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Abstract. The lack of effective IT governance is widely recognized as a key
inhibitor to successful global IT outsourcing relationships. In this study we pre-
sent the development and application of a governance framework to improve
outsourcing relationships. The approach used to developing an IT governance
framework includes a meta model and a customization process to fit the frame-
work to the target organization. The IT governance framework consists of four
different elements (1) organisational structures, (2) joint processes between in-
and outsourcer, (3) responsibilities that link roles to processes and (4) a diverse
set of control indicators to measure the success of the relationship. The IT gov-
ernance framework is put in practice in Shell GFIT BAM, a part of Shell that
concluded to have a lack of management control over at least one of their out-
sourcing relationships. In a workshop the governance framework was used to
perform a gap analysis between the current and desired governance. Several
gaps were identified in the way roles and responsibilities are assigned and joint
processes are set-up. Moreover, this workshop also showed the usefulness and
usability of the IT governance framework in structuring, providing input and
managing stakeholders in the discussions around IT governance.

1 Introduction

Gartner (2005) observed that organisations generally do not have the proper govern-
ance in place, especially when the organisation is involved in outsourcing. “Through
2008, poor sourcing decisions will diminish the achievable value of services in 80
percent of service deals (0.7 probability)”. As a result, organizations involved in out-
sourcing face lost opportunities, higher costs and many risks.

Shell Global Functions IT Business Application Management (BAM) is no excep-
tion. This part of Shell concluded recently that management control over at least one
of their outsourcing relationships needed to be improved and required comprehensive
governance of the outsourcing relationship. In this study we report on the effort by
Shell BAM to assess and improve current outsourcing governance practices.
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To better understand the need for outsourcing governance we start by reviewing
outsourcing risks. These risks can occur during the contracting phase and after an
outsourcing relationship is set up. We focus on the latter, as many organisations,
including BAM, face the largest challenges after contracts have been signed. Fur-
thermore we focus on a body shop relation, in contrast with for example a Managed
Service relationship. In a body shop relation the outsourcer hires a specific amount of
FTEs from an insourcer, while in a Managed Service relation they outsource a com-
plete set of services and the amount of FTEs is not relevant. Beulen et al. (2006) pro-
vides a comprehensive overview of outsourcing risks categories (see Table 1).

Table 1. Partnership management risk categories (Beulen et al. 2006)

Risk category | Aspects requiring attention

Cost control IT service delivery costs must be controlled.

Management The service recipient must clearly define the role of the service

control provider and manage the details and specifics of their service
delivery.

Demand Service recipients need service delivery interfaces, both for their

management company’s divisions and the provider.

Priority The service provider must assign sufficient priority to the recipient’s
needs.

Confidentiality |No confidential information may be divulged to outsiders or
unauthorized persons.

Information Service recipients must be able to define which IT services their

requirements providers must supply.

definition

Business Service providers must have sufficient knowledge of their client’s

knowledge business to ensure continuity in the delivery of the services needed.

Business Service providers and the contracts made with them must never

dynamics hinder the recipient adapting the delivery requirements as a
consequence of business management changes.

Innovation Service providers must regularly introduce new technologies in order
to make possible and stimulate the recipient’s innovation processes.

Vendor lock-in | Service recipient must always be able to change providers, and must
not become dependent on any one supplier.

Furthermore, Beulen mentions five possible disadvantages of outsourcing that di-

rectly link to these risks. These disadvantages are (1) the increased dependence on
suppliers, which is related to the risk category ‘vendor lock-in’ mentioned above, (2)
a loss of knowledge and know-how, which is linked to ‘business knowledge’, (3)
higher costs that is linked to ‘cost control’, (4) confidentiality risks that have clear
overlap with ‘confidentiality’ and finally (5) difficulty in selecting the right service
provider, which is a contracting risk instead of a managing risk.

Cross-checking this framework with risks that other authors define learn that
Beulen’s framework covers all risks. According to Yang “the most prominent risks in
outsourcing are information security concerns and loss of management control”
(Yang et al. 2007), which belong to respectively the second and the fifth category
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Beulen mentions. King states that firms have higher risks in general when they have a
higher dependence on the offshore vendor, which lands in the category ‘vendor lock-
in” (King et al. 2008).

Also Aron (2005) mentions that vendor lock-in is likely to happen, because “as
outsourcing contracts mature, the power in relationships shifts from the buyers to the
sellers”, which means that “they cannot bring those processes back into the organiza-
tion on short notice”. This is what Aron calls a structural risk, because it appears on
the long term. Another structural risk is that “rivals may steal their intellectual prop-
erty and proprietary processes if they transfer processes offshore, especially to emerg-
ing markets”, part of Beulen’s risk category ‘confidentiality’. As opposed to structural
risks Aron identifies operational risks that are more critical in the initial stages of
offshoring and outsourcing. One of the reasons for operational risks is the lack of
effective, complete metrics because then the outsourcer has no idea of how the in-
sourcer executed the work compared to how they did it themselves. This risk belongs
to the category ‘management control’. The second reason for operational risks is that
knowledge and tasks are not codified or codifiable. This means that “service providers
won’t be able to execute business processes as well as their employees perform them
in-house” and that there has to be room for a learning curve of the insourcer’s em-
ployees. This falls under Beulen’s category ‘business knowledge’. Structural risks are
caused by the extent to which you can measure the process quality (as with opera-
tional risks) and the ability to monitor work (Aron et al. 2005).

Research by Lacity confirms this. She states that “in the offshore outsourcing mar-
ket, knowledge transfer has been one of the biggest impediments to success”, which
falls in the category ‘business knowledge’. Furthermore, she also mentions high turn-
over as a risk, whereby interesting work is the key to prevent it (Lacity et al. 2008).
Also Mirani (2007) recognises the problem of turnover, stating that rival vendors
recruit staff away with 15-20% higher salaries, causing staff attrition rates to be as
high as 45% (Mirani 2007).

Shell BAM’s assessment of one of their outsourcing relationships revealed that
some of the outsourcing risks were clearly present. There was a need to improve
outsourcing governance to be able to prevent these risks to decrease the benefits of
outsourcing and to mitigate these risks whenever they would occur. The research
project we report on in this paper aims at identifying a framework that could guide
Shell BAM in improving the governance of the service provision relationship with the
insourcer.

Many authors stress the importance of good IT governance in outsourcing relation-
ships. According to King “the offshoring of information systems and services has
been one of the most discussed phenomena in IS [(Information Systems)] in recent
years; it has significantly influenced the thinking of both academics and practitioners”
(King et al. 2008). First, day-to-day outsourcing relations will be improved because
an insourcer’s activities can be closely monitored and coordinated (Gopal et al. 2003).
Secondly, good governance will improve the chance on success of (offshore) out-
sourcing; several authors report that the fate of offshoring strategies is decided by the
governance choices (Aron et al. 2005; Kern et al. 2001). Thirdly and finally, it has
been argued that good outsourcing governance will help organisations to prevent poor
management of interfirm relationships, which result in lower market value on the long
term (Holcomb et al. 2007).
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While much has been published on outsourcing benefits, contracting and risks, the
topic of governing the outsourcing relationship has received less attention. As will be
shown in section 3, governance literature mainly provides generic management
frameworks and high-level best practices. In the Shell BAM project it became appar-
ent that the current body of knowledge on governance of IT outsourcing did not pro-
vide enough guidance to design and implement governance structures. Shell BAM
expressed the need for a generic but customizable framework that could be easily
applied to improve the governance of the service provision relationship with the
insourcer. Such a framework should help in setting up governance especially in areas
were risks are likely to occur or would have a large impact. As no such method
or framework could be found, it was decided to develop such a framework in this
research.

The following research question was devised: How can a generic but customizable
framework be developed to aid an organisation in improving the governance of the
service provision relationship with the insourcer?

The remainder of this paper describes the research approach (section 2), research
on IT governance (section 3), the development of the framework (section 3 and 4) and
the application of the framework to Shell BAM (Section 5).The final section presents
conclusion and future research.

