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Abstract

In this case study in architecture (as part of ari@n
research program), we aim to discover the influente
architecture on the design of organization and ICT.

As a first step in realizing a Shared Service Cente
Securities, in 2002 the Dutch-based bank ING laedch
its "Foundations" program, resulting in a Business,
Organizational and Application Architecture. In Zthe
first designs based on this architecture were made.

Main question of this case study is: “What wasrible
of architecture during design activities and hovd dihe
architecture guarantee that the designs still médet
original business and ICT-goals of 2002?” The saurc
material was gathered during interviews, an intérne
closed question survey and a workshop.

The main added values of architecture appeareceto b
(1) to create a common conceptualization of theg&ar
situations for all parties involved; (2) to suppgoject
scoping and communication on investment decisi)s;
to help governance of operations and ICT in place.

1 Introduction

operation between the organizations in the alliaacd
the ways to handle change of parties and agreenments
the alliance.

We distinguish between business architecture afid IC
architecture. Business architecture is architectofe
behavior and operation of the business. It dessrdde
products, actors, processes and organization ifr the
mutual coherence. ICT architecture is architectafe
behavior and operation of the applications. It dbss
alo  application  systems, data-structures
infrastructures. Architecture, without any spedifion, is
the sum of both.

In our studies we aim at firmly establishing tHiegis
(proposition):

and

Proposition.A correctly defined business-architecture has
to be accompanied by a correctly defined ICT
architecture. Both architectures -together with an
adequate method of design- will result in an orgatidn
and ICT preserving the intended effects of the
architecture, because of their subdivisions betwten
participating organizational units and between the
supporting ICT systems.

By the terms “Correctly defined architecture” or

In our PhD research we focus on “how to guarantee“Sound architecture” we understand an architectbe
compliance with operational agreements in alliancesclearly identifies as its elementary units: theaésuhave

between independently operating entities”. Theg#ien
can be completely independent organizations
independently operating units in a larger group. Wéat
this investigation to result in useful tooling tapport the
effort to successfully implement such an alliance.

Architecture. An important tool is the concept of
architecture. Architecture means to us a delibbrate
chosen set of limitations set to the designing essc
consisting of (1) principles, rules and guidelipass (2) a
first sketch of the situation-to-be, supporting ffrecess
of conceptualization the final organizational stame and
ICT-systems.

The architecture gives statements describing ptieser
of the future situation, more specifically desantpico-

the property that it is not feasible to assign the

orresponsibility to more than one entity. By the term

“Adequate method of design” we understand a method
that respects these elementary units when formigigeh
level units. The elementary units are not split f, still
seen as elementary.

This brings us to a two-fold task: (1) to clarifpva
and why (for entities in an alliance) a correcthfided
architecture has the intended effects in the result
organization and ICT; (2) to discover useful, sound
architectural concepts and select, develop anddel to
support architects in applying these concepts.

Shared Service Centefhis case study focuses on the
implementation of a Shared Service Center. Adopting
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Immink’s [1] approach, we define an internal Shared
Service Center (SSC) as “... a professional orgamiaati
executing specific business functions for (internal
clients.”

« the emphasis is on the operational delivery of itdlag
services that already exist; only now they areestar

e the SSC, typically supplies its clients on the
professional basis of Service Level Agreements
(SLAs), and is accountable for the services sugplie

is given in the next section; see for a more elateoone

[4]. One of the authors was the leading architecttlie
Foundations program during 2002. In this phasehef t
program the business, operational and application

architectures were developed. The set of architestu

resulting from the Foundations program is refen@as

Architecture2002

The main focus of this paper is the next step m th
cycle: the case study. In a case study, researdizess

their point-of-view outside the process they arelging.

* the SSC has a client-focused mind-set and is d@dica They do not interfere [5]. We studied the statusthsf

to providing high-quality, cost-effective, and tilype
service;

designs as observed 2003Q3/2004Q1. This status is
referred to aPesign2003 The case study is focusing on

* the specific business functions can be secondaryihe role of Architecture2002 on Design2003. Whas wa

functions, back-office functions or front-office
functions; the essential point here is that thqeeidic
functions are organized once only.

2 The research-method applied

that role and how did it guarantee that Design26(@B8

meets the original business and IT-goals that whkee
starting points of Architecture2002?

