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Abstract	  
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Knowing	  when	  and	  where	  to	  engage	  an	  architect	  is	  a	  criPcal	  factor	  in	  
successfully	  managing	  an	  IT	  porRolio,	  parPcularly	  in	  organizaPons	  where	  
architects	  are	  scarce	  –	  and	  oUen	  expensive	  –	  resources.	  Many	  Pmes	  it	  is	  
clear	  which	  projects	  would	  benefit	  from	  the	  parPcipaPon	  of	  an	  architect;	  
in	  other	  cases,	  the	  decision	  is	  not	  so	  obvious.	  In	  these	  not-‐so-‐obvious	  
cases,	  a	  structured	  means	  of	  assessing	  a	  project’s	  architectural	  
significance	  is	  key.	  	  This	  instrucPonal	  session	  presents	  a	  lightweight,	  
flexible	  set	  of	  techniques	  and	  guidelines	  for	  assessing	  the	  architectural	  
significance	  of	  a	  project	  to	  aid	  in	  determining	  when	  to	  engage	  an	  
architect.	  Using	  real-‐world	  examples,	  we	  will	  demonstrate	  these	  
techniques	  and	  their	  applicaPon,	  and	  will	  explore	  how	  they	  can	  be	  
tailored	  to	  fit	  IT	  organizaPons	  of	  different	  sizes	  and	  with	  various	  porRolio	  
mixes.	  



Agenda	  
•  The	  Challenge	  
•  Decision	  Making	  
•  The	  Deliverable	  
•  The	  Method	  –	  ConverPng	  Art	  to	  Science	  

•  IdenPfying	  Aaributes	  
•  Using	  Rubrics	  to	  Score	  Aaributes	  
•  Visualizing	  Architectural	  Significance	  

•  Assessment	  Case	  Study	  
•  Tips	  and	  Guidelines	  
•  Tailoring	  the	  Method	  
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The	  Challenge	  

•  There	  never	  seem	  to	  be	  enough	  architects	  to	  cover	  
all	  the	  projects	  

•  Without	  a	  defined	  decision-‐making	  process,	  the	  
squeaky	  wheel	  gets	  the	  grease	  

•  The	  impact	  and	  value	  of	  an	  architect	  diminishes	  as	  
the	  architect	  juggles	  too	  many	  projects	  

•  Knowing	  which	  projects	  to	  support	  can	  be	  art	  more	  
than	  science	  
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The	  Most	  Important	  Architecture	  
Decision…	  

•  So,	  if	  you	  can’t	  cover	  them	  all:	  
•  Which	  projects	  you	  cover	  is	  as	  important	  as	  	  
•  What	  you	  do	  to	  “cover”	  them	  

•  Assuming	  you	  have	  a	  great	  process	  for	  the	  
laaer…	  let’s	  talk	  about	  the	  former!	  
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A	  Brief	  Word	  on	  Decision	  Making	  
"Although	  every	  man	  believes	  that	  his	  decisions	  and	  

resoluPons	  involve	  the	  most	  mulPfarious	  factors,	  in	  reality	  
they	  are	  mere	  oscillaPon	  between	  flight	  and	  longing."	  	  

-‐	  Hermann	  Broch	  (1886	  -‐	  1951),	  Austrian	  Writer	  
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•  Without	  a	  defined	  decision-‐making	  process,	  most	  
decisions	  result	  from	  personal	  bias	  (although	  not	  
necessarily	  consciously)	  

•  The	  framework	  you	  choose	  isn’t	  as	  important	  as	  the	  
fact	  that	  you	  have	  one	  



The	  Deliverable	  

•  An	  architectural	  assessment,	  or	  “brief,”	  
that	  includes:	  
•  A	  disPllaPon	  of	  the	  project	  business	  case	  or	  
vision	  document	  for	  IT	  management	  

•  A	  scorecard	  and	  visual	  chart	  of	  the	  
architectural	  significance	  	  

•  A	  narraPve	  summary	  of	  the	  architectural	  
impact	  
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The	  Method	  
or…	  “ConverPng	  Art	  to	  Science”	  