2 Research Approach

We follow a design science research approach as described by Hevner et al. (2004).
Design research aims to achieve both rigor and relevance. “Design Science creates
and evaluates IT artifacts intended to solve identified organizational problems”
(Hevner et al. 2004). The artefact created in this research is the IT governance
framework. Following the design science tradition, the requirements for the artifact
are set by business needs, which are elicited by interviewing experts both inside and
outside Shell. Also according to design science principles, we apply theories from
the IT governance and outsourcing knowledge base to design the artefact. The arte-
fact is assessed by applying it to the Shell BAM situation and by running a workshop
with stakeholders to test its usability and understandability. Finally, as suggested by
the design science approach, steps to implement the framework in BAM are sug-
gested and contributions to the current literature are presented. Table 2 describes
how the research approach adheres to the design guidelines expressed by Hevner et
al (2004).

Figure 1 shows the steps in the research approach sequentially over time. The ar-
rows show the outcomes needed in order to reach the goal, according to the technique
as described by Verschuren and Doorewaard (1999).

Figure 1 shows that (a) a literature exploration about IT outsourcing will enable us
to define our IT governance meta model. (b) The combination of this meta model with
information from theory, the market and within Shell will enable us to define a ge-
neric IT governance framework. (c¢) Application of this framework on the current
situation of Shell will test and demonstrate that (d) the framework is useful for work-
shops, being both generic and customizable.
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Table 2. How the research approach follows design science guidelines

Design Science

How the guideline is applied in this research

Guideline

Design as an A customizable IT governance framework is created

Artifact

Problem The main problem of this research is both important and relevant to

Relevance Shell GFIT BAM and comparable businesses that aim to improve their
outsourcing governance. Experts internal to Shell and external experts
on outsourcing were interviewed

Design In this research we performed a workshop with various stakeholders in

Evaluation Shell GFIT BAM to use and evaluate the IT governance framework

Research The main contribution of the research is the Design Artefact itself, being

Contributions the IT governance model. A customizable governance framework that is

tested in and documented is currently lacking in literature

Design as a Search
Process

Because researches have a certain scope and assumptions about the
problem space, existing artifacts may not directly solve a problem in
practice. The practical requirements guided us towards striving for a
customizable framework.

Multiple stakeholders with varying backgrounds may have different
requirements. Therefore the assessment using a workshop helps in
guiding the search process. Ideally, the artifact needs continuous
development through similar workshops in Shell and other
organizations

Communication of
Research

The framework is described using visual and textual representations.
In addition RASC charts are used to describe roles for certain
process areas. To serve both Technology-oriented audiences and
Management-oriented audiences formal and complex process
notations are avoided. The goal was to find a balance between
understandability and expressive power of the framework

Literature
research on IT
oursourcing in

general

IT governance

meta model

(a)

Literature
research on IT
outsourcing

relationships N IT governance
framework
Structured Used IT
interviews with | — Workshop on governance
market experts current situation framework
at Shell GFIT

_ Strt_Jctured_ BAM
interviews with  —

Shell experts

(b) (c) (d)

Fig. 1. Research approach
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3 Developing an IT Governance Metamodel

This research focuses on IT Governance of the relationship between the insourcer and
Shell GFIT BAM. IT governance has been defined in different ways. Beulen (2006)
gives an overview of the most important IT governance definitions (Table 3).

Table 3. Definitions of IT governance (Beulen et al. 2006)

Researchers IT governance definition

(Brown et al. | IT governance describes the locus of responsibility for IT functions.
1994)
(Luftman 1996) IT governance is the degree to which the authority for making IT
decisions is defined and shared among management, and the
processes managers in both IT and business organizations apply in
setting IT priorities and the allocation of IT resources.
(Sambamurthy et | IT governance refers to the patterns of authority for key IT activities.
al. 1999)
(van Grembergen | IT governance is the organizational capacity by the board, executive
2002) management and IT management to control the formulation and
implementation of IT strategy and in this way ensure the fusion of
business and IT.

(Weill et al. | IT governance describes a firm’s overall process for sharing decision

2002) rights about IT and monitoring the performance of IT investments.
(Schwartz et al. | IT governance consists of IT-related structures or architectures (and
2003) associated authority patterns), implemented to successfully

accomplish (IT-imperative) activities in response to an enterprise’s
environment and strategic imperatives.

(IT Governance | IT governance is the responsibility of board directors and executive
Institute 2004) management. It is an integral part of enterprise governance and
consists of the leadership and organizational structures and processes
that ensure that the organization’s IT sustains and extends the
organization’s strategies and objectives.

(Weill et al. | IT governance is specifying the decision rights and accountability
2004) framework to encourage desirable behaviour in using IT.

(Brown et al. 1994) discuss mainly the locus (place) of IT decision-making. (Luft-
man 1996; Sambamurthy et al. 1999) focus on the decision-making processes. Weill
(2002) added return on investment, and in the same period van Grembergen (2002)
stated that organisations should as well ensure the organisational capacity to formu-
late the IT strategy. In 2003 Schwartz added the observations that the environment
influences the right IT governance structure, and so do the perceptions that the IT
organisation and the rest of the company have of one another. Finally, Weill recog-
nized the importance of accountability in 2004 (Beulen et al. 2006).

However, the definition that matches best with our aim is the definition of the IT
Governance Institute (2004). Several other authors use this definition (e.g. (Gewald et
al. 2006; van Grembergen et al. 2005)) and the advantage in the context of this re-
search is that the distinction between organisational structures and processes is con-
crete enough to relate to the business (Brown et al. 1994).
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Based on the definition of a governance model as described below by Gewald
(2006) and our definition of IT governance as described above, we define a govern-
ance framework for managing an offshore outsourcing relationship as follows:

A governance framework of an offshore outsourcing relationship is a structure that
describes the joint processes and organisational structures, whereby also control
indicators and responsibilities are defined.

A governance framework should address the questions “what to do”, “how to do
it”, “who should do it” and “how it should be measured”” (Gewald et al. 2006). The
joint process fields describe the “what to do”, “how to do it” is described by the com-
bination of those processes with the organisational structures into roles and responsi-
bilities, the organisational structures define “who should do it”. How it should be
measured” is the topic of the control indicators (CIs).

As described before, we are looking for a generic and customizable ‘IT governance
framework’. We therefore start by presenting a Meta-Governance model. This model
is defined at a higher level (the meta level) and can be instantiated based on the or-
ganizational requirements to create a governance framework for a specific outsourc-
ing relationship. The meta governance framework is depicted in Figure 2:

Otrganisational || Joint process fields |
structures ‘

Outsourcer Insourcer

\\ Field A
Role
Field B
=
Role
Field C
CRie

Fig. 2. Meta Governance Model

The meta governance model in Figure 2 can be specified on three hierarchical lev-
els of an organisation; the strategic, tactical and operational level. This paper focuses
on the tactical level. The tactical level defines the framework wherein the strategy
will be executed, giving the defined direction to the organisation. Tactical roles trans-
late the strategy in executable actions and divide the resources over the organisation.
The tactical level focuses on middle term (in IT around 1 to 3 years).
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3.1 Organisational Structures

The first element, the organisational structure, comes straight from our definition of IT
governance and is also an element of Gewald’s governance model. Gewald states that
“the organizational structure comprises roles, functions and the necessary reporting and
decision structure in the new organization”. He further notes that responsibilities be-
tween organisational levels and partners are part of the organisational structures. Some
responsibilities lay within the outsourcer’s or insourcer’s organisation and some are
joint (Gewald et al. 2006).

Responsibilities are indeed part of our governance framework, but unlike Gewald,
we argue that responsibilities are defined by the combination of organisational struc-
tures and processes and not within organisational structures only (also see 3.3
Responsibilities).

The ‘who’ from “who should do it” is defined by the roles in an organisation. For
proper IT governance it is important that certain roles are fulfilled. Therefore we
focus on roles and the “necessary reporting and decision structure” between them.

3.2 Joint Process Fields

The second element of an IT governance framework, the combination of the joint
process fields, is also derived from the definition of IT governance and is the ‘what’
from “what to do” (Gewald et al. 2006). Gewald (2006) sees processes as a part of a
governance model, whereby he specifically looks at joint processes. Joint processes
are the processes that the in- and outsourcer share, so where roles from both in- and
outsourcer are involved. This is also reasonable for this research regarding the focus
on the connection between the outsourcing and the insourcing company.

We do not describe all joint processes in detail, as that would not have much sense
because organisations have different detailed processes. Nevertheless, on a high level
it is possible to describe fields of processes that are related to each other.

3.3 Responsibilities

The third element in the meta model is the linkage between roles and joint process
fields. These arrows together describe the responsibilities of the organisation as a
whole and relate to Gewald’s question “how to do it” (Gewald et al. 2006).