To find an answer to these questions we followesl th
procedure. We did a series of free interviews Witkey-
players. Based on the findings of these intervieves

The approach to the task described in the previousconstructed a closed survey question-list of appgH0

section, we chose to be the method of action rekebr a
series of cases we intervene by introducing nevcepts
or tools. The effects of using these concepts olstare
studied using the case study method. (Studyinglesing
cases can satisfy the standards of the naturahcie
model of scientific research, as Lee argues [3])the
cases we try to clarify if, why and how the intartien
did indeed support or improve the use of architectu
This evaluation then leads to new concepts andg toobe

questions. The answer to all these questions stgiuél

us a clear picture of the view of the respondeiiitthe

role and importance of Architecture2002. This syrnas
sent out through the Internet to 30 managers and
architects, involved in the program. We received 18
completed forms. 5 respondents explained their arsw
in semi-closed interviews. We formulated the firgdin
from this survey and its explanations in a seriés o
statements. These were discussed and validatedh in a

used in the next case, etc. This repeating cycle ofexpert-workshop, attended by some highly involved

intervention, measuring, evaluation and improvermrisnt
called action research [3] (see Fig. 1).

desired effect:
improve Business
Connectivity

case-study:
realized effect?

think up concepts
and tools

design new
situation

intervention

optimised concepts
and tools

Fig. 1. The action research cycle

The first cycle in our research is the architecture
approach used by ING in their implementation progcd
a shared service center in the Securities Domain.
The starting point of the cycle is the interventioade
by introducing the architectural approach. This wWase
in a program known aBoundations A short description

managers and architects. The final outcome of #se c
study is based on interviews, survey and worksladlp,
held between December 2003 and August 2004. We
present this outcome in section 4 of this paper.

3 The intervention: Architecture2002

3.1 Context of ING Securities [6], [7]

The Dutch-based global bank-insurer ING has a
presence in 50 countries, employing a workforce of
115,000 and serving more than 60 million customiers.
the course of the last few years, like many otharicial
institutions, ING has mainly grown by mergers and
acquisitions. ING is characterized by an abundamice
brands, products, and subcultures. Highly similar
operations are currently performed using very défifie
organizational forms and ICT platforms and appiarad.

ING has prioritized performance improvement by
reducing cost levels. These cost levels have teeteced
by synergy and the use of shared services. Whilsimg
the current organization and applications, ING watot
build a new collection of organizational and apgtice
entities (shared service centers), all servicing amother.
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ING has placed the “cut” between the distribution

the Medium Term Planning (MTP) budgeting cyclethet

channels and brands on one hand, and the productbeginning of the autumn of 2002, decisions could be

oriented back-offices on the other hand.
steering of these product-oriented back-offices both
operations and IT is placed in the organizationait u
OPS/IT

Integratedtaken and the first projects started.

The Foundations program wanted to improve the
success-rate of the projects in the roadmap. Usaimg
architectural approach should introduce a common

To implement this move to shared service centers,language and should base the project scoping ayhiria

general principles and guidelines for organizatemd
applications were drawn up at the level of ING EC
(Executive Center) Europe. The principles and dinds

for the organization were available in the EC Basih
Architecture. Especially a split between front-,ddie-
and back-office responsibilities was prescribed.e Th
principles and guidelines for the applications were
available in the “ING Financial Services Architeetl
(IFSA). IFSA consists of a number of main elements:

* a blueprint of the application architecture of INE&
Europe at the highest level,

« principles for the applications in the domains

 principles and tools for cross-domain communication

One of those Shared Service Centers is the “Servic

Center Securities” (SCS). Its mission states, “BBerv
Center
customer-centric, high quality securities servicas
competitive conditions to all ING Group companiesl a
their clients”. To blueprint this SCS, both frometh
operational and the ITC-point of view, tl@undations
program was set up.

3.2 The plan for ING SCS / Foundations

Objectives of the Foundations program.At the end of
2001, the situation at ING SCS was as follows:

¢ a business case was prepared for implementing a SS

in the area of Securities

« formally, the back-offices and product-development
for Securities were already functionally reportinga
matrix organization to the COO of ING SCS and the
CIO of ING Transaction Banking

< an operational strategy for SCS had been seletited,
so-called "thin utility approach"; in this approa8CS
will coordinate activities based upon existing
organizations; the operations will be rationalizeith
existing brands taking on one or more roles withia
SCS as their focus; the rest of the group then trees
brand as a service provider.