1.  IdenPfy	  aaributes	  of	  a	  project	  that	  can	  be	  
measured.	  

2.  Determine	  which	  of	  these	  aaributes	  indicate	  
architectural	  significance.	  

3.  Define	  rubrics	  for	  each	  non-‐numeric	  aaribute.	  
4.  Approach	  with	  a	  scorecard	  methodology.	  
5.  Package	  the	  scorecard	  with	  a	  cogent	  analysis.	  
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But…	  Where	  Do	  I	  Start?	  
Find	  aaributes	  that	  
correspond	  with	  
architectural	  
significance	  
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IdenPfying	  Aaributes	  
•  Look	  for	  aaributes	  that:	  

•  Can	  be	  gleaned	  in	  project	  scoping	  
•  Indicate	  architectural	  significance	  

•  Some	  can	  be	  measured	  numerically;	  others	  will	  
require	  leveraging	  rubrics	  to	  assign	  a	  numeric	  
score	  

•  There	  is	  unavoidable	  interplay	  and	  overlap	  
between	  aaributes	  

•  Different	  organizaPons	  will	  have	  different	  
aaributes	  
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Common	  Aaributes	  
•  Usual	  Suspects	  

•  ROI	  
•  Cost	  (ImplementaPon,	  Ongoing,	  TCO)	  
•  Strategic	  Value	  
•  Risk	  

•  Sources	  of	  Aaributes	  
•  ExisPng	  organizaPonal	  metrics	  
•  OrganizaPonal	  /	  IT	  pain	  points	  
•  Unsuccessful	  or	  otherwise	  painful	  projects	  

- Which	  aaributes,	  in	  hindsight,	  would	  have	  alerted	  you	  early	  
to	  future	  challenges?	  
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Aaributes	  of	  Interest	  
A"ribute	   Descrip.on	  

Strategic	  Technical	  Value	   A	  measure	  of	  the	  value	  of	  the	  soluPon	  to	  the	  overall	  
technology	  strategy	  of	  the	  enterprise.	  	  

Total	  Cost	   An	  approximate	  measure	  of	  the	  total	  cost	  of	  the	  
soluPon.	  	  

Complexity	   A	  measure	  of	  the	  technical	  complexity	  of	  the	  soluPon.	  	  

Enterprise	  Impact	   A	  measure	  of	  the	  overall	  impact	  of	  the	  soluPon	  on	  the	  
funcPoning	  enterprise.	  	  

CriPcality	   A	  measure	  of	  the	  tacPcal	  necessity	  of	  the	  soluPon	  to	  
the	  overall	  business.	  	  

Vendor	  Involvement	   A	  measure	  of	  the	  impact	  or	  influence	  that	  third-‐party	  
vendors	  have	  on	  the	  soluPon.	  	  
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Strategic	  Technical	  Value	  
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Descrip.on	  

Overall	  value	  to	  advance	  the	  enterprise	  strategy.	  SoluPons	  that	  provide	  incremental	  
growth	  towards	  a	  parPcular	  goal	  are	  more	  valuable	  than	  tacPcal	  soluPons	  that	  solve	  a	  
parPcular	  problem	  without	  added	  benefits.	  Assign	  higher	  values	  to	  soluPons	  which	  
provide	  extensive	  technical	  benefits	  to	  the	  enterprise.	  

Measures	  
•  Does	  the	  soluPon	  realize	  an	  enterprise	  architecture	  strategic	  target?	  	  
•  Is	  it	  an	  incremental	  step	  in	  a	  strategic	  direcPon?	  (Incremental	  steps	  are	  less	  valuable	  than	  full	  

realizaPon	  of	  the	  target	  strategy.)	  
•  Does	  the	  soluPon	  improve	  the	  quality	  or	  availability	  of	  mission-‐criPcal	  systems?	  
•  Does	  the	  soluPon	  introduce	  new	  infrastructure	  that	  will	  be	  harnessed	  by	  future	  soluPons?	  
•  Does	  the	  soluPon	  provide	  an	  incremental	  benefit	  to	  exisPng	  architecture	  –	  such	  as	  providing	  

new	  reusable	  services,	  increased	  security,	  etc.?	  
•  Does	  the	  soluPon	  provide	  benefits	  to	  development	  speed	  or	  quality?	  (e.g.,	  Does	  it	  establish	  a	  

new	  soluPon	  framework	  or	  reference	  architecture?)	  



Total	  Cost	  
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Descrip.on	  

An	  early	  esPmate	  of	  “order-‐of-‐magnitude”	  technology	  cost	  for	  the	  project.	  It	  is	  a	  very	  
low-‐fidelity	  esPmate	  that	  is	  made	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  project	  details.	  While	  not	  always	  
the	  case,	  a	  good	  rule	  of	  thumb	  is	  that	  a	  project	  spending	  more	  money	  can	  likely	  help/
hurt	  the	  enterprise	  more	  than	  one	  spending	  less.	  

