term solution needed




Current Loyola Reporting Environment

Recruitment
Plus

S

! §J

a 8
Spread Sheets U Spread Sheetsu

Reports Reports Reports

é

Spread Sheets

Current Challenges:
*Data not easily accessible.
*Need data from multiple
systems

eLimited history or point

in time snapshots
(Distribution of faculty
resources)

Pulling Data:
*Some pre-built reports

*Need to know who/where
to get data
*Get data one source at a time

Integrating Data:
eIndividual

Manual

*Case by Case Basis
*Results are inconsistent

Output:
«Static — not interactive

*Time/Resource Intensive
«Can't Drill into Detail Directly




Summary Funnel Report*

Enrollment Management Recruitment Funnels

Undergraduate: Fall 2009 as of May 18, 2009

2008 2009 % 2008 2009 % 2008 2008 2009 % 2008 2008

¥YTD YTD Change Final YTD Change Final ¥YTD ¥YTD Change  Enrolled YTD
Arts & Sciences | 12817 13.263 3% 12,877 9.307 9% 8,547 1,581 1532 3% 1,503 Arts and Sciences 59
Business 3.260 3.076 6% 3,269 2128 2% 2,089 307 287 T% 30 Dual 24
Communication 1.341 1.207 -10% 1,346 862 A% 905 162 123 -21% 155 Education 143
Education 792 764 A% 793 490 4% 470 75 71 5% 69 G5B 123
Mursing 1.499 1.523 2% 1,511 697 R% 662 137 133 -3% 132 IP3 44
Sacial Wark 1349 131 -6% 144 ] 65 -18% 80 17 16 6% 16 Law (MJ} a7
Total:| 19,848 19,964 7 1% 19,940 13,549 7 6% | 12,753 2219 | 2167 7 5% 2,176 LUNMC B
Mursing a4
SCPS 43
Transfer 2009 Y, 2008 % 2008 % 2008 Sacial Work 243
YTD Final YTD Change Final Change  Enrolled H 806
Arts & Sciences 1673 2,151 77 ] -2% 1,084 : -15% 342
Business 528 -12% 710 230 ] -10% 322 . -27% 106
Communication 213 -3% 245 92 -13% 124 [ -39% 38
Education 173 4 154 57 76 33% 70 [ 12% 24 Grad/Profess School App
Mursing a2 372 4% 69 21 11 -48% 23 . 33% 4 2008 2009
Social Work 93 93 5% 105 45 37 -18% 58 19% 24 YTD YT[JJ
Total:| 3,014 3052 7 1% 3434 1,219 1167 | A% 1,681 [ 6% | Arts and Sciences 1.857 1.915
Dual 24 k| r
Education 593 633
Total 2008 2009 % 2008 2008 2009 9 2008 2008 2009 9 2008 G5B 394 510

YTD YTD Change Final YTD YTD Change Final YTD YTD Change Enrolled IP3 63 (9
Arts & Sciences 14 694  14.938 2% 15,028 9,303 10,063 8% 9,631 1.829 1.743 5% 1,845 Law (kL) 7 13
Business 3.861 3.604 -T% 3,979 2,310 2,335 1% 2,411 aT4 336 -10% 407 LUMC 329 364
Communication 1.560 1.420 -9% 1,591 994 942 0% 1,029 190 145 -24% 193 Mursing 93 111
Education 929 937 1% 47 a27 566 % 540 92 90 -2% 93 SCPS 47 47
Mursing 1,581 1.894 20% 1,580 684 708 4% 685 140 137 -2% 136 Social Work 336 361
Sacial Wark 237 224 -h% 249 124 102 -18% 138 33 34 6% 40 Total:| 3,753 4,1044
Total:| 22,862 23,016 = 1% 23,374 13,942 14,716 | 6% 14,434 2,658 2486 6% 2,714 /
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Attrition Graduation Rates Report*

1105 1182 1063

Enrolied 1102
54

578
180

530
226

247

Drop/Stop

Enrolied 778
Drop/Stop | 373 422
Graduated 5 1 19

MEaraTermA|cnroled 749 - - 265

Crop/Stop | 382 ] 425
Graduated 25 1 1 3 .| 50 B4

[VeardTerm2|cnroled | 203 . 288 272

Drop/Stop | 436 3&2| 475 ) S0

Graduated | 417 435 295 . 548 610) & ] 821 *MOCk Report
[WearETerma [Enrolied 157 . . . 158 148 185