The objective was to define a project portfolio
(“roadmap”) by mid 2002, enabling ING SCS to set up
the SSC with the first benefits (probably employpest
savings) being expected within 2 years.

This was the objective of the Foundations program:

“draft this roadmap, based on an architecture, renasit
the business case”. The idea behind this was thdngl

etime.

Securities must deliver single world class,

the domain-coherence.

Deliverables & process of the program. An
international team of 17 ING and CGEY architects
drafted the architecture. The Target Business Agchire
(TBA) was drafted by the OPS and IT architects toge
After that, the program was split into an OPS andTa
stream. The OPS stream designed the Target Op=ahtio
Model (TOM) and the Recommended Operational Model
(ROM). The IT stream designed the Target Applicatio
Architecture (TAA) and the Recommended Application
Architecture (RAA). After that, the architects tolger
drew up an initial Migration step containing someé 2
investment/project proposals with a 6 — 9 montliveéey

oM — CAA
Irrent OperatMod Current Appl. Arch

OPS Migration Appl. Migration
Roadmap Roadmap

Over-all Migration
"l roadmap

T
Fig. 2. Foundations: process and deliverables

The intended added value of the deliverables was as

?ollows. In the TBA, only those aspects of the bess

were defined and structured, which depend on tesion

and products of SCS. In the TAA and TOM, an “ideal”
solution for application and organizational coheewas
drafted, roughly on a 5-year time scale. Based & R
answers, the current situation of applications and
organization was recorded according to the TAA/TOM
structures in the Current Application Architect@AA)

and the Current Operational Model (COM). RAA and
ROM should present a “feasible” solution for apations

and organization, roughly on a 2-year time scaiealfy,

the roadmaps with the proposed investment decisions
were reviewed against the business case prior to
implementation.

3.3 Architecture results [8]
In this section, we will concentrate on the moraage

results of the program, especially from the TBA, MO
and TAA.



Target Business Architecture (TBA).The first result of  corporate action handling takes place in the locdt at a
the TBA was thebusiness- and IT-principleset: the detailed customer level and in the central fact@trgub-
starting points and boundary constraints for the custodian level. On the other hand, maintaininglloaits
architecture and the realization of the SCS. Furime the is currently seen to be an inevitable consequehctose
servicesand actors of the SCS were defined: an actor is customer contact and language preferences on the on
any party (external or internal) that interactshmitie SCS  hand, and current regulatory, legal and tax requargs
(via services or other relations); a service is a in Europe on the other hand.
(marketable) offering of SCS to one or more custome  The duplication of “responsibilities” does not desan
types. organizational problem in practice: the units ageving
Thus defined, services are the access point for thedifferent clients. The local units serve local cusers; the
customer of SCS: actors outside SCS know that th@y = common factory serves wholesale customers.
ask for that service and can have a Service Level
Agreement for it. Services describe the black box 3.4 Use of the Foundations-results during 2002
behavior of SCS as a whole.
To actually provide a service, multiple activitibave During the Foundations program itself, the architex
to be executed. The architect team chose a level ohas been used as follows:

description that was calleésponsibility A responsibilit .
P P ¥ P y the TOM was used to make an inventory of

'S an activity: organizational capabilities (in the COM) and toidec
« as elementary as possible which unit would serve which product/market
« at the same time no smaller than a unit of workfele combinations
to be suitable for both insourcing or outsourcing « the TAA made it possible to compare the current
« with a clearly defined result in terms of the besis systems (in the CAA) comparable by using the IS-
(“is a new fact actually created”) services in the TAA,;

« without making pre-suppositions about the way the ¢ it served as basis to create the project-portfdlio

result has to be produced (arrangement-independent) roadmap: 21 well-scoped projects have been defised
a quick win (some of them realizable within 6-9
months), e.g. to enable BBL to provide cash clearin
services on Euronext Amsterdam by using existing
ING capabilities in the Netherlands.

For each responsibility, the architects defined the
name, the (success-)result, the initiator (actouesting
the result) and the executor (actor responsible for
delivering the result).