A common way to define the responsibilities on a high level is to define a RASC-
chart, or one of it variants. A RASC chart is a matrix with roles on a vertical axe and
the joint process fields on a horizontal axe. The chart defines per intersection if the role
is responsible (R), has to approve or accept (A, also called accountable), supports the
person in the R role (S), or is a consultant for the other roles (C) for the concerning
process field. It is possible to have a combination of responsibilities for one intersec-
tion and the combination A/R is not uncommon. There is a certain kind of hierarchy in
the responsibilities, in the order A, R and S, where C should be consulted but stays
outside this hierarchy.

A common alternative is RACI, were the I stands for a role that should be in-
formed. We have followed Beulen (2006) in adapting the RASC chart because in our
view it is common that stakeholders should be informed, and the S is relevant to agree
on who executes the processes in the end.
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3.4 Control Indicators

By defining control indicators (CIs) it is possible to answer the question “how it
should be measured” (Gewald et al. 2006). CIs are linked to each other in a hierarchy,
and together answer the question “are we in control?”.

It is impossible to prescribe the entire hierarchy of CIs in a governance framework.
The CIs should be defined in close cooperation with the business, should reflect their
needs and therefore should be flexible by nature. Therefore we do not include specific
CI’s in the generic governance model.

4 A Governance Framework for Managing IT Outsourcing
Relationships

In this section we instantiate the IT governance meta model into a specific IT govern-
ance framework based on a review of the literature and interviews with experts within
and outside Shell. This instance of the meta model (the IT governance framework) is
specific for a body shop relation.

As described before in Figure 1 - Research approach, there are four building blocks
for this framework. The meta model defines the elements of the framework. First, a
theoretical version of the framework was composed based on literature research on IT
outsourcing relationships. Beulen’s (2006) research on roles and their hierarchies has
been used as the basis for the organisational structures. Gewald’s (2006) research on
joint processes was used as the basis for the joint process fields. Our research differs
from Beulen’s and Gewald’s researches because we first define a meta model, which
we then customize to an IT Governance Framework, which then again can be custom-
ized in a workshop to fit a specific organization’s views, context and needs. The re-
sults of this second step are not described in this paper, but as it was the basis for the
interviews in the third and fourth blocks, it is incorporated in the final framework as
described below.

The second and third blocks were composed by structured interviews, with four ex-
ternal outsourcing experts and three experts within Shell. The external experts were
selected independently from their relation to Shell, they are recognized outsourcing
experts. Mr. Vriends works at Getronics Consulting, Mr. Beulen is from Accenture
and Mr Lachniet & Prins work for Logica. Mr. Hussey, Mr. Overbeeke and Mr. Brink
work for Shell outside BAM and have experience with a major outsourcing pro-
gramme in infrastructure. All experts agreed that their opinions could be quoted and
used for the construction of the governance framework. The interviews took place
between the 30th of September and the 15th of October 2008 and the following main
questions were discussed:

1.  What is your role and what is your experience with governance?
2. What roles would/did you define? And why?
3. What joint process fields would/did you define? And why?

4.1 Organisational Structures

The first of the three parts of the IT governance framework is the organisational struc-
ture. This paragraph describes the roles that should exist in an outsourcing relation-
ship, according to the literature and interviewees.
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Figure 3 shows the organisational structure that should be in place to enable a man-
ageable outsourcing relationship. It is generic because it describes roles that are known
to all organisations in this situation, with descriptions mainly based on literature.

The following two sub paragraphs describe the roles for respectively the out- and the
insourcer, including the reporting lines. A third sub paragraph discusses the communica-
tion lines between all roles. Together these descriptions add up to Figure 3 below.

Organisational structures

Outsonrcer (service recipient) Insourcer (service provider)
Tactical
i /Information . /Account
e manager r Engagement \ manager /
Business regs Regs & approval

- < / Updates
Pl ] Y
[ Finance

[ | :
k\\_l'l'l"l"lﬂg(.[’ﬂ{; *

e it " =\,

. y . [ Contract |

& Purchaser [«-Contracts
. J

>

\ manager /

Front|office

(" Busine \ SLAs
':\11:1[}'?&! A / Reports
: Business reqs :

Business reqs L Y ;
(business pull) Methodologies

Nieady st :
eady stale . ' (ways to work)

: ' N Perfor- [ . hY
i ; Service Delivery | Day-to-d:
- FServ) ) " mancems - - - _-
' : manager | supervisor | business |\ manager
N Jostatus i - — "
) ” T People with
| A ' right skills
1 ' N
(" Innovation ) / Mewtechnologies [ Competence
\_ manager ) Take into  (technology push) N Mmanager  /

Tnnovation __steady state

Fig. 3. Overview of all roles, reporting lines and communication from practice
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The figure clearly shows that there are two different parts within the organisational
structures; the outsourcer and the insourcer. In literature these are also referred to as
the service recipient and service provider or supplier respectively (Beulen et al. 2006).
We do not use these terms because often the service recipient is also an internal ser-
vice provider and we are primarily interested in the relation between the two compa-
nies. Therefore we need to make a distinction based on organisational instead of func-
tional boundaries. Another term for the outsourcer that can be found in literature is
‘the retained organisation’ (Gewald et al. 2006). However, for the sake of clarity we
consequently use the term outsourcer throughout this entire paper.

4.1.1 Outsourcer
The roles at the outsourcer’s side and the reporting lines between them are depicted in
Figure 4. Just as in other figures, the grey areas are out of scope.

The overall role of the outsourcer is to receive and check the service provided by
the insourcer. The outsourcer’s department that takes up this role can be, and often is,
a service provider within the outsourcer’s organisation. The roles described below are
the roles within the outsourcer’s organisation on the interface with the insourcer,
regardless of the relation to other roles within the outsourcer’s organisation.

Information Manager

Beulen (2006) defines this role as follows: “Information managers are responsible for
the IT services and the implementation of their company’s IS [(Information Systems)]
and IT strategies. They serve as contact persons for the company’s divisions who
must define their information needs. In large companies there may be several Infor-
mation managers, each with responsibility for part of the company. Information man-
agers report to the Chief information officer (CIO)” (Beulen et al. 2006).

There are no other authors who mention this kind of role, but because it clearly
maps to some of the joint processes (as we will show in paragraph 4.2) we consider it
necessary.

On the role of Information manager was little discussion in the interviews. On the
tactical level Information managers have the most accountabilities and responsibilities
as they are responsible for the IT services and the implementation of their company’s
IS and IT strategies (Beulen et al. 2006).

Service Manager and Delivery Supervisor

These roles are derived from what Beulen calls the Service delivery supervisor
(Beulen et al. 2006). He defines this role as follows: “Service delivery supervisors
manage external IT providers and, if applicable, the internal IT department. They
report to their Information manager” (Beulen et al. 2006). From the RASC chart
that Beulen sketches it becomes clear that the Service delivery supervisor should
also manage the contracts and makes sure they are aligned with the business’s
requirements.

Gewald et al. (2006) describe two roles within the retained (i.e. the outsourcer’s)
organisation that together form a similar role as the service delivery supervisor; the
contract manager and the service level manager. The contract manager maps to the
Service delivery supervisor with respect to the contract responsibilities, as he “ensures
that the service provider (i.e. the insourcer) delivers according to the contract”. The
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Outsourcer (service recipient)

Tactical

Information

manager
Finance
manager

Purchaser

Business
analyst

Steady state

Service Delivery

manager supervisor

Innovation
manager

Innovation

Fig. 4. Roles at the outsourcer
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service level manager is more concerned with the content part of the Service delivery
supervisor’s responsibilities as he is “responsible for the quality of the services deliv-
ered in accordance with the SLAs” (Gewald et al. 2006).

As a result of the interviews with Mr. Brink, Overbeeke and Vriends, we have split
this role in two: the Service manager and the Delivery supervisor. They are responsi-
ble for two different axes within the IT organisation; the service for the business and
the functionality or applications delivered by the insourcer. The service delivered by a
Service manager is a combination of functionalities delivered by different Delivery
supervisors, and the functionalities (the applications) that a Delivery supervisor deliv-
ers is input to several services of several Service managers. This is depicted in Figure
5 and implies that the Service manager focuses on the business and the Delivery su-
pervisor on the insourcer.