Measures	  

If	  a	  project	  has	  an	  established	  budget,	  using	  that	  budget	  number	  is	  acceptable	  
although	  it	  is	  important	  for	  enterprise	  architects	  to	  perform	  a	  reasonableness	  
(“sanity”)	  check	  against	  that	  budget.	  Expected	  cost	  overruns	  or	  large	  savings	  should	  be	  
communicated	  to	  project	  management	  and	  sponsors.	  



Complexity	  
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Descrip.on	  

Complexity	  is	  a	  measure	  of	  the	  technical	  complexity	  of	  the	  soluPon.	  The	  more	  
complicated	  a	  soluPon,	  the	  more	  likely	  it	  will	  require	  architecture	  guidance	  and	  
governance.	  	  

Measures	  
•  Is	  this	  a	  new	  type	  of	  soluPon	  or	  is	  it	  following	  an	  exisPng	  reference	  architecture?	  
•  How	  many	  different	  technical	  components	  are	  being	  integrated?	  
•  How	  many	  technology	  teams	  are	  involved?	  
•  Does	  the	  soluPon	  have	  significant	  network	  (e.g.,	  bandwidth,	  topology)	  implicaPons?	  
•  Is	  the	  soluPon	  required	  to	  handle	  very	  high	  volumes	  of	  data	  or	  transacPons?	  
•  Does	  the	  soluPon	  involve	  communicaPons	  with	  external	  applicaPons	  or	  services?	  
•  Is	  there	  development	  complexity	  or	  risk	  (e.g.,	  due	  to	  a	  complex	  user	  interface	  or	  algorithmic	  

complexity)?	  
•  Do	  the	  teams	  involved	  have	  experience	  with	  this	  type	  of	  implementaPon?	  



Enterprise	  Impact	  
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Descrip.on	  

Measuring	  the	  impact	  on	  the	  enterprise	  requires	  the	  enterprise	  architect	  to	  consider	  
how	  the	  soluPon	  impacts	  the	  funcPoning	  enterprise/organizaPon.	  SoluPons	  that	  
impact	  any	  of	  the	  areas	  listed	  below	  should	  be	  scored	  higher	  than	  others.	  SoluPons	  
with	  large	  enterprise	  impacts	  should	  be	  governed	  architecturally	  to	  ensure	  the	  impact	  
is	  as	  posiPve	  as	  possible.	  

Measures	  

•  How	  many	  channels,	  departments,	  employees,	  LOBs	  are	  affected?	  
•  Are	  major	  new	  infrastructure	  components	  being	  introduced?	  
•  Are	  changes/integraPons	  required	  with	  a	  large	  numbers	  of	  systems?	  
•  Is	  the	  soluPon	  modifying	  enterprise-‐criPcal	  business	  processes?	  
•  Is	  the	  soluPon	  changing	  enterprise-‐criPcal	  data	  stores?	  



CriPcality	  
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Descrip.on	  

CriPcality	  measures	  the	  tacPcal	  necessity	  of	  a	  soluPon	  across	  both	  the	  business	  and	  
technology	  domains.	  The	  more	  criPcal	  the	  success	  of	  the	  project	  is	  to	  the	  overall	  
enterprise,	  the	  higher	  the	  score.	  	  

Measures	  

•  Has	  the	  soluPon	  been	  idenPfied	  as	  a	  high	  priority	  by	  execuPve	  management?	  
•  Does	  the	  soluPon	  address	  regulatory	  compliance	  or	  exisPng	  issues	  that	  could	  lead	  

to	  fines	  or	  restrict	  future	  business	  growth?	  
•  Is	  the	  soluPon	  a	  criPcal	  revenue	  driver?	  
•  Has	  the	  soluPon	  been	  idenPfied	  as	  crucial	  for	  the	  organizaPon’s	  survival?	  



Vendor	  Involvement	  
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Descrip.on	  

The	  overall	  impact	  of	  external	  vendors	  on	  the	  soluPon	  (assumes	  that	  external	  vendors	  
should	  be	  governed	  more	  closely	  than	  internal	  resources).	  SoluPons	  that	  do	  not	  
involve	  external	  vendors	  or	  that	  use	  commodiPzed	  vendor	  components	  should	  receive	  
the	  lowest	  scores.	  SoluPons	  that	  involve	  one	  or	  more	  vendor	  components	  with	  
engineering	  services	  receive	  higher	  marks.	  	  