For those readers familiar with the DEMO concepts During and after the Foundations program, the
[9]: the concept of responsibility closely matchie architecture has frequently been used as a glassary
DEMO transaction. In DEMO the “essential model” soe keep the common view and understanding of services,
not change with in- or outsourcing; indeed only the objects, etc. E.g. on terms like “depository baraiid

allocation of actors (e.g. “risk reviewer”) to pens is “fund administration” it was possible to internataly
changed. agree on a common meaning.

Whenever processes and IT are newly arranged, the
Target Application Architecture (TAA). We will TOM and TAA are referred to and used to scope the

describe two parts of the TAA we generated in detai change. This enables an evolutionary, rather than a
here, the Information System (IS) services and therevolutionary change, which is yet steered by aroom
Information System components. vision on the future.

An IS serviceis a service, to be delivered by an In European context the results are used as a fedme
(automated) information system. We started by refati reference, when talking about OPS-arrangement and
that one IS Service would support a maximum of one OPS-accountability, and also in draftihng a more
responsibility, thus enabling in-/ outsourcing fretarea  elaborated IT-vision for the next few years.
of information systems as well. Aimformation System In the Netherlands, the models have been usedfesc
components a clustering of IS services. areas of change in commonly agreed terms. It edabte

the elaboration of a vision on the retail-businfEgsMC

Target Operational Model (TOM). The TOM clusters  Netherlands and its coherence with the wholesale-
responsibilities in operational units. In this aifion, two business.

types of units were discerned: a local unit pemtigu(the
so-called local factory) and one common unit (the 4 Effects of Architecture2002 on Design2003
common factory).

Sometimes a redundancy of responsibilities at local

and central levels had to be maintained. Eor i n The effects of Architecture2002 on Design2003 have

been measured, using the following themes:
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« business- and ICT-goals at Architecture2002- and Compared with Architecture2002, in Design2003 the

Design2003-time; emphasis on connectivity / interoperability hasréased
« the subdivisions in Design2003, compared with thoseremarkably and also the emphasis on message-based
in Architecture2002; communication has decreased remarkably.

« the perceived added value of Architecture2002;

« the communication about Architecture2002. Expert-input. ING's strategy has shifted towards re-use

o of ING solutions. This explains the low interest3rd-
~ For each theme we will discuss the survey-restiies,  party/outsourcing solutions, and also the low aiienfor
input we received from experts during interviewsl@  portability and multi-platform requirements in both

workshop and some conclusions. Architecture2002 and Design2003.
_ For re-using ING solutions, connectivity and
4.1 The business goals interoperability remain necessary, but only coaetea

low level of granularity. E.g. it should be possikio

Survey-results. From the business-goals beginning of easily connect the whole area of custody to thadrdér
2002, synergy, cost-reduction in operation and ewooes processing, but within the area of custody the
of scale are most important today. In ArchitectO@2, requirements for interoperability are low.
apart from synergy, those goals are not strongliplé. In Service-based architecture and message-based
Design2003, however, they are recognizably in ¢lael | communication are the preferred solutions for tthadugh

We see shifting in priorities during this periodhél  sometimes point-to-point interfaces have been ahose
emphasis on cost-reduction, economies of scaletled because of time-constraints.
international use of local specializations has eased.
Simplifying in-/outsourcing and alliances, broadecess  Conclusions. Architecture2002 helped to sustain the
to ING-group capabilities and decrease of only llgca priorities in connectivity and interoperability ca low
used specialization became less important. (coarse) level of granularity in Design2003. Sesvi@sed

architecture and message-based communication were

Expert-input. ING appears to expect cost-reductions supported as mechanisms for that. This fits int&G'N
within a reasonable timeframe mainly from interned emphasis on re-use.
use. Re-use is to say “when something works OKtHisr Because 3rd-party/outsourcing solutions were not
country, we are going to apply this to another ¢otin preferred, portability and connectivity/interopeitiap on
By doing this, also local specializations come laidé a higher level of granularity (fine) didn't get qnity.
for international use.

Therefore, it could be expected that especially 4.3 Usability and dispensability of parts of
replaceability would have a low priority. Replaciifp Architecture2002
says “this part we currently do ourselves, anotbety
can do this better, OK, let's shift this work t@thther  syryey-results. The architecture as a whole, Target
party”. This explains the low priority for simplifyg in-  Business Architecture (TBA) and Target Application
and outsourcing. Architecture (TAA) have been useful, just as expéct

) . . and not dispensable.