Drop/Stop | 408 354 )| 364 448 528

Graduated | 551 547 508| 5 - ) 485 738 : B27 &7 LOYOI A
_Enrulled 80| 62 &1 42 ) ] 41 43 39 39 UNIVERSITY CHICAGO

Drop/Stop | 418| 382 ] 254 377| 458 4385 5489
Graduated | 847 835 588 ) : 550 x| 770 839 205 1035

[¥eareTerm | cnrolied 68 47| &7 50/ 55| 53] 46 4] 28] 34 4 3| 32 | 29 24

Drop/Stop | 414 368 363 364 251 362 361 g4 443 476 535
Graduated = 674| 564 674 664 640 577 7ar 793 859 815 1064

Enralled 47 37 4 33 33 34 38 28 25 &A™ 17 17 25 M 18 17 T 17 15
Drop/Stop | 417 3700 370| 337 328 370 3r9| 309 322 324| 253 364 355 313| 364 432 334| 260 482 532 j Preparing people to lead extraordinary lives
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Load #ofFac [sel: i T Y Undergraduate % of Graduate/Law % of Total % of
UNIVERSITY  |UGRD [GRAD [Load |Sum [LoculSections| Load | Sections [Indiv [Lab/Disc [Lect'Sem [ Sections In:lu|Lﬂt:;D|?c|L=cb'2=m Sectionz |Indiv [Lab/Disc [LectiSem | Sections

FulHime contract| 2.88 035 2.51| 134 . 52| 155 9.8 111 128 180 13 75 22 114 222 15.6
Unaszigned 41 184 7.5 21 139 9.6 12.7 22 201 10.3
Part-Time 1.04 028 1.28 25 4.2 46.1 38 538 4.6 T 39 584 4.0
Tenure stream 1.55 0.58 1.85 4 . 2 2341 36.8 85 S44 ar.8 48.1 a7 780 40.2

A&LS

FulHime contract | 3.89 05 3.2 44 18.0 101 ] 19.4 2.9 5 g 138 181
Unaz=signed 20.8 4.8 7.7 5.7 4 = 7.5
Part-Tims 1400 0.03 14 48.3 524 434 375 8.6 7 12 35.2
Tenurs stream 175 0. . = 271 32,7 4 35.5 1 2 z 222 39,2
BUS

FulHime contract . 2. . . = 45,5 6.2
Unazzigned 4 Gl6 17.3
Part-Tims : . . 5.6 21.0
Tenure stream ! .02 E . - 53.8 55.8
CRUN

Ful-time contract
Unaz=zigned
Part-Tims
Tenurs stream
EQUC

FulHime centract : .5 . 5 0.0 0.0
Unazszigned 114 333
Part-Time A A . = z 2.8 111 30.85

Tenure stream : e 2 8.5 55,6 158.8
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3

i

- Lo 2
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P =
N o
R e

7.8 ) 7.5
15.2 \ 15.1
20,0 \ 19.9
b7.2 \ . 57.5

[ SR
[ERE=TN N R

[

12.0 21.4 23.8 A 23.8
22.2 14.3 .6 \ .6
10.0 21.4 28.6 ) 28.6
14.6 429 < 38.0 ) < 8.0

TRR Ry SR

18.8
22.9

16.4
18.5
24.7
40.4

=

=TT s Ry Te]
o
L)

=

[ R RN R e
@ = £a pa

LAWY
Fultime contract ; .5 . 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 21
Unaz=signed 0.0 0.0 0.0 = 2.9
Part-Tims I 1.03 1. 0.0 0.0 0.0 65.7
Tenurs stream ; 1.82 = 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 28.3
HURS
FulHime contract . . E 0.0 0.0
Unazszigned 0.0 0.0
Part-Time S0 1.4 . 10 0.0 0.0
Tenure stream 89 0 ! 2 0.0 0.0
5PS
FulHime contract 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0
Unazzigned 0.0 0.0 9 25.0 0 El 0 D El 25.0
F‘art— irme 1.5 0.00/ 158 17| 17 0.0 0.0 24 75.0 0 0 24 75.0
w-—-\‘.-u‘M "\w‘-ﬂ""*“ﬂw P ST TE— M—ﬂ*\ W .__b,...r i

21
2.9
656.7
28.3

@ = e

16.1 15.5

5.8 0.0 34
6.9 . . 45,2 4 18.4
72.2 . 8.7 4 . 62.1

PN La

=

*Mock Report




Future Data Warehousing Environment

TN
]

