
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICES: ENTERPRISE ARCHITECTURE

COMMON GOOD FUNDING—DEFINITION AND RUBRIC 

PROBLEM STATEMENT: 

As we recognize that technology has a central role in most campus academic and business processes, it 
becomes necessary for the University to update the way that we fund and support technology solutions. One 
important component of an updated funding process is establishing a common understanding of what should 
be funded centrally versus solutions funded by individual units. 

Academic and business units are often frustrated by current funding models and confused by inconsistent 
application of funding (wired vs. wireless networking, for example), forcing decisions to be based on avoiding 
arbitrary costs instead of what would otherwise best fit their needs. The consolidation of ITS through the OneIT 
initiative found distributed IT more involved with ITS, but often still lacking visibility into what they perceive as 
an opaque process.

Current funding models also fail to provide flexibility to allow ITS to explore or switch to emerging solutions that 
would provide scalable benefits (such as DocuSign or Qualtrics) without putting the funding burden on 
academic and business units asking for help. An updated funding model should provide the University 
technology that meets current basic needs as well as accommodates innovation that provides for the future.

CHALLENGES/RISK: 

There is significant risk in continuing existing opaque and reactive funding models. Inconsistency in what gets 
funded and what is charged back… as well as the means of chargeback all erode trust in ITS and encourage 
academic and business units to work around ITS as an obstacle. They will continue to fund initiatives and 
resources locally so that they can innovate, and will remain uncertain about what threshold constitutes a 
“greater good” for the University. ITS will not be positioned as a partner, but as a difficult service provider that 
may be avoided by purchasing a similar service from a third party.

Common Good services may change over time, and must be revisited regularly. If a service no longer meets 
the criteria that established it as a Common Good, there must be a process to change its funding model and 
replace it with a service of equal or greater benefit.

In a time of increasing budgetary pressure, there is very little room or political will to explore different funding 
models. UNL’s RCM process may represent a critical opportunity to rethink IT budgets in the larger context of 
the business of the institution. If we are unable to provide meaningful and timely input into the process, we may 
not have another opportunity.
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ANALYSIS: 

The most apparent factors that make a Common Good services will be financial—we already have enough 
spend to justify buying an enterprise license for a service that already benefits everyone, like email, 
calendaring, the network, or security. Truly strategic investment of central resources, however, should consider 
more factors than cost savings or scale.

Does a service contribute to a more "digitally fluent" community, or will services shape user behavior in ways 
that benefit the institution? To be effective, we must create a clear matrix/process that is

• generally agreed upon

• serves to set a baseline of expectations,

• provides a framework to avoid imbalanced solutions or inequality that creates barriers for parts of the 
University

UC Davis has established a mature Common Good Assessment program that can help guide any work that 
Nebraska does.

PROPOSAL: 

Expand and refine the following rubric based on the input of CABO, Procurement, Faculty Senate, and other 
appropriate groups. The rubric should be treated as a working document. It should be revisited regularly.

Based on the content and use of the rubric, establish a formal definition of what makes a common good service 
for Nebraska. Common Good technology that benefits the University should help establish a prioritized funding 
model that ensures that basic needs are met for all members of the University community, while allowing 
academic and business units to confidently invest departmental resources in initiatives that are not duplicative 
or wasteful.

COMMON GOOD IT SERVICES DOES NOT MINIMALLY ACCEPTABLY EXCEEDS

Would a consolidated approach 
remove cost-based disincentives to 
use services that campus 
departments should use (for 
example, public safety services)

COMMON GOOD IT SERVICES
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Would consolidated/central 
management and contract provide 
simplification or significant 
efficiencies that would save costs in 
management and support, and/or 
significantly improve the user 
experience in terms of support and 
training?

Does the solution shape user 
behavior toward greater technology 
literacy or offer opportunities for 
process improvement/cost savings?

Does a cost-recovery/chargeback 
funding represent a symptom of a 
larger problem (unfunded mandate, 
demand exceeding capacity, etc)

Should the current rationale for cost-
recovery/chargeback unfairly limit 
efficiency or adoption by other units?

Would consolidation remove 
recharge-related transaction costs, 
creating opportunities to redirect 
resources to tasks that add value?

Does the solution scale to serve the 
entire University?

DOES NOT MINIMALLY ACCEPTABLY EXCEEDSCOMMON GOOD IT SERVICES
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NEXT STEPS: 

• Refine and expand rubric items internally within ITS leadership

• Socialize concept and rubric to campus leadership, business officers, and procurement

• Develop plan for moving toward more transparent Common Good model with collaboration from 
stakeholders 

Would an “unlimited” license reduce 
unnecessary frustrations and 
barriers associated with the practice 
of recharging between campus 
departments; remove cost-based 
disincentives to use services that 
campus departments should use (for 
example, public safety services); 
and remove recharge-related 
transaction costs, creating 
opportunities to redirect resources to 
tasks that add value?

Would consolidation reduce 
unnecessary frustrations and 
barriers associated with the practice 
of recharging between campus 
departments?

DOES NOT MINIMALLY ACCEPTABLY EXCEEDSCOMMON GOOD IT SERVICES
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RESOURCES: 

https://financeandbusiness.ucdavis.edu/bia/budget/resources/cga 

https://financeandbusiness.ucdavis.edu/bia/budget/resources/cga

