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Vendor Analysis
Although the University of Virginia acquired the Oracle Student System in 2002, the project team was guided by the April 2005 report from the Gartner Group entitled, “Higher-Education Administrative Systems after Oracle-PeopleSoft.” The report described the marketplace for higher education ERP systems in the context of the acquisition of PeopleSoft by the Oracle Corporation in spring 2005. It described a marketplace that contains more risk than before, and that requires some amount of time for adjustment to this major shift in corporate marketplace.
Thus, current, active vendors (Banner, Matrix, Oracle/PeopleSoft, and SAP) for a student information system were investigated and analyzed in two ways.
The Doctoral/Research Universities (Carnegie Classification, 2000) with whom phone or personal communications occurred were Cornell, Duke, Johns Hopkins, Kansas State University, New Mexico State, and the University of North Carolina. In addition, website information was collected from the University of Wisconsin-Madison.
Other institutions contacted by phone by the Project Team were the University of Arizona, the University of Kentucky, and the University of Oregon. In addition, the Student System Project Director participated in a session at an EDUCAUSE meeting in October 2005, where representatives from 14 schools in various stages of implementing student information systems discussed what they know about the capabilities of vendor options.
Site Visits and Conclusions
In order to assess the vendor landscape in the context of comparable institutions, the University determined that site visits would be a useful tool in assessing best practices in software selection, software implementation, decisions related to the scope, risk and timeline of projects, staffing patterns, etc. The Project Team contacted and selected institutions that are comparable in terms of size and complexity to the University and that have implemented student information systems.

After discussions and research, team members and other key stakeholders from the University of Virginia made site visits to Georgia Institute of Technology (Banner), James Madison University (PeopleSoft), Ole Miss (SAP), Stanford University (Oracle/PeopleSoft), and the University of Minnesota (PeopleSoft).
Following the visits, SAP was eliminated as an option for the new student system at the University of Virginia because the University did not implement the SAP financial and HR systems, and because the student system from SAP is not delivered with a financial aid component.

Although the team attempted to visit at least one institution that had implemented Matrix, it became clear after discussions with other institutions that Matrix was not technically sufficient to meet the needs of the University of Virginia.

Thus, Banner and PeopleSoft were determined by the team to be the best and only two choices for the new student information system at the University of Virginia.
Two primary factors led to the decision to select PeopleSoft over Banner as U.Va.’s student information system. First, PeopleSoft edged out Banner in an analysis of U.Va. requirements met by each system. This analysis was accomplished by matching University requirements, as prioritized by University staff and faculty using DecisionDirector software, with vendor responses via DecisionDirector to their product’s ability to meet those requirements; and by asking schools site visited to indicate which of the requirements ranked critical could be met by the software they implemented.

Second, PeopleSoft software was considered by the schools to be more flexible, allowing schools to configure the software to meet their needs with less customization.

Site Visit Key Takeaways

· Assure that there is executive commitment and visible support in order to insure project success. A key predictor of success in the implementation of a new student information system is the level of executive support and institutional enthusiasm in the institution for the project. It is desirable to have a technically savvy Executive Committee.

· Engage in both strategic and system-based decision making in order to insure successful implementation. Staff on the project must include functional decision makers from each of the key departments and schools. Universities having the most successful implementations had full-time departmental staff on the project.

· It is important to have decision-making committees in place for the duration of the project. Committees should be tasked with reviewing policies and options for the system and determining the best solution. If decision-making becomes decentralized, departments and schools will make their own decisions, and duplication of effort will occur. These committees should include key decision makers from core areas and any other offices affiliated with the student system.
· Meet with all appropriate administrators once a month to update them on policy and system issues and demonstrate system functionality as it becomes available. Departmental administrators are very vocal; the project’s relationship with them is critical. Target people who know their processes well and who are open to new technologies. Cross talk between departments is also imperative.

· Be energetic in the use of “vanilla” system functionality and adapt the University’s policies rather than doing customizations to suit the institution’s traditional processes. Ensure that customizations to the system have a high hurdle or compelling reason. It is imperative to study the system thoroughly and ensure that there is no way to modify business processes before making customizations.

· Admission is the gateway to the student system. It is critical to have participation from the Admission office. The ID assigned by the Admission module follows student through the system.

· Email should be the official means of communication with all students.

· Ensure from the first that there are sufficient resources to address reporting needs, because reporting requirements from student systems are generally complex, and vendor-supplied reports are typically rudimentary.

· A new student system will significantly change and increase the work load of most departmental administrators, and the University should be prepared to upgrade positions and recruit technical staff. Employees’ jobs change as the system changes.

· Spend time learning about the system (most schools spend between 1 and 2 years) and doing fit/gap business process redesign.

· Knowledgeable consultants are hard to find. Consultants are most effectively used to address targeted needs, and institutions should network with peers in order to identify and employ the experts who are most appropriate for each task or area of the project (analysis, conversion, integration, implementation, etc.) “Cherry picking” the best consultant for a particular task is an effective strategy. Consultants must be fully productive; if they are not, change consultants.

· Ensure there is a process in place for effective knowledge transfer from consultants to the institution.

· Be sure to negotiate the prices for additional modules, licensing, and support during the initial purchase of the software.
· Size the hardware to peak load times.
· Do not expect to save money when implementing a new student information system.
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