Data Warehouse:
Data Organized to
Support the
Business

~

Extract Transform & Load System:
Prepare the Data

Business Intelligence
Access & Use of Data

\

e

DW/BI Environment
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he DW/BI Strategy

The DW/BI strategy Is comprised of 3 main components :

* (Logical) Data architecture
— Need to build

 (Physical) Technical architecture

— Some elements in place:
» Relational Database Platform - Oracle DBMS
» Business Intelligence Tool - Information Builders — Web Focus
 ETL Tool — Cognos Decision Stream

* (Process) Data governance
— Need to build




Gartner Magic Quadrant for DW DBMS
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Gartner Magic Quadrant for Bl Platforms

challengers leaders Loyola’s Existing Bl
o Platform

My
|

Information Builders =Y. =)

o SHTrEE
A COWMRT&EF

arcplan, Actuate Tibco Spotfire
Board International

a
3
wd
il
=
a1
—
_—
o
=
=
Ll

Parnorama Softwars

. LOYOLA

b e - UNIVERSITY CHICAGO
niche players visionaries

| completeness of vision ——p»

Az of January 2003

Preparing people to lead extraordinary lives




Critical Success Factors

Leadership from Institutional Research with
representation from other core areas and ITS

Strong executive sponsorship, support and follow
through

Increased speed, reliability and accuracy for decision
makers to independently create more complex and
sophisticated analysis

Active engagement with existing executive
governance committees like the PRB and the ITESC

Ongoing data governance committee and processes
(NEW)




Additional Critical Success Factors

Treat data as an institutional asset
Address demand for training and support

Must change how work Is done — some business
processes may need to change or be modified

Invest in data governance for the long term
Enterprise DW/BI is a program and not a single
project

Strategic Initiative with committed resources
(prioritization)




Student Related Opportunities

Student Profile

Student Retention

Enrollment / Registration Analysis
Measuring Student Success
Student Services




Recruiting Opportunities

Target Marketing

Recruiting Effectiveness

Narrow the Recruiting Funnel Sooner
Customer Relationship Management
Management of Mailing Costs




Finance-Related Opportunities

Budget to Actual Analysis
Budget Development
Student Financial Analysis
Cash Flow Management
Collections Management
Contribution Analysis




Other Opportunities

Faculty Related

— Course Enrollment Management
— Course Revenue Analysis
— Forecasting

Advancement
Student Capacity Planning
Facilities Management

Standard Reporting

— Periodic Institutional Reporting
— External Reporting
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Recommendations

Top choices for initial implementation:

Student Financial Analysis
Course Enrollment Mgmt. (e.g. Faculty Load Report)
Recruiting (e.g. Summary Funnel Report)

Student Retention (e.g. Attrition Graduation Rates Report)

Other?




Next Steps

Confirm decision

Create DW/BI Program Management structure and data
governance teams

Investigate and evaluate technical alternatives
— Custom
— Hybrid
— Package

Select 15t business opportunity
Define and launch the first DW/BI project

Preparing people to lead extraordinary lives




Proposed Timeline

Milestone
Project approval at ITESC

Program Management and Data Governance Group
a) Develop Charter/Missions
b) Membership Selection

Enterprise DW/BI Requirements
a) Develop RFP

b) Vendor Response

c) Evaluate Vendor Responses
d) Strategy Decision

Initial Project Selection
Define and Launch Program

Duration
1 Day

1 Month
1 Month

2 Months
1 Month
1 Month
1 Month

2 Months
TBD

Total duration of initial implementation: approx. 9+ months
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e Plan of Record Review

— FY10, Q1-Q2 Prioritization Assignment




FY09 Q3-Q4 POR Tracking

POR Activity Count

Criginal FY09 Q3-Q4 POR 151
New Projects Started 90
Revised FY09 Q3-Q4 POR 241

Completed Projects (89)
On Hold (25)
Duplicate/ Canceled (14)
Rollover Projects 113
New Projects not Started 18
FY09 Q3-Q4 POR (Draft) 131




FY09 Q3-Q4 Completed Projects

FY 09 §3-0Q4 Projects by Strategic Alignment

Student

Technol ogy
Support, 25,

10%%
Infrastructure,
3o, 15%

Continuous
Service
Development,
45, 19%

Data as of 06/09/2009

Academic &
Faculty Support,

3o, 15%

Administrative
Intiatives, 99,
41%%

241 Projects

FY 09 Q3-Q4 Completed Projects by Strategic Alignment

Student
Technology
Suppart, 12,
13%
Infrastructure,
7, 8%
Continuous
Service
Development,
8, 9%