Measures	  

•  The	  more	  criPcal	  the	  component	  is	  to	  the	  soluPon	  in	  this	  situaPon,	  the	  higher	  the	  
score.	  SoluPons	  that	  are	  contracted	  out	  to	  third-‐party	  implementers	  should	  receive	  
the	  highest	  scores.	  

•  How	  many	  vendors	  are	  engaged	  for	  this	  soluPon?	  
•  How	  criPcal	  are	  the	  vendor	  components	  being	  provided?	  
•  Are	  the	  components	  commodity	  or	  custom-‐developed?	  
•  Are	  vendor	  components	  mature	  and	  typically	  deployed	  in	  a	  soluPon	  of	  this	  type?	  
•  Has	  the	  organizaPon	  worked	  successfully	  with	  these	  vendors	  before?	  



Leveraging	  Rubrics	  

•  A	  rubric	  is	  “an	  assessment	  tool	  for	  
communicaPng	  expectaPons	  of	  quality”	  

•  Allows	  qualitaPve	  factors	  to	  be	  measured	  
quanPtaPvely	  by	  assigning	  qualitaPve	  factors	  
to	  a	  quanPtaPve	  scale	  

•  In	  turn,	  we	  can	  map	  a	  qualitaPve	  observaPon	  
to	  a	  numeric	  score	  

•  Aaempts	  to	  turn	  some	  of	  the	  “art”	  into	  
“science”	  (but	  not	  foolproof!)	  
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Sample	  Rubric	  (Art	  Project)	  
Grade	   Quality	  Descrip.on	  

A	   Planned	  carefully,	  made	  several	  sketches,	  and	  showed	  an	  awareness	  of	  the	  
elements	  and	  principles	  of	  design;	  chose	  color	  scheme	  carefully,	  used	  space	  
effecPvely.	  

B	   The	  artwork	  shows	  that	  the	  student	  applied	  the	  principles	  of	  design	  while	  using	  one	  
or	  more	  elements	  effecPvely;	  showed	  an	  awareness	  of	  filling	  the	  space	  adequately.	  

C	   The	  student	  did	  the	  assignment	  adequately,	  yet	  it	  shows	  lack	  of	  planning	  and	  liale	  
evidence	  that	  an	  overall	  composiPon	  was	  planned.	  

D	   The	  assignment	  was	  completed	  and	  turned	  in,	  but	  showed	  liale	  evidence	  of	  any	  
understanding	  of	  the	  elements	  and	  principles	  of	  art;	  no	  evidence	  of	  planning.	  

F	   The	  student	  did	  the	  minimum	  or	  the	  artwork	  was	  never	  completed.	  
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Sample	  Rubric	  (Architecture)	  
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Vendor	  Implementa.on	  Impact	  

Score	   Quality	  DescripPon	  

0	   An	  external	  party	  is	  not	  involved	  in	  the	  implementaPon.	  

1	   The	  product	  vendor	  will	  be	  implemenPng	  their	  product.	  	  	  

3	   An	  implementaPon	  partner	  of	  the	  product	  vendor	  will	  be	  implemenPng	  a	  vendor	  
product.	  

6	   A	  external	  party	  not	  associated	  with	  the	  product	  vendor	  will	  be	  implemenPng	  a	  
vendor	  product.	  

8	   MulPple	  external	  parPes	  will	  be	  involved	  in	  implemenPng	  one	  or	  more	  vendor	  
soluPons.	  

10	   An	  external	  vendor	  will	  be	  custom	  developing	  this	  soluPon.	  

We	  are	  assessing	  significance.	  So,	  a	  higher	  score	  needs	  to	  
indicate	  more	  architectural	  significance.	  



Ok,	  aaributes	  and	  rubrics!	  
Now	  what?	  