Conclusions. Architecture2002 contributed to the The Target Operational Model (TOM) and Current
business goals. It helped in shaping a workingt&Diu  herational Model (COM) show a strange pattern: ynan
with mutual coherence for the Securities domainetér expected it to be useful, only roughly half of the
that helps simplifying in- and outsourcing or eases surveyees experienced it to be useful. Yet agaimym
entering and leaving alliances or not, is not thenary say it was indispensable.
concern now.

For propagating the business goals Architecture2002gxpert-input. TBA, TOM and TAA had, as expected, a
was not necessary. Design2003 has been directlyeste  conceptual nature. Each shaped a common language.
by those business goals, in line with the 2003 gq@fon ~ TOM helped define the management structure for

of relative importance of these goals. operations and enabled the choice of location fa t
“common factory” of the operations. TAA served as
4.2 The ICT-goals common reference for application functionality.

The joint drafting process of the Target-parts (TBA
Survey-results. From the ICT-goals beginning of 2002, TOM and TAA) revealed the entities of ING had lais
service-based architecture, message-based comrtionica common. Before this exercise the expectations for
and a consistent time-to-market are the most inaport  commonality (e.g. between wholesale and retail) ewer
Least important are the enabling of 3rdparty / outsing  pretty low, after Architecture2002 the belief was
solutions and a workflow which can be changed gasil developed to say 50%. During Design2003, by the, iay



an area like “order processing” commonality appedce central/common if one language, one regulation,legal
be more than 80%. & fiscal system”.

The Recommended-parts (RAA en ROM) gave little  Wholesale-retail is mentioned as a criterion for
direction and grip for the designers. Design-staffected subdivision, but in all examples mentioned this ¢ten
specific results there, names of organizationatsuand reduced to service-level. “Wholesale” corresponds t
names of applications. Causes for this level ofiyua service-levels like complex and tailor-made; “rBtas
- similar to simple and confection. ING follows theligy
* staff who drew up the R** moved to othgr positions to create one solution per service-level.

after that, their engagement was noncommittal Differences between service-level appear in thatfro

* the governance at that moment was not adequate yeyice in the way the customer is treated. Thekbaftice
still along national lines instead of functionaildis processing (‘the factory”) is uniform for all secer

A way to strengthen the commitment is to let staff levels.
really propose solutions for which they can be hold The subdivision “client side” (facing towards ING-
accountable. These proposals should be made cobhpara customers) versus “street side” (facing towards ketar
with offers from other e.g. external suppliers. actors like exchanges, regulatory bodies) plays an
The governance-issue is a chicken-egg problem,important role too. In it, street side is THE pdiaharea
however. By drafting the RAA and ROM, the need for for synergy.
different governance became explicit. Legal and fiscal criteria are not leading for
subdivisions, but can impose constraints.
Conclusions. The Target-parts of Architecture2002
clarified commonality in ING for all participantdhis Conclusions.All subdivision-criteria in Design2003 were
helped defining management structure and location. already present in Architecture2002. The surveyvsiba
The process of drafting the Recommended-parts ofdifference in  subdivisions in  Design2003  and
Architecture2002 helped in shaping the governamm a Architecture2002; this could not be confirmed or

also in better understanding and co-operation. Bige illustrated by the experts.
picture is clear enough for planning the businessI€T ]
transformation. 4.5 Added value of Architecture2002

The results of the Recommended-parts however were
not specific enough for Design2003. A stronger Survey-results. The value of Architecture for Design is
commitment for the drafting staff and management is decomposed in several sub-values. A weighed average
required. This could be done by making this an openscore was constructed. “Creating a common langaade
“beauty contest” of several units from ING, togethsth terminology” and “Directing the conceptualizatiohtbe

external proposals. To Be situation” scored highest (>70%). Lowest mark
was for “Improving Staff Motivation” (30%). All o#r
4.4 Subdivisions in Design2003 and factors scored average (40% - 60%).
Architecture2002