& 8 8

Y N Y

e
SM( services gj
SM %j
sM( <D

N N

C

Fig. 5. Service managers vs. Delivery managers

How many Service managers and Delivery supervisors an organisation has de-
pends for example on the size of the organisation, the amount and complexity re-
quired services and the size and complexity of the outsourced functionality. Both the
Service manager and the Delivery supervisor report to the Information manager,
where the two lines of functionality and services are combined. Apart from that they
both give input to the Portfolio manager, who has to align the services and functional
landscape.

There is a clear relation between the Service manager and Delivery supervisor and
the description of the Service delivery supervisor from Beulen (2006). As discussed
before, Beulen states that “Service delivery supervisors manage external IT providers
and, if applicable, the internal IT department”, but it also becomes clear that the Ser-
vice delivery supervisor also manages the contracts and makes sure they are aligned
with the business’s requirements (Beulen et al. 2006). Here we see actually two roles
within the description of a Service delivery supervisor; the Delivery supervisor who
manages the external IT providers and the internal IT department, and the Service
manager who makes sure that the delivered services are aligned with the business’s
requirements. As we described earlier, also Gewald defines a Service level manager,
who is “responsible for the quality of the services delivered in accordance with the
SLAs” (Gewald et al. 2006).
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Purchaser

Beulen defines this role as follows: “Purchasers support their Information managers
and the service provider’s contract manager in selecting and managing external IT
providers and, if applicable, managing the internal IT department. They represent
both the IS function’s interests and those of the company’s divisions. They do not
report to any official within the IS function” (Beulen et al. 2006).

Having a mainly supportive role, the purchaser is probably not the most critical
role. Furthermore we found no other authors that identified this role. Nevertheless, the
purchaser is involved in many of the tactical processes (as will be explained in para-
graph 4.2).

From the interviews with Mr Brink, Hussey and Overbeeke it can be concluded
that another name used for the Purchaser is the Contracting & Procurement role. The
Purchaser is responsible for everything that concerns the contractual part of agree-
ments and contracts.

Business Analyst
Beulen defines this role as follows: “Business analysts implement the IS and IT
strategies. They serve as contact persons for the company’s divisions who must define
their information needs. In large companies there are several business analysts, each
with responsibility for part of the company. They report to their respective Informa-
tion managers” (Beulen et al. 2006). As business analysts form the link to the busi-
ness, this role corresponds with what Gewald (2006) calls the Business Unit Manager.
The Business analyst is the linking pin to the business and helps them to transform
their wishes into requirements. Interviewees agreed with the theoretical view on
Business analysts. The Business analyst reports to the Information manager, but he is
consulted throughout the outsourcer’s organisation for his expertise and knowledge
about the business.

Finance Manager

The Finance and/or Administration manager is mentioned by Gewald as one of the
roles at the retained organisation. Beulen (2006) does not include this role. According
to Gewald “financial and administrative functions are necessary to validate the service
provider invoices ensuring adherence to the contract and the agreed prices as well as
inter-company invoicing to the business units” (Gewald et al. 2006).

In the IT governance framework, the Finance/Administration manager is renamed
to Finance manager because this role did not have specific administration tasks with
respect to the joint processes that we defined. Interviewees agreed on the importance
of this role with respect to its financial responsibilities. The Finance manager reports
to the CIO.

IT Architect and Innovation Manager
Gewald (2006) identifies an architect or innovation role. According to Gewald the IT
architect “ensures that the technical ability stays within the retained organization in
order to maintain and to control architectural design. The architect has to ensure that
the IT architecture reflects the business requirements” (Gewald et al. 2006).

However, most authors consider the IT architect as a strategic role, and so do our
interviewees. But with the positioning of the IT architect on a strategic level, there
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remains a gap on tactical level with respect to Innovation Management, as also de-
scribed in paragraph 4.2 (Vriends 2008). Therefore the Innovation manager role is
included and is responsible for the exploration and implementation of innovations on
both business as technology areas, as long as they remain within the strategy as for-
mulated on strategic level by amongst others the IT architect and Portfolio manager.
The Innovation manager reports to the Information manager and has a functional line
towards the IT architect and Portfolio manager.

4.1.2 Insourcer

The roles at the insourcer and their reporting lines are depicted in Figure 6. The grey
areas are out of scope. The following paragraphs explain the roles defined at the in-
sourcer’s side.

The insourcer is mainly concerned with providing the agreed services. Neverthe-
less, as their customer’s needs often change over time, they should be flexible in
adapting their agreements as well. So their goal may not be to deliver the agreed
services, but to deliver the needed services.

In order to do so, the insourcer needs to fill in the following roles (Beulen et al.
2006). Unfortunately, we have found no other authors in the field of IT governance
and outsourcing that define the insourcer’s roles.

IT Director

Beulen defines this role as follows: “IT directors carry final responsibility for the
delivery of IT services as well as for the continuity of service delivery by external
and, if applicable, internal IT providers. They are the IS function’s strategic-level
contact persons. If the IT services are outsourced, this role is played by the supplier’s
general manager” (Beulen et al. 2006).

Although Beulen defines the IT director as a tactical role, interviewees stated that
he belongs to the strategic level. Hussey stated that because he is the highest in hier-
archy at the insourcer he is the counterpart of the CIO. Of course this also depends on
the importance of the insourcer to the outsourcer; if the insourcer is not very impor-
tant the IT director will be the counterpart of the Information manager and thus on
tactical level in the relationship.

Account Manager

Beulen defines this role as follows: “Account managers maintain relationships with
the IS function (and the managers of the recipient company’s divisions). Their con-
tacts partly focus on widening the scope and increasing the scale of their contracts.
They are held accountable for the scale of the services delivered and for customer
satisfaction. Account managers serve as tactical-level contact persons for the IS func-
tion; together with the contract managers they are the provider’s front office” (Beulen
et al. 20006).

The interviewees mostly agreed with this definition of Account manager. Hussey
mentioned that his work may to a certain extent be strategic as the Account manager
is responsible for fulfilling all the outsourcer’s needs. Nevertheless, as his main coun-
terpart is the Information manager, he remains on a tactical level, as Beulen also ex-
plicitly stated (Beulen et al. 2006). He reports to the IT director.
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Contract Manager
Beulen defines this role as follows: “Contract managers are responsible for delivering
the IT services contracted and for reporting and invoicing. For these aspects contract
managers serve as contact persons for the IS function; together with the account man-
agers they are the provider’s front office” (Beulen et al. 2006).

The interviewees agreed on this role of the Contract manager. In his interview
Beulen stated that he reports to either the Account manager or the IT director.

Delivery Manager

The Delivery manager is deducted from Beulen’s Service Delivery Manager. “Service
delivery managers (SDMs) manage the IT professionals who deliver the IT services.
They report to the contract managers” (Beulen et al. 2006).

The Delivery manager is purely responsible for delivering the products as specified
in the contract and therefore manages one or more IT professionals. Brink, Hussey,
Overbeeke and Vriends all stressed that in a body shop relation it is unimportant to
the insourcer how these products map to services, as this is the responsibility of the
outsourcer (the Service manager and Delivery supervisor). The Delivery manager
reports to the Contract manager.

Process Manager

Beulen defines this role as follows: “Process managers set up and maintain the proc-
esses and certification of the IT services delivered. This responsibility does not per-
tain to any specific contract but to the IT services delivered for all the supplier’s con-
tracts. Process managers report to their IT director” (Beulen et al. 2006).

The insourcer’s Process manager makes sure that IT professionals use the right
methodologies and processes, such as for example ITIL, the ISO standards or specific
tools for testing (Hussey 2008). In that way they ensure certification, which does, as
Beulen (2006) mentions, not pertain to any specific contract but to all the supplier’s
contracts.

Competence Manager

Beulen defines this role as follows: “Competence managers investigate the potential
of new technologies. This responsibility does not pertain to any specific contract but
to the IT services delivered for all the supplier’s contracts. The intention is to ascer-
tain delivery continuity. Competence managers report to their IT director” (Beulen et
al. 2006).

Hussey and Overbeeke indicated that the Competence manager is responsible for
delivering the right people with the right skills to the Delivery manager. Furthermore,
Vriends agreed with the definition that the Competence manager investigates the
potential of new technologies. These two responsibilities fit together because training
the right people with the right skills highly depends on the skills in technologies that
outsourcers ask for.