Once	  you’ve	  defined	  your	  aaributes	  and	  
determined	  how	  you	  will	  score	  them,	  it’s	  Pme	  
to:	  
•  Gather	  aaribute	  data	  from	  exisPng	  
informaPon	  sources	  

•  Assess	  the	  project	  based	  on	  your	  aaributes	  
and	  scoring	  method	  

•  Visualize	  and	  summarize	  
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What	  is	  a	  Radar	  Chart?	  
Also	  known	  as:	  web	  chart,	  spider	  chart,	  star	  chart,	  star	  plot,	  
cobweb	  chart,	  irregular	  polygon,	  polar	  chart,	  or	  kiviat	  diagram	  
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•  Radar	  charts	  are	  a	  useful	  way	  to	  display	  mulPvariate	  
observaPons	  

•  Coloring	  area	  inside	  data	  points	  
results	  in	  overall	  visual	  	  
indicator	  	  

•  Individual	  plots	  display	  	  
aaribute	  magnitude	  and	  outliers	  



Sample	  Scorecard/Chart	  
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A"ribute	   Score	  
Strategic	  Technical	  Value	   9.0	  
Total	  Cost	   4.0	  
Complexity	   2.0	  
Enterprise	  Impact	   2.5	  
CriPcality	   2.0	  
Vendor	  Involvement	   4.0	  
TOTAL	  SCORE	   23.5	  

The	  scorecard	  does	  not	  stand	  alone;	  instead,	  it	  is	  
delivered	  as	  part	  of	  the	  architectural	  “brief.”	  



Where	  Do	  I	  Get	  The	  Data?	  

Informa.on	  Sources	  
•  Project	  Requests	  
•  Vision	  Documents	  
•  Business	  Cases	  
•  DraU	  Requirement	  
Documents	  
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Stakeholders	  
•  Project	  Manager	  
•  Program	  Manager	  
•  Business	  Analyst	  
•  Business	  Sponsor	  



Some	  Process	  Notes	  
•  Recommend	  producing	  as	  early	  as	  possible	  /	  pracPcal	  
in	  the	  lifecycle.	  However:	  
•  The	  method	  is	  lightweight	  (and	  relevant)	  enough	  to	  be	  
used	  at	  any	  point	  as	  needed	  

•  It	  can	  be	  refined	  as	  more	  is	  learned	  about	  the	  project	  
•  Provides	  opportunity	  for	  relaPonship-‐building	  with	  
project	  stakeholders	  
•  A	  good	  way	  to	  establish	  a	  dialog	  with	  execuPves	  /	  business	  
sponsors	  

•  Useful	  for	  demonstraPng	  the	  value	  of	  architecture	  in	  your	  
organizaPon	  

•  The	  informaPon	  gathered	  can	  assist	  stakeholders	  even	  
if	  architecture	  team	  decides	  not	  to	  engage	  
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Case	  Study	  
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The Company Massive Insurer, Inc. 
The Product EzeWorkflow 
The Project New to you! 
The Task Assess the Architectural Significance 



Case	  Study	  
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To: james.hosey@sysflow.com !
Subject: EzeWorkflow!
!
Jim,!

!
Help! This EzeWorkflow project 
just hit my desk and I need to 
know if it’s something we 
should spend any time on.!
!

EzeWorkflow is a workflow 
automation platform that is 
being implemented in the claims 
processing area.!
!

Regards,!
Dan!
!
Chief Information Officer!

Massive Insurer, Inc.!
!

A"ribute	   Score	  
Strategic	  Technical	  Value	  

Total	  Cost	  

Complexity	  

Enterprise	  Impact	  

CriPcality	  

Vendor	  Involvement	  



Case	  Study	  
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A"ribute	   Score	  
Strategic	  Technical	  Value	   ?	  
Total	  Cost	   ?	  
Complexity	   ?	  
Enterprise	  Impact	   ?	  
CriPcality	   ?	  
Vendor	  Involvement	   ?	  

Strategic	  Technical	  Value	   Score	  
Realizes	  a	  strategic	  target	   4.0	  
Closes	  gap	  in	  IT	  support	  for	  criPcal	  business	  
processes	  

1.0	  

Creates	  an	  architectural	  foundaPon	  for	  future	  
soluPons	  

2.0	  

Improves	  IT	  capability	  to	  deliver	   2.0	  
Total	  Strategic	  Value	   9.0	  

In	  this	  case	  study,	  we	  know	  that	  workflow	  
automaPon	  is	  a	  known	  gap	  in	  the	  
strategic	  IT	  porRolio.	  
The	  project	  proposes	  to	  roll	  out	  a	  shared	  
environment	  for	  workflow,	  focusing	  first	  
on	  claims.	  