Expert-input. Architecture2002 had the important value

How have the subdivisions, made in Architecture2002 ©f ~ creating —a = shared  terminology,  vision,

helped to develop and design organization and 1@in conceptualization _O.f the final_ situqtion with pmom
2053? P 9 g d the different entities/countries involved. This mad

possible that Architecture2002 has an importang ial

Survey-results. Always or most of the time (together the steering of the design process: it enablesrigte
79%) the subdivisions in Design2003 are the bestProject scoping, clear communication on decisidmsua
solutions to comply with the Foundation-goals. The investment of resources. For this the first gememaof
subdivisions in Design2003 however do not neceysari the Target models was useful. During the Desigrseha
follow those in Architecture2002: 27% completelysye —these models were considered to be too simplehigio

18% completely no and 46% somewhere in between. IeveI: For the content steering of Design more itéta
Many (80%) saw the use of “responsibilities” as a Architectural models is needed. The high level nmde
building block in Architecture2002 as useful. left designers with too much freedom in interpiietat

The main criteria for subdivisions in Design200eve ~ New elements are introduced that have impact on the

in that order: (1) central / decentral, (2) senlieeel and ~ Design: local (regulatory-imposed) practices, engsiT-
(3) retail versus wholesale. solutions, order of realization.

Costs are made more transparent. Architecture2002
Expert-input. Long term criterion for central (common) identified the processes in the organization wrensts
and decentral (local) was: "solution can be (headcount, IT-costs) are measured. Cost redudton
expected as a long-term (4 - 5 year) result.
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Architecture2002 focused on the primary processes.Now the right governance is in place, this effdubidd

Supporting processes are not easily measured #ys w diminish.

Cost-figures are, until now, collected for procasskhis

implies that cost-allocation to Responsibilities @hould ~ Conclusions. Architecture2002 is rather good known by

be done) is not feasible yet. all target-groups. Still more time & money shoulavl
been spent on its persistent communication. Onlgnwh

Conclusions. The value of Architecture2002, as designers and implementers are familiar with the

perceived in Design2003, is primarily: architecture and management is supporting it by aate

. . overnance, architecture can lead to synergy.
* reaching consensus on the shared interest of tke th g ynergy

countries involved,;

e creating a shared language, terminology, and
conceptualization of To Be;

« contributing to long term cost-reduction.

5 Conclusions

5.1 Conclusions on the level of this case

Architecture is not a uniform static set of modélke Did architecture help to propagate ING's goals into
models should evolve in more detail during the Besi  the designs?In the building world, the architecture
Design needs more than what is sufficient for degis  should completely reflect all goals and principiesa
making in the first phases. balanced way in its models and drawings. The coaotir

Architecture by itself does not create the goveceanf then has simply to follow the architecture and neetgo
the processes. It is the task of the managemessttablish  back to the original requirements of the principal.
the correct governance, to create “maturity” wiik tocal Reasoning analogously, in our world of business and
managers. They have to accept and support the pisnce information architecture we would also expect the
of the architecture, and to abandon the specifallo  architectural models, especially the “recommended
solutions. Only then the value of Architecture wlilé models”, to completely reflect the optimum of all

realized in Design. business- and ICT-goals and —requirements.
o _ Architecture2002 indeed formulated “recommended
4.6 Communication about Architecture2002 models” for a situation feasible in say two yearsis

attempt was good, because it brings the line afighbin
Survey-results. At least 80% of the respondents are at the right direction. This direction was clear enloum
least familiar with almost every part of the arehture. regulate a usable governance of organization afidal@l
This is not always caused by formal communication, also to start design-activities.
because 30% reports not to have received such Atthe same time, the Architecture2002-result apgea
communication. Of the respondents which explairel t insufficient to completely steer Design2003. In
formal communication they received, 80% experiented Design2003 still choices for optimization had todmmne,
at least as recommended. directly steered by ING's business- and ICT-goals a

. o o requirements and not only by Architecture2002.
Expert-input.  The initial communication about

architecture, including the formal part, has workeell. How did architecture influence the design?
Especially during the setup of the Service Center, Architecture2002 created a common language and
architecture as “common conceptualization for all terminology. Also it directed the conceptualizatioithe
stakeholders” functioned as communication-vehicle. To Be situation. It steered the design processightr

However, persistency in that communication has beenproject scoping and communication on investment-
lacking. As soon as new staff arrived or curreaffggot decisions.
another role, this new staff has insufficiently bee The subdivisions of Architecture2002 are reflecied
informed about the architecture. As a consequetiee, Design2003. During Design2003 some criteria for
knowledge about the architecture and its importancesubdivision were added, especially local (reguiator
decreased among non-architects. Among architectseon  based) practices and current ICT-solutions.
level ING Europe, Architecture2002 is known andrsta The communication of Architecture2002 has been

For such a persistent communication (“selling”),reno  rather effective. More persistency in communicatfon
time and money should be spent. Especially theetamgd  staff in new roles would have strengthened the kedge
target-group should be made specific, in order atken  and application of Architecture2002 during DesigB20
this communication effective.