IT Professional

Beulen defines this role as follows: “IT professionals deliver the IT services and in-
vestigate the potential of new technologies. They report to either the service delivery
manager or to the competence manager” (Beulen et al. 2006).
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As a result of the interviews, the IT professional is on an operational instead of a
tactical level as Beulen (2006) indicates. All interviewees stated that the reason is that
he is the professional who in the end delivers the products as described in the con-
tract. Even though he may have a supportive role to the tactical level, his responsibili-
ties remain on an operational level.
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4.1.3 Communication

The communication lines between roles and out- and insourcer are depicted in Figure
7 below. This figure focuses only on tactical level and neglects communication al-
ready implied by the reporting lines.

Most of the internal communication within the outsourcer or the insourcer is al-
ready described above. What this figure clearly shows is that on a tactical level, there
are four different levels on which out- and insourcer communicate together. First,
there is interaction with respect to engagement on the highest level. The Account
manager and Information manager focus on relational aspects and evaluate issues
concerning the engagement.
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Secondly, the Purchaser and Contract manager discuss contractual matters, includ-
ing the negotiation in the setup phase of the relation. When a contract is in place, the
relation between the Steady state and the Contract manager is stronger than between
the Purchaser and the Contract manager. The reason is that the Service manager and
Delivery supervisor are using the contract on an ongoing basis, although the contract
owner will still be the Purchaser. Therefore the Purchaser gets involved if there are
contract issues that require changes to the actual contract.

Nevertheless, for the Service manager and the Delivery supervisor the third inter-
action is most important, which is the relation with the Delivery manager and con-
cerns the daily business.

The fourth important interaction on tactical level concerns new technologies. Both
the Competence manager and the Innovation manager are responsible for innovation
within their own organisation so they have to align which technologies are emerging
and in which areas it is wise to invest.

4.2 Joint Process Fields

The second of the three parts of the IT governance framework are the joint process
fields. This paragraph describes the joint processes that are desired to exist in an out-
sourcing relationship, based on literature and interviews.

Figure 8 shows the joint process fields of the IT governance framework, which we
based on theory and the interviews. The theoretical basis for all processes except
Performance Management comes from Gewald (2006).

As displayed in Figure 8 there are two different kinds of processes; horizontal and
vertical processes. Vertical processes exist on multiple levels, while the horizontal
processes only take place on tactical level (Gewald et al. 2006).

The following paragraphs describe each of these process fields, followed by a sub-
paragraph that discusses alternative views of the cited authors and why we did not
choose to incorporate these views.

4.2.1 Contract Management

The goal of Contract Management is to facilitate contracts throughout all phases of
the outsourcing lifecycle and has a slightly administrative character (Beulen 2008).
The financial maintenance of the contract, such as paying penalties or bonuses, is part
of Financial Management (see the respective paragraph). Contract Management in-
cludes for example the set-up of a contract, but also the maintenance; adjusting the
contract when business needs have changed. Also evaluation of the contract is part of
contract management.

Other authors than Gewald that prescribe Contract Management as an important
governance process field are Beulen (2006) and Van Bon (2007). Beulen states that
‘contract facilitation’ is one of the tactical processes concerning the governance of
offshore outsourcing relationships and Van Bon states that “the services, service
scope and contract reviews in comparison with original business requirements”
should be monitored closely within the process supplier management in order to
minimize risks (Beulen et al. 2006; van Bon et al. 2007).

Interviewees agreed with the positioning and definition of Contract Management in
the framework (Brink 2008; Hussey 2008; Vriends 2008).
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4.2.2 Financial Management

Three interviewees added Financial Management to the framework, being Brink,
Lachniet and Prins, and Vriends. The goal of Financial Management is fo budget for
steady state and innovations, to fund projects and to allocate costs to the business,
and is mainly unrelated to the contract. It includes supply and demand forecasting, as
budgets are based on those forecasts (Vriends 2008). Also reporting to the strategic
processes that decide whether to invest or disinvest is a part of Financial Manage-
ment. This joint process area is not specified in theory.

4.2.3 IT-Architecture and Innovation Management
Gewald (2006) mentions IT-Architecture and Innovation Management as one process
field. Beulen (2000) states that ‘architecture planning’ is a strategic instead of a tactic
process and ‘investigating and developing the potential of new technologies’ is tacti-
cal. On the basis of our interviews the IT governance framework also states that IT-
Architecture Management is a strategic process, and Innovation Management is not.
In his interview Beulen also stated that IT-Architecture Management has as goal fo
design the architectural platform and is therefore mainly technology focused, in con-
trary to IT Portfolio Management.

The goal of Innovation Management is to develop the potential of new technolo-
gies, methods and business models. Innovation Management focuses on two kinds of
innovations:

- Technical innovations; innovation of IT related methods and techniques such
as SOA, ESB etc.

- Business innovations; e.g. new business models such as offshoring or e-
business.

Furthermore, Innovation Management has two main tasks:

- Translating the IT strategies in concrete plans that can be implemented on
operational level (business pull),

- Providing innovative developments and opportunities on the market / in-
sourcer to Functional Planning and IT-Architecture Management (technol-

ogy push).

4.2.4 Escalation Management

The goal of Escalation Management is well described by Cullen (2005) and is fo
manage issues, variations and disputes. Gewald (2006) considers this process field as
a vertical field that overlaps all organisational levels. In fact Escalation Management
is vertical in its very nature, because issues, variations and disputes are escalated up
the hierarchical tree. Only the most severe issues will reach the strategic level.

Brink, Hussey, Lachniet and Prins, and Vriends agreed upon the focus and place of
Escalation Management. Nevertheless, both Overbeeke and Beulen mentioned the
relation to Incident Management (an operational process). Where Overbeeke saw
Escalation Management as a part of Incident Management, Beulen stated that it is
closely related, as Incident Management is the delivery process and Escalation Man-
agement is the relational process.

We decided to include Escalation Management in two flavours; horizontal escala-
tions and vertical escalations. Horizontal escalations are escalations on the same level
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for e.g. additional knowledge or advise from a related team or colleague. Vertical
escalations run up the hierarchy and may concern disputes, but also for example the
need for extra resources. Vertical escalations may run parallel to incidents as Beulen
suggested in his interview, but Escalation Management comprises of more than inci-
dents, such as general performance issues or contractual issues.

4.2.5 Engagement Management

Engagement and Project Management is one of the three vertical processes of Gewald
(2006), because it takes place on all levels of the organisation. Other authors mention
‘vendor development’ (Beulen et al. 2006) and ‘invest in the relation’ (Cullen et al.
2005). The term ‘project’ in Engagement and Project Management means something
different from the same term in Programme and Project Portfolio Management as
mentioned below. Insourcers use the term ‘project’ to refer to a contract with one of
their outsourcers, which is the meaning in this context. We find it confusing to have
two processes that address two different meanings of projects, so we renamed En-
gagement and Project Management to Engagement Management. The goal of this
joint process is to manage the relation with the insourcer.

Three of our interviewees (Beulen, Hussey and Vriends) indicated that Engage-
ment Management is not a process but should be a general norm or value, built in
roles and functions. However Brink argued that Shell’s Common Process Model ex-
plicitly describes a similar process; Supplier Relationship Management. Furthermore
both Vriends and Beulen specified specific KPIs for this process, which implies that
certain activities should take place to measure them and influence them if they are not
satisfactory. Therefore Engagement Management is one of the processes of the IT
governance framework.

4.2.6 Performance Management

Gewald does not mention Performance Management, although he already says in his
paper that his processes are only examples of joint processes. Almost all other authors
do address Performance Management as a distinct process field and therefore we have
added it (Beulen et al. 2006; Cullen et al. 2005; de Looff 1997; van Bon et al. 2007).
The goal of Performance Management is fo evaluate the performed work compared to
the agreements in the contract and to measure the compliance to the business re-
quirements. Reporting is one of the main activities within this process field and Per-
formance Management is a vertical process field.

All interviewees confirm the importance of Performance Management. Beulen and
Lachniet and Prins see it as a part of Contract Management, but Brink and Vriends do
not agree. Where Contract Management focuses on the contracts and is more adminis-
trative, Performance Management focuses on services and functionality and measures
its performance. Performance Management also compares this to both the contracts
and the business requirements, and triggers Contract Management if they are not
aligned anymore and the contract should be revised. Performance Management has
much to do with the day-to-day business.