Projected Data as of 06/09/2009

Academic &
Facuty Support,
15, 17%

Administrative
Initiatives, 47,

53%

89 Projects

Strategic Category

Academic & Faculty Support

Administrative Initiatives

Continuous Service Development

Infrastructure

Student Technology Support

Completed Completed Portfolio MNet

Count
15
47

A
7
12

a3

Percent

Percent Difference
15% 2%
41% 12%
19% -10%
15% -T%

10% 3%

LOYOLA

UNIVERSITY CHICAGO

"GLORIAM
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FY10 Q1-Q2 Plan of Record

FY10 Q1-Q2 Projects by Strategic Alignment (Draft)

Student
Techndogy Academic &
Suppclr.t. 12, Faculty Support,
9% 19, 15%

Infrastructure,
28, 21%%:

Administrative
Initiatives, 45,

. 39k
Continuous

Service
Development,
27, 21%

Data as of 06/09/2009

131 Projects

FY10 Q1-Q2 Projects by Priority (Draft)

M-Must Do, 22,

17%

CAd ow, 16, 12%

B-Me

Data as of 06/09/2009

diumn , 48,

-0
3.—' o

131 Projects

Strategic Alignment

Academic & Faculty Support
Administrative Initiatives
Continuous Service Development
Infrastructure

student Technology Support

Count
19
45
27
28
12

131

Priority
A-High
B-Medium
C-Low
[-Iust Do

LOYOLA

UNIVERSITY CHICAGO
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Portfolio Priority Comparison

ITS Portfolio Priority Changes

I

FY08 Q1-Q2 Count FY08 Q3-04 Count FY09 Q1-Q2 Count FY¥09 Q3-Q4 Count

[=4=—aHigh =m—5-Medium C-Low ==w=N-Must Do |

FY 10 Q1-Q2 Count

Priority
A-High
B-Medium
C-Low
M-Must Do

FY08 Q1-Q2 FY08 Q3-Q4 FY09 Q142 FY09 Q3-Q4 FY10Q1-Q2
Count Count Count Count Count
33% 29% 21% 24% 34%
31% 7% 40% 33% 37%
23% 21% 20% 32% 12%
13% 14% 19% 11% 17%

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Prior Year
Change
10%
4%
-20%

5%

Maximum
Deviation
13
g
20
13

LOYOLA

UNIVERSITY CHICAGO
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University Alignment Comparison

ITS Portfolio Rings of Excellence Changes

P

FY08 Q1402 Count FY0E Q3-04 Count Ff09 Q1-02 Count FY09 Q3-04 Count FY10 Q1402 Count

g rademic & Faculty Support === Administrative Initiafves Continuols Service Development s=e=Infrastrictire ==w==Stident Technology Suppart | LOYOLA_
UNIVERSITY CHICAGO

FY08 Q1-Q2 FY08 Q3-Q4 FY09Q1-Q2 FY09 Q3-Q4 FY10Q1-Q2 Prior Year  Maximum

Strategic Alignment Count Count Count Count Count Change Deviation

Academic & Faculty Support 28% 22% 20% 22% 15% -T% 13

Administrative Initiatives 25% 25% 22% 29% 34% 5% 12

Continuous Service Development 168% 21% 27% 21% 21% 0% 9

Infrastru cture 17% 28% 23% 17% 21% 4% 1 Preparing people to lead extraordinary lives
Student Technology Support 11% 5% 7% 1% 9% -2% 6

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%




Project Sizing Data / Capacity

 All projects in the FY10 Q1-Q2 POR continue to run
through the “T-Shirting” process

e |TS capacity remains stretched/at maximum
— more project work than staff available to execute

T-Shirt Project

Sizing Work Effort Count

TBD TBD 2
X-Small < 5 Days 15
Small 5-30 Days 14
Medium 31-60 Days 67
Large 61-120 Days 32
X-Large =120 Days L

131
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Project Prioritization

Process Is unchanged
— Spreadsheet will be distributed

23 A priority items to review and rank
Consider other B or C projects where
appropriate

Responses due back June 30t

Contact Susan (8-7750) or Jim (8-7665) with
guestions

LOYOLA
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o AJCU/CITM Benchmarking Results




AJCU CITM Benchmarking
Results Summary

Survey conducted in March 2009
Results reported at May 2009 CITM meeting

Three sections:
— Budget

— Shared Services
— Top Ten Issues

Budget (15 of 28 schools responded)
— Anonymous
— IT budget as % of institutional budget by Carnegie Classification
— Most common contingency budgeting activities
Extend PC replacement cycle
Postpone filling staff vacancies
Review software license renewals