A hindrance to effective communication has been the What part of the architecture caused the influencen
non-committal attitude by part of the managemert. N the design? Target Business Architecture, Target
penalty exists for trespassing against the ardhbitec = Operational Model and Target Application Architeetu

were indispensable for the design. Current Apghcat
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Recommended Application Architecture discussion [2] Lee, Allen S.: "A Scientific Methodology for M8l Case

exists. It was not a sufficient starting point fbe design Studies”. In: MIS Quarterly, vol. 13, issue 1, 33-1989
& implementation. But it appeared useful in streamf ~ [3] Avison, D., Lau, F., Myers, M. and Nielsen, P.Action
the steering of the Service Center. research. In: Communications of the ACM, 42, 94:B399)

[4] Arnold, Bert and Op 't Land, Martin: An architeral

52 C lusi he | | ab hi . approach to the implementation of Shared Servicetete.
: onclusions on the level above this case, In Conference paper for the Dutch National Architestur

the action research Congress in 2002 (LAC2002),
www.serc.nl/lac/docs/Papers/ArchitecturalapproaStts 0
In terms of our section 1 thesis (proposition) the  .pdf
architecture of ING SCS was partly correctly define [5] Yin, Robert K. Case study research, Design bfethods.
TBA, TOM, TAA and ROM identified those elementary Second edition, 1994. .
units, RAA did not. We don't count CAA and COM in [€] Zreﬁeln;f‘;'oznoggr ING's General Meeting of Shatders,
. . . . pri , .
e e e o0 s, an) Dede Laman T, NG Euopean Roia Sty

. . . . Investor Relationship Symposium, Rotterdam, Aprilk
“adequate design"? For the business-side Design2003 5qq2 P =ymp pikfl

appears to be “adequate design”. Seven main prEess [g] Deliverables of the ING SCS Foundations Program
were shaped as higher level units, combining the (TBA, TAA, CAA, RAA, TOM, COM, ROM, Roadmap,

responsibilities. The same holds for the shapingeoitral Business case), internal ING documentation, 2002
and decentral organizational units. [9] Prof.dr.ir. J.L.G. Dietzwww.demo.nl

For the ICT-side Design2003 appears not completely
to be “adequate design”. During Design2003 the ¢(ICT The authors
Junits of RAA were split up because of local (regaty-

based pra(_:tiqes) and current ICT-S(_)Iutions. Itas atear Bert Arnold previously worked for Capgemini as a
yvhether this is caused by a defect in RAA or byetedt Senior Business Consultant, specializing in formal
in Design2003 for the ICT. methods for process and product development in hank

Intended effects for ING SCS were mainly cost- Presently he is working with Fortis Bank Netherigrid
reduction in operations, synergy, economies ofeseald the Credit Analytics department.
international use of local specializations. The bomation Martin Op 't Land works as a Managing Consultant
of Architecture2002 and the design-method applied w and Certified Enterprise Architect with Capgemini
necessary but not sufficient to reach those effects Financial Services. He is specialized in implenanti
Architecture helped especially in shared visionmo®n  product and process flexibility. He was the leading
language and right project scoping and gave doedid architect for the ING SCS Foundations program.
better governance. Direct steering by ING's businaad Jan L.G. Dietz is professor in Information Systems
ICT-goals and —requirements remained necessary. Design at Delft University of Technology, The
It is quite early to generalize the conclusionstiod Netherlands. His current research interests are in
ING SCS case to co-operation of alliances in gdnera QOrganization Engineering, Enterprise Architectusesi
Currently ING SCS exists of internal parties withrtty Systems Ontology.
overlapping capabilities. The final situation INES is
aiming at is an “internal alliance”. It would beténesting
to compare this to other types of alliances, in clhi
already existing and complementary parties areirjgin
forces.
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