Case	  Study	  
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A"ribute	   Score	  
Strategic	  Technical	  Value	   9.0	  
Total	  Cost	   ?	  
Complexity	   ?	  
Enterprise	  Impact	   ?	  
CriPcality	   ?	  
Vendor	  Involvement	   ?	  

Cost	   Score	  
At	  least	   But	  less	  than	  

$0	   $50K	   1.0	  
$50K	   $500K	   2.0	  
$500K	   $1M	   4.0	  
$1M	   $5M	   8.0	  
$5M	   $10M	   10.0	  
$10M	   *	  

*	  Off	  the	  chart	  –	  gets	  support!!	  

We’ve	  incorporated	  typical	  project	  costs,	  
annual	  porRolio	  budget,	  and	  staffing	  levels	  
into	  our	  Cost	  Scale	  above.	  In	  this	  parPcular	  
case,	  the	  Eze	  implementaPon	  is	  esPmated	  to	  
cost	  between	  $500K	  and	  $1M.	  



Case	  Study	  
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A"ribute	   Score	  
Strategic	  Technical	  Value	   9.0	  
Total	  Cost	   4.0	  
Complexity	   ?	  
Enterprise	  Impact	   ?	  
CriPcality	   ?	  
Vendor	  Involvement	   ?	  

EzeWorkflow	  is	  a	  mostly	  “self-‐
contained”	  applicaPon	  that	  integrates	  
with	  external	  systems	  using	  industry-‐
standard	  protocols.	  Claims	  will	  not	  
require	  many	  integraPons.	  

Complexity	   Score	  
New	  soluPon	   1.0	  
SoluPon	  architecture	   0.0	  
SoluPon	  integraPons	   1.0	  
Infrastructure	  complexity	   0.0	  
Significant	  volume	  or	  size	  requirements	   0.0	  
Total	  Complexity	   2.0	  



Case	  Study	  
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A"ribute	   Score	  
Strategic	  Technical	  Value	   9.0	  
Total	  Cost	   4.0	  
Complexity	   2.0	  
Enterprise	  Impact	   ?	  
CriPcality	   ?	  
Vendor	  Involvement	   ?	  

Customers	  will	  fax	  claims	  to	  the	  
system,	  which	  will	  then	  be	  used	  by	  
mulPple	  internal	  departments	  to	  
process	  each	  claim.	  Claims	  processing	  
is	  our	  core	  business.	  

Enterprise	  Impact	   Score	  
Customer-‐	  or	  public-‐facing	   0.5	  
MulPple	  channels,	  departments,	  LOBs	  impacted	   1.0	  
Large	  number	  of	  systems	  changes	   0.0	  
Impacts	  criPcal	  business	  processes	   1.0	  
Impacts	  criPcal	  enterprise	  data	  stores	   0.0	  
Total	  Enterprise	  Impact	   2.5	  



Case	  Study	  
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A"ribute	   Score	  
Strategic	  Technical	  Value	   9.0	  
Total	  Cost	   4.0	  
Complexity	   2.0	  
Enterprise	  Impact	   2.5	  
CriPcality	   ?	  
Vendor	  Involvement	   ?	  

The	  only	  criPcality	  indicator	  in	  the	  
business	  case	  points	  to	  an	  expense	  
reducPon	  (e.g.,	  headcount)	  being	  
sought	  this	  year.	  

Cri.cality	   Score	  
ExecuPve	  mandate	   0.0	  
Regulatory	   0.0	  
CriPcal	  revenue	  driver	   0.0	  
CriPcal	  expense	  reducPon	   2.0	  
Total	  Cri.cality	   2.0	  



Case	  Study	  
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A"ribute	   Score	  
Strategic	  Technical	  Value	   9.0	  
Total	  Cost	   4.0	  
Complexity	   2.0	  
Enterprise	  Impact	   2.5	  
CriPcality	   2.0	  
Vendor	  Involvement	   ?	  

EzeWorkflow	  is	  being	  implemented	  by	  
one	  of	  their	  implementaPon	  partners.	  	  
It	  has	  been	  implemented	  at	  other	  
insurers	  for	  processing	  claims.	  