4.2.7 Risk Management
The goal of Risk Management is fo identify and mitigate risks. A part of Risk Manage-
ment is to plan contingencies (Cullen et al. 2005). Also the IT Governance Institute
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considers Risk Management as one of the five most important process fields (IT Gov-
ernance Institute 2004).

Risk Management is a vertical process with responsibilities on every level, as con-
firmed by Beulen, Hussey and Vriends. Risks in for example supply and demand
forecasting should be aligned with the supplier to be able to mitigate them. Risk Man-
agement is a broad process, which includes:

- Capacity & availability management
- Information security, or privacy & compliancy
- Continuity management.

4.2.8 Portfolio Management

Portfolio Management is derived from what Gewald calls Functional Planning (Ge-
wald et al. 2006). Because Gewald did not give a definition of this process, we initially
defined the goal of Functional Planning as: to design a functional roadmap for IT as-
sets. However, Hussey and Vriends indicated that they saw Functional Planning as a
strategic process. According to Vriends, Functional Planning is comparable to the more
common term Application Portfolio Planning, as a functional roadmap should also be a
part of an application landscape. Furthermore, also Shell’s Common Process Model
does not specify Functional Planning but does specify Portfolio Management & Stan-
dards as a process on strategic level. Brink states that this process is comparable to
what we mean with Functional Planning. In short, Functional Planning has several
characteristics of processes at a strategic level; it designs the functional roadmap,
which is setting the direction. Defining the desired functionalities is also intertwined
with the core and identity of the organisation, which is a strategic characteristic.

For all these reasons we decided to move Functional Planning to a strategic level
and rename it to IT Portfolio Management. IT Portfolio Management in this context
does not only include Application Portfolio Management, but also Service Portfolio
Management. The goal is to design and align services and functionality. Concretely,
this means that this process has as output the strategy for the service catalogue
(‘which services do we want to deliver and how?’) and the application landscape
(‘which functionalities/ applications do we want to deliver and how?”). The process is
focused on the business and translates business needs into the IT strategy.

4.2.9 Programme and Project Portfolio Management

Gewald is the only author that mentions Programme and Project Portfolio Manage-
ment (in this context). We define the goal as to manage programmes and projects in
order to improve business and IT alignment and consider that as a process that adds
value to the framework. Beulen, Brink, Hussey, Lachniet and Prins as well as Vriends
agreed on the importance and focus of Programme and Project Portfolio Management.
However, as projects are out of scope the process is greyed out.

4.2.10 Other Process Fields from Cited Authors

Of course, the authors cited above also mention other processes than the ones mapped
to our framework. This subparagraph shortly lists the reasons why these process fields
were not incorporated in the framework.



142 F. de Jong et al.

‘Maintain internal capacity’, as proposed by De Looff, is not a joint process. On
the contrary, both ‘Measure compliance to requirements’ and ‘Enforce compliance’
are relevant. As we do not see fit with one of Gewald’s processes, both can be linked
to a ‘new’ relevant process field; Performance Management (de Looff 1997).

Van Bon says that the performance of suppliers should be monitored, which is
done by Performance Management. Secondly, he states that the services, service
scope and contract reviews in comparison with original business requirements should
be monitored. We consider this part of Contract Management as it is related to the
insourcer-outsourcer contract and its linkage with the business (van Bon et al. 2007).

Finally, Cullen mentions nine activities that are relevant for existing outsourcing re-
lationships. We consider the first, ‘Invest in the relationship (plan, assess and im-
prove)’, part of Engagement Management. The second is ‘Meaningful reporting and
analyses’, which we see as a general value that is important for each and every process
field. It is therefore not included in Figure 8. The same holds for the third and fourth
processes; ‘Regular communication and meetings’ and ‘Diligent documentation and
administration’. Activity five is ‘Manage risks and plan contingencies’ and part of Risk
Management. We see the sixth activity, ‘Manage issues, variations and disputes’, as
part of the vertical Escalation Management process field. For the seventh activity,
‘Effect continuous improvement and streamlining’, the same holds as for the second to
fourth activities; it is a general activity that should be implemented throughout all
process fields. Finally, the eight and ninth both are part of Performance Management
as they are ‘Evaluate and audit supplier (controls, performance, compliance)’ and
‘Evaluate organization both as a customer and contract manager’ (Cullen et al. 2005).

4.3 Responsibilities

The third and final part of the IT governance framework is the responsibilities of the
defined roles in the defined joint processes.

When combining the organisational structures with the joint process fields, it is
possible to describe responsibilities by defining a RASC chart (see subparagraph 3.3).
Table 4 shows the accountable, responsible, supportive, and consulting roles, which
are explained below in Table 5. This chart was initially based on a literature study,
where some of the responsibilities are adopted from Beulen (2006). The result of this
initial study was discussed in the interviews with experts from inside and outside
Shell, which in the end resulted in the RASC chart displayed below.

5 Application of the Governance Framework to Shell BAM

To test the applicability of the IT governance framework in practice, we have again
customized the framework in a third layer which is specifically designed for Shell
Global Functions IT BAM, a part of Royal Dutch Shell plc which currently is in-
volved in an outsourcing relationship. The third layer for BAM is their specific de-
sired situation.

This section starts with a high level introduction of Shell (GFIT) BAM, then de-
scribes the workshop that we did with representatives, and ends with the outcomes of
the workshop regarding the usability and usefulness of the framework. For reasons of
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confidentiality, we cannot report on the details of the Shell BAM outsourcing govern-
ance. We do not view this as a very critical constraint as the main objective of the
Shell BAM case study is to validate the Governance framework rather than to zoom
in on the specifics of the outsourcing relationship.

Table 4. RASC chart from practice
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5.1 IT Governance at Shell GFIT BAM

Global Functions IT Business Application Management (GFIT BAM, or simply
BAM) is responsible for the applications of the business', including support, transi-
tion to support and service delivery. A different part of GFIT is responsible for all
infrastructure, including the infrastructure for the applications, but BAM has the final
responsibility to deliver the services to the business.

BAM is using ‘body shopping’ or ‘staff augmentation’ to hire people at the in-
sourcer, which means that the insourcer reserves a specific number of FTE’s per BAM
team, specified per technology group of applications. A technology group is a group of
applications that are based on the same technology (e.g. Visual Basic, .Net, etc.).

BAM’s customers for support are the businesses, that provide the complaints and
wishes on which the relation with the insourcer is based. The end-users are Shell em-
ployees within these businesses that use the applications. This is depicted in Figure 9.

We conducted a stakeholder and problem analysis within BAM, which showed that
BAM faces a common problem in outsourcing relations: there is a lack of manage-
ment control in at least one of their offshore body shop outsourcing relations. As
described in the introduction, this is one of the key risks and problems that the out-
sourcing industry currently faces.

! For the sake of clarity a different part of GFIT, called the ‘Line of Business’, is not considered
in this description. The LoBs are placed in between the BAM and the businesses, but this is
not relevant for the remainder of this paper.
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Table 5. Description of responsibilities

Explanation

On a tactical level, the Purchaser is both accountable and responsible for Contract
Management. Organisation wide, the accountability of the contracts may lay with a
different role on a strategic level.

e, e, f

The Finance manager, Service manager and Delivery supervisor support the Purchaser in
Contract Management. The Finance manager will support the Purchaser in his financial
negotiations. As described before, the Service manager and Delivery supervisor will trigger
the Purchaser if contracts should be revisited. They are managing the contract on a daily
basis, but the ownership of the contract remains with the Purchaser.

1i, j

From an insourcer’s perspective, the Contract manager is responsible for Contract
Management. He is supported by the Delivery manager for input from performance
perspective.

2c

The Finance manager is both accountable and responsible for Financial Management.

2e,f,j

The Service manager, Delivery supervisor and Delivery manager support the Finance
manager by providing budget proposals and performance information.

3a, g

The Information manager is accountable for Innovation Management, but delegates the
actual investigation and implementations to the Innovation manager.

3d,1

The Information manager consults the Business analyst to get the business requirements
and innovation needs (business pull) and the Competence manager for technical
innovations (technology push).

3e, 1, ]

The Service manager and Delivery supervisor support the Innovation manager by taking
innovation into the steady state and advising him how to align innovations with the steady
state. The Delivery manager will in the end implement the innovations at the insourcer.

da,e, f

As the highest in the outsourcer’s hierarchy, the Information manager is on a tactical level
accountable for Escalation Management. The Service manager and Delivery supervisor are
responsible because they have other people reporting to them, and are the first point of
contact in the escalation path for these people.