Review/renegotiate service contracts
C O n S i d e r CO nSO rti a I ag ree m e nts Preparing people to lead extraordinary lives




Core Software

Institution Name

Campus
Portal

ePortfolio

Course Management System

Student Information System

CMS-3I8
Integration

Boston College

Canisius College

College of the Holy Cross
Creightan University

Fairfield University

Gonzaga University

John Carroll University
Loyala Marymount University
Loyaola University Chicago
Loyala University New Orleans
Marquette University

Regis University

Rockhurst University

Santa Clara University
University of Detroit Mercy
University of San Francisco

University of Scranton

Oracle (10.1.4)

CampusEAI (currently implementing)

Lurninis (3.x)

Oracle
PeopleSoft (8.9)

SCT - WebFor products (1.2)

Microsoft SharePaoint (MOSS 2007)
CampusEAl (myCampus - beta)
PeopleSoft Enterprise (3.9)
Luminis (4.0 2)

Luminis (3.3)

Lurninis (3.x)

TaskStream

IMahara (In development)

CTOLC's e-Portfolio (4.5)

Blackboard (6.0.375.0)

LiveText (C1)

TaskStream ({MN/A-SaaS)

Blackboard Vista (4.2 3)
ANGEL

Moodle (1.9)

ANGEL

ANGEL (7.3)
Blackboard (B.x)
Blackboard (8.0.375.0)
Blackboard (7 x)
Blackhoard (8.0.26)
Blackboard (7.2)
DesireZleam (8.3.1)
ANGEL (7.3)

WehCT (8.x)

ANGEL (7.3)
Blackboard (8.x)
Blackboard (5.3)

Blackboard

Home-Grown

Banner (7.x)

PeopleSoft (9.x)
Banner

Banner (7 x)

Banner (7.x moving to 8.1 summer 20039)
Banner {7 5)

Banner (7 x)

PeopleSoft {9.x)

SCT Plus (1.14)
PeopleSoft {9.x)

Datatel Colleague {18.x)
Banner (7.x)

PeopleSoft (5.9)
Banner {7 4)

Banner {7.4)

Banner

Partial

Yes

Yes

Partial

Yes

Yes

Partial

Yes

Partial

Partial

Yes

Yes

Partial

Partial

Mo

Yes




AJCU CITM Benchmarking
Results Summary

Shared Services (17 of 28 schools responded)
— Institutions self-identify

— Top opportunities to explore:
» Hosted LMS /Potential Other
» Disaster Recovery / Hot Site
 PPM SaaS

— Shared Services workgroup recast and work continues

Top 10 Issues to Resolve for Strategic Success
— Security

— Funding IT

— Governance, org. mgmt & leadership

Benchmarking survey workgroup recast;
revisions and improvements planned for FY10

Preparing people to lead extraordinary lives




o Upcoming ITESC Meeting Schedule




FY09-FY10 ITESC Schedule

July 23, 2009 - Thursday, 1:30-3:30 PM
— Prioritization Results/Finalize POR

September 3, 2009 - Thursday, 1:30-3:30 PM
— Subcommittee Reports
— FY11 Budget Submissions Review
— FY11 Budget Input from Subcommittees

October 15, 2009 - Thursday, 1:30-3:30 PM
— Major Projects Status Reviews
— LUMC Update

November 19, 2009 - Thursday, 1:30-3:30
PM
— Major Projects Status Reviews

e June 11, 2009 - Thursday, 1:30-3:30 PM ~  Review Scorecard/Process

—  LUMC Update

— DW/BI Recommendation

— Project Portfolio Prioritization

— AJCU/CITM Benchmarking Results

December 15, 2009 - Tuesday, 1:30-3:30 PM
— Project Portfolio Prioritization
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“How old would you be if you didn’t
know old you was?”

Leroy “Satchel” Paige. In Morrie Goldfischer,
“Ruminations Inspired by a Medicare Card,”

NY Times, 8 June 1984

“I will not make age an issue....l am not going to exploit for
political purposes my opponent’s youth and inexperience.”

Ronald Reagan. At age 73, on his 56-year-old opponent, Walter F. Mondale,
televised presidential campaign debate, 21 October 1984

LOYOLA

UNIVERSITY CHICAGO

Preparing people to lead extraordinary lives