Vendor	  Involvement	   Score	  
Third-‐party	  Implementer	   2.0	  
New	  third-‐party	  components	   2.0	  
Atypical	  or	  new	  deployment	  of	  vendor	  soluPon	   0.0	  
Third-‐party	  custom	  development	   0.0	  
Total	  Vendor	  Involvement	   4.0	  



Case	  Study	  
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A"ribute	   Score	  
Strategic	  Technical	  Value	   9.0	  
Total	  Cost	   4.0	  
Complexity	   2.0	  
Enterprise	  Impact	   2.5	  
CriPcality	   2.0	  
Vendor	  Involvement	   4.0	  
TOTAL	  SCORE	   23.5	  

What	  this	  chart	  means	  depends	  on	  what	  the	  charts	  for	  
other	  projects	  in	  your	  porRolio	  look	  like.	  In	  general,	  
though,	  the	  project	  doesn’t	  seem	  very	  significant	  aside	  
from	  the	  Strategic	  Technical	  Value.	  



InterprePng	  the	  Results	  
or…	  “Lies,	  Damned	  Lies,	  and	  StaPsPcs”	  

•  With	  great	  power	  comes	  great	  responsibility	  
•  The	  scorecard	  is	  an	  aaempt	  to	  quanPfy	  as	  much	  as	  
possible	  

•  However,	  the	  assessment	  sPll	  requires	  the	  judgment	  of	  
an	  (experienced)	  architect	  
•  Ideally	  one	  experienced	  with	  the	  organizaPon’s	  strategy,	  
goals,	  drivers,	  culture,	  etc.	  

•  How	  to	  interpret:	  
•  On	  its	  own	  
•  Against	  a	  similar	  project	  
•  Against	  your	  organizaPon’s	  porRolio	  
•  EvaluaPon	  improves	  over	  Pme	  with	  addiPonal	  data	  
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Tailoring/Extending	  the	  Method	  
•  Scoring	  method	  

•  Aaribute	  selecPon,	  granularity,	  weighPng	  
•  Rubrics	  and	  how	  they	  are	  applied	  
•  Aggregated	  vs.	  dimensional	  scoring	  

•  Visual	  representaPon	  
•  Bar	  charts	  
•  Scaaer	  plots	  
•  Infographics	  (e.g.,	  Harvey	  Balls,	  heat	  maps,	  etc.)	  
•  Incorporate	  baselines,	  norms,	  or	  heurisPcs	  	  

•  Feeding	  back	  –	  harvesPng	  scorecard	  data	  is	  key	  to	  
improving	  assessment	  quality	  over	  Pme	  

•  Same	  techniques	  apply	  to	  applicaPon,	  soluPon,	  or	  
enterprise	  architecture	  –	  a	  maaer	  of	  defining	  your	  scope	  
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Closing	  Thoughts	  
•  There	  is	  sPll	  plenty	  of	  “art”	  to	  the	  method	  
•  The	  Pghter	  the	  guardrails	  (scoring	  method),	  
the	  more	  rigorous	  it	  becomes.	  But…	  

•  Strike	  the	  right	  balance	  to	  avoid	  over-‐analysis	  
•  The	  analysis	  itself	  is	  valuable	  and	  worth	  the	  
Pme	  investment:	  
•  Improves	  visibility	  of	  porRolio	  
•  Enhances	  relaPonships	  with	  business,	  projects	  
•  Can	  form	  the	  basis	  of	  a	  knowledge	  repository	  
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QuesPons?	  
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About	  Systems	  Flow	  
Systems	  Flow	  helps	  organizaPons	  dramaPcally	  improve	  their	  compePPve	  
advantage	  through	  the	  pracPcal,	  effecPve	  applicaPon	  of	  best	  pracPces	  in	  
enterprise	  architecture	  and	  soUware	  development.	  	  
Inves.ga.ve	  Architecture	  is	  the	  term	  we	  coined	  in	  2008	  for	  our	  approach	  
that	  facilitates	  the	  rapid	  assessment	  and	  documentaPon	  of	  “as-‐is”	  and	  
proposed	  IT	  architectures.	  We	  developed	  this	  InvesPgaPve	  Architecture	  
approach	  a	  decade	  ago	  in	  support	  of	  our	  enterprise	  and	  soluPon	  architecture	  
consulPng	  services.	  
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Follow	  us	  on	  twiaer	  (@systemsflow)	  for	  informaPon	  and	  
announcements	  
Read	  our	  blog:	  hap://www.sysflow.com/blog	  
Any	  quesPons?	  Email	  us	  at	  training@sysflow.com	  



Thank	  You!	  
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