4h, i, j

Within the insourcer the Account manager is responsible that escalations are also managed
across boundaries towards the outsourcer, and he delegates that to the roles under his
reporting line, the Contract manager and Delivery manager.

Sa,h

The Information manager is accountable for the engagement with the insourcer, and the
Account manager is responsible, as it is his core role.

6a, e, f,

The Information manager is accountable for good Performance Management towards the
strategic level. He delegates the responsibilities towards the Service manager and Delivery
supervisor on the outsourcer’s side, and to the Delivery manager on the insourcer’s side.
They manage the day-to-day Performance Management.

6b,d, g

The Purchaser and Business analyst advise the Service manager and Delivery supervisor in
Performance Management in the matters of respectively contracts and business
requirements. The Innovation manager advises them in upcoming innovations that should
be taken into the steady state.

6k, 1

The insourcer’s Process manager and Competence manager support the Delivery manager
in respectively working according to the insourcer’s standards, methods and techniques,
and making use of the right people with the right skills.

7a, h

The Information manager is accountable and responsible for Risk Management on a tactical
level. Part of this responsibility also resides with the Account manager, as he has the
responsibility to comply as much as possible with the needs of the outsourcer. He therefore
also has to assess risks together with the Information manager

7b, ¢, d,
e f, g1,
b k1

All other roles support the Information manager and Account manager in assessing and
mitigating the risks on their own fields, like Financial Management, Innovation
Management and Performance Management. They have to report high risks to the
Information manager or Account manager.



Governance of Offshore IT Outsourcing at Shell Global Functions 145

Specified issues:

- requests
Complaints, wishes - changes
-problems
\ - enhancements\‘
o o e Business = Customer GF IT BAM Insourcer
,n| ,n| 'n‘ (e.g. Central HR, Central
Finance, Gas & Power, et¢)
End-users

\ A

Service Fixed issues; reports, invoices

Fig. 9. Relations of BAM Support

5.2 Workshop for Shell BAM

In order to help BAM to increase the management control in their outsourcing rela-
tionships we conducted a workshop with representatives of the organisation. The goal
of the workshop was twofold: (1) to help BAM increase control, but also (2) to test
the usability and usefulness of the framework in a concrete situation.

We selected the participants on the basis of their involvement during the research
and their role in the current organisations. We seeked to invite an audience who
would cover most roles in our framework.

From the outsourcer (i.e. Shell) participated the following people:

- Service Manager HR, whose dominant role was Service manager.

- Delivery Manager non-SAP EU team, whose dominant role was Delivery
supervisor.

- Business Analyst, whose dominant role was obviously Business analyst

- On/off boarding team lead and Contract Resourcing, whose dominant role
was Purchaser.

From the insourcer participated one person:

- Engagement manager, whose dominant role was Account manager.

5.2.1 Workshop Methodology
The workshop took three hours, including a 15-minute coffee break. Before the work-
shop we explained the framework to all participants individually to make them com-
fortable with it and to enable us to start quickly with the contents during the work-
shop. They received the programme one week in advance with a 10-page explanation
of the framework and the following homework assignment:

“Identify, prior to the workshop, three ‘best practices’ and three issues that you see
from your current role with respect to the current IT governance in your IT outsourc-
ing relation(s). E.g.:

- Best practice: There is one person that manages all my contracts and
he/she is reachable for all my questions and issues.
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- Issue: My counterpart at the insourcer gets his assignments and in-
formation from several persons throughout our organisation. He
sometimes knows more than I do and executes work I did not know
of, while I am responsible for his actions.”

The workshop was led by one person and assisted by another. The assistant did not
have specific knowledge of the framework or research but primarily helped with mak-
ing photos and notes. We did not record or film the workshop, as this could limit the
openness of the attendees.

After the workshop we analysed the notes, photos and forms that the participants
filled in. We split the workshop in two parts, where the part before the break was
about the current situation (IST) and after the break about the desired situation
(SOLL).The programme is shown in Table 6. During the first part we started with a
few slides to welcome everybody and quickly showed the framework. In round 2 the
participants each had to put stickers with their own colour on the roles and processes
they identified themselves with. They also had to put an A, R, S or C on the stickers
they put in the processes. During round 3 we discussed these roles and processes in a
plenary session and combined them into a RASC chart. The first part took an hour
longer than planned, but as the discussion in round 3 was very important to come up
with a shared RASC chart we catered for this.

After the break we focused on the input from the homework assignment, and par-
ticipants were divided into pairs. They jointly had to fill in a form where they linked
the issues and best practices to the framework and designed their desired situation. In
round 5 they presented their views. A lively discussion followed about specific out-
sourcing items. This shows that stakeholders were engaged in the practical discussion
around the subject and practical implications of the framework. The debate was not
about the structure or limitations of the framework, but about its contents. Finally, we
wrapped up and thanked the participants for attending the workshop.

Table 6. Workshop programme

Time | What How

(mins)

15 Welcome & introduction to framework Plenary presentation

30 Match your role, activities & responsibilities Stickers on poster

45 Combine responsibilities in one RASC chart (IST) | Plenary on flip over

15 Break

30 Map good points/ issues to IST and framework | In two smaller groups on basis
and come up with Shell solution (SOLL). of forms

25 Present SOLL Two presentations

20 Wrap up & thanks Plenary

5.3 Usability and Usefulness of the IT Governance Framework in the Workshop

The detailed outcomes of the workshop that relate to the current and desired practice
at BAM are confidential. Nevertheless, most important for this paper is the question
whether we achieved the goals of the workshop: did we help BAM to increase man-
agement control, and how useable and useful was the framework?
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In general, participants were enthusiastic about the workshop, the use of the
framework, as well about the outcomes and recommendations for BAM. The work-
shop showed that the framework was particularly useful in two areas: the contents of
IT governance and the stakeholder management.

Concerning the contents of IT governance, the use of the framework added value
for several reasons:

- The framework worked as a tool that enabled to describe the current and desired
situation in detail. It made a rather intangible and broad concept IT governance
very tangible and provided the level of detail to enable a meaningful discussion.
Basically it proved to structure the discussion and analysis.

- Using the framework, the current and desired states could be described in detail.
The framework identified clear gaps between the current and desired situation.

- Thirdly, besides the meta model also the IT Governance framework is customis-
able; it does not prescribe one truth. In the workshop the IT governance Framework
was customized into the third layer; the desired situation for BAM specifically.
BAM deviated mainly on the RASC chart, details are confidential.

Concerning the stakeholder management, the framework proved also to be very
valuable:

- The framework helped participants understand their added value in the bigger
picture, and also the value of other roles and hence people in their organisation.
This forced them to think broader than just their own ‘kingdom’ and role, but in-
stead focus on the bigger picture.

- The discussion between people helped them to break through false assumptions.
For example participants may assume accountability for a process lies with a cer-
tain person, while in practice this is not true (independent from what it should
be).

- The proposed situation in the framework can be rather confronting, because it
makes participants think about their real value and their core responsibilities. As
one of the attendees commented on the conclusions drawn from the workshop:
“this shows a very clear understanding of the Shell case, and considerable insight
into what is missing and what can be done about it”.

6 Conclusions and Discussions

An outsourcing relationship comes with many risks, concerning areas such as confi-
dentiality, business knowledge and management control. Industry and theory have an
increasing need to manage the relationship with insourcers. This research has ad-
dressed the question ‘what practices can be developed to better govern the relation-
ship with offshore vendors?’, which is in the top-3 of key outsourcing research issues.
Current literature on IT governance has resulted in many definitions and descriptions
of IT Governance. Unfortunately, these are generally too vague to practically address
in an organisation. Based on a literature survey and expert interviews this study de-
velops a meta model consisting of (a) organisational structures, (b) joint process
fields, (c) responsibilities and (d) control indicators, which is then customized into an
IT governance framework. The first three elements are addressed in this paper. The
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presented IT governance framework gives researchers insight in the best practices
currently available in the market, as well as an overview of research done on IT gov-
ernance frameworks for offshore outsourcing relationships so far. Another strength of
using a customized meta model is that it can also be customised for e.g. a Managed
Services relationship, as we now did for a body shop relation.

To validate the usefulness and usability of the developed framework, this research
also applies the Governance framework to the case of Shell GFIT BAM, which gives
valuable information about the applicability of the Governance Framework in a real
world situation. The workshop organized indicates that the framework can be very
useful as well as useable to a company that outsources part of its work and needs to
setup, assess or improve governance of the relationship. The framework is particularly
valuable because it provides a structure for the discussions and analysis, a founded
proposal to arrange the IT governance, as well as a means to involve stakeholders and
manage their assumptions, views and (self-)criticism. The second customization into
the desired situation gives organisations the flexibility to fit the situation to their own
context and needs, which can for example been done in a workshop.

On a high level, another lesson learned about the governance of offshore IT out-
sourcing relationships is that it is extremely important for an outsourcer to co-operate.
Many of the risks in outsourcing are mitigated by one or more of the joint processes
defined in the IT governance framework. For example, information security and con-
fidentiality is perceived as an issue in practice and a risk within literature. The reason
is that information crosses organisational boundaries and the amount of control by the
outsourcer decreases. The joint process Risk Management mitigates this risk, because
in- and outsourcer are jointly responsible for security and confidentiality. A RASC
chart makes these responsibilities clear and shows that although the outsourcer is
accountable, the insourcer is also responsible. This ‘softens’ the organisational
boundaries and enables the outsourcer to have more control when information crosses
this line.

Another example is the lack of innovation, one of the main risks described in lit-
erature. The joint process Innovation Management makes sure that innovation is in
place, and that the insourcer also has certain responsibilities in this process. In this
way outsourcers make sure that also the insourcer innovates.

Nevertheless there is room for improvement and extra research regarding the
framework and this research. First of all, further research on maturity models and
designing a maturity model suited for the IT governance framework may give more
insight in the dynamics of the framework. A maturity model can offer clear guidance
on priorities and phases in the implementation trajectory. Furthermore also the rela-
tion to capability models like e.g. the eSourcing Capability Model from Carnegie
Mellon is interesting to investigate. It is promising to see how this framework influ-
ences the capabilities of the insourcer, which will probably also make the value of the
framework for the insourcer clearer. Second, it can be very valuable to validate the IT
governance framework on the basis of more case studies. Research questions can
address issues such as: “what is the typical RASC chart?”” and “which variables influ-
ence the customization of the governance framework?”. Variables that might cause
the framework to change are for example: the size of the company, the size of the
outsourcing contract, previous experience of both parties with outsourcing, the
amount of trust and formalization in the relationship, the base country of out- and
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insourcer, ... etcetera. By investigating more cases, best practices will come to light.
Third, further research on customising the meta model for a Managed Service rela-
tionship instead of the current body shop configuration will add value to many com-
panies, including Shell. Many outsourcers have started their relationships on the basis
of body shopping, but are currently looking into outsourcing the complete manage-
ment of services. The expectation is that in the framework certain roles and responsi-
bilities will move towards the insourcer, but probably it is also necessary to create
new roles and/or processes. Fourth, a thorough investigation on the insourcer’s vision,
risks and concerns related to the framework will eliminate some of the limitations.
The current situation at the insourcer will become clear, as well as the gaps that influ-
ence the outsourcing relationship. As literature mainly describes outsourcing from an
outsourcer’s perspective this may also have a positive theoretical impact. Fifth, the
impact on the relationship with the business is not taken into account. Still, it is very
important to involve the business in developing the governance structure. Often, the
business does not trust the IT governance structure when they do not have a say in it,
as also Mr. Brink indicated in the interview. Therefore, it will be interesting to inves-
tigate the relation between the outsourcer’s IT department(s) and the business who in
the end has to pay for the services. Finally, through conducting multiple case studies,
a library of common and proven Control Indicators (CIs) could be defined. This can
make it feasible for organisations to select possible or widely used CI hierarchies
from a library and fill in the measurement area of the Governance meta model.

References

Aron, R., Singh, J.V.: Getting offshoring right. Harvard Business Review 83(12), 135-143
(2005)

Beulen, E., Ribbers, P., Roos, J.: Managing IT Outsourcing, Governance in global partnerships.
Routledge, Abingdon (2006)

Brown, C., Magill, S.: Alignment of the IS functions with the enterprise: toward a model of
antecedents. Management Information Systems Quarterly 18(4), 371-403 (1994)

Cullen, S., Seddon, P., Willcocks, L.: Managing Outsourcing: The Life Cycle Imperative. MIS
Quarterly Executive 4(1), 229-246 (2005)

de Looff, L.: Information Systems Outsourcing Decision Making: A Managerial Approach,
p. 304. Idea Group Publishing, London (1997)

Gartner: Management Update: Six Steps to a Sourcing Governance Framework (2005)

Gewald, H., Helbig, K.: A Governance Model for Managing Outsourcing Partnerships. In:
Proceedings of the 39th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, p. 194c
(2006)

Gopal, A., Sivaramakrishnan, K., Krishnan, M.S., Mukhopadhyay, T.: Contracts in Offshore
Software Development: An Empirical Analysis. Management Science 49(12), 1671-1683
(2003)

Hevner, A.R., March, S.T., Park, J., Ram, S.: Design Science in Information Systems,
Research. MIS Quarterly 28(1), 75-105 (2004)

Holcomb, T.R., Hitt, M.A.: Toward a model of strategic outsourcing. Journal of Operations
Management 25, 464—481 (2007)

IT Governance Institute Board Briefing on IT Governance, 2nd edn. ISACA, Illinois (2004)



150 F. de Jong et al.

Kern, T., Willcocks, L.: The relationship advantage: Information technologies, sourcing, and
management. Oxford University Press, Oxford (2001)

King, W.R., Torkzadeh, G.: Information systems offshoring: Research status and issues. MIS
quarterly 32(2), 205-225 (2008)

Lacity, M.C., Willcocks, L.P., Rottman, J.W.: Global outsourcing of back office services:
lessons, trends, and enduring challenges. Strategic Outsourcing: An International Jour-
nal 1(1), 13-34 (2008)

Luftman, J.: Competing in the Information Age. Oxford University Press, Oxford (1996)

Mirani, R.: Procedural coordination and offshored software tasks: Lessons from two case stud-
ies. Information & management 44(2), 216-230 (2007)

Sambamurthy, V., Zmud, R.: Arrangements for information technology governance: a theory of
multiple contingencies. Management Information Systems Quarterly 23(2), 261-290 (1999)

Schwartz, A., Hirschheim, R.: An extended platform logic perspective of IT governance: man-
aging perceptions and activities of IT. Journal of Strategic Information Systems 12(2), 129—
166 (2003)

van Bon, J., de Jong, A., Kolthof, A., Pieper, M., Tjassing, R., van der Veen, A., Verheijen, T.:
Foundations of IT Service Management Based on ITIL V3, 3rd edn. Van Haren Publishing,
Zaltbommel (2007)

van Grembergen, W.: Introduction to the minitrack: IT governance and its mechanisms. In:
Proceedings of the 35th Hawaii International Conference on System Science (HICSS),
Hawaii (2002)

van Grembergen, W., de Haes, S.: Measuring and Improving IT Governance Through the Bal-
anced Scorecard. Information Systems Control Journal 2 (2005)

Verschuren, P., Doorewaard, H.: Designing a Research Project, 2nd edn. LEMMA, Utrecht
(1999)

Weill, P., Ross, J.: IT Governance, How Top Performers Manage IT Decision Rights for Supe-
rior Results. Harvard Business School Press, Boston (2004)

Weill, P., Vitale, M.: Place to Space, Migrating to eBusiness Models. Harvard Business School
Press, Boston (2002)

Yang, D.-H., Kim, S., Nam, C., Min, J.-W.: Developing a decision model for business process
outsourcing. Computers & Operations Research 34(12), 3769-3778 (2007)



	Governance of Offshore IT Outsourcing at Shell Global Functions IT-BAM Development and Application of a Governance Framework to Improve Outsourcing Relationships
	Introduction
	Research Approach
	Developing an IT Governance Metamodel
	Organisational Structures
	Joint Process Fields
	Responsibilities
	Control Indicators

	A Governance Framework for Managing IT Outsourcing Relationships
	Organisational Structures
	Joint Process Fields
	Responsibilities

	Application of the Governance Framework to Shell BAM
	IT Governance at Shell GFIT BAM
	Workshop for Shell BAM
	Usability and Usefulness of the IT Governance Framework in the Workshop

	Conclusions and Discussions
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 149
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 149
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 599
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




