
This report profiles the strategies that progressive institutions are deploying to gain 

foresight into end users’ technology needs and to rapidly connect end users with the 

services they need.

Who Should Read

CIO and CBO

Directors of IT User Services

IT Service Management Leads

• Generating feedback on end user needs

• Improving IT customer satisfaction

• Rationalizing the IT service portfolio

• Communicating the IT value proposition

• Updating IT services for the cloud era

• Establishing IT communication teams

• Strengthening IT project prioritization processes

• Refining IT resource allocation processes

• Testing new service propositions

• Assessing the campus IT demand profile as a 
new-to-campus leader

IT Forum

Reducing Cycle Time 
Between Need and Solution
Preempting Rogue Purchasing
By Matching IT Services to Users’ Needs
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Perception that Desired Services Are Not Available Fuels Rogue Purchasing

Frustration on Both Sides

Today’s technology users expect an “Amazon experience” whenever and wherever they use 
technology, whether that is at home or on campus. So when central IT can’t help end users access a 
service or accomplish a task on the timeframe they expect, end users don’t take no for an answer. 
Rather, they look for someone who will give them the answer they want—and very often, they find a 
willing accomplice in external vendors.

Meanwhile, from the CIO’s vantage point, untold dollars are being wasted as users purchase solutions 
that are already available on campus, if only users took the time to look. 

There is widespread desire for an improved service delivery partnership between central IT and end 
users on campus. Front-line stakeholders feel like they don’t have access to the latest technologies 
they need to be effective. Meanwhile, central IT worries that front-line users waste scarce resources 
when users buy duplicate services that are already available through central IT.

Sky-High Expectations Now the Norm

When Users’ IT Needs Aren’t Met, the 
Rogue Purchasing Death Spiral Begins

5. Non-Compliance with IT Standards
(e.g., security, enterprise architecture) 
when users purchase systems without 
doing the necessary due diligence.

1. Duplicate Licenses
when multiple end users buy licenses for 
the same service.

2. Redundant Functionality
when multiple end users buy separate solutions 
to satisfy distinct needs, when a single 
(potentially already licensed) service could 
have met those needs more economically.

3. Unexpected Maintenance Costs
for central IT when the expectation that “the 
vendor will do it for me” is quickly dashed.

4. Integration Challenges
when new systems need data from the ERP 
and/or SIS in order to deliver their promised 
functionality and the vendor’s promised API 
turns out not to be a panacea.

1. Duplicate
Licenses

2. Redundant 
Functionality

3. Unexpected 
Maintenance Costs

4. Integration 
Challenges

When IT Doesn’t Know 
What Campus Needs…

5. Non-Compliance 
with IT Standards

Lack of Two-Way Visibility 
Leads to Frustration, Waste

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/


©2017 EAB • All Rights Reserved eab.com3

IT Slow to Identify and Satisfy Needs; Users Unaware of Service Offerings

Messages Not Getting Through

Closing the Communications Gap

Many CIOs who are acutely aware of the need to close the gap between user needs and their 
fulfillment have struggled to identify viable solutions. The standard response has been to do more 
of what CIOs have always done: if the strategy for understanding user needs has been to talk with 
governance committees, CIOs are now trying to broaden their sample by including more people on 
their committees or by adding in some face-to-face meetings with stakeholders. However rich 
these live conversations are, these strategies simply don’t scale well enough to reduce the cycle 
time between campus IT needs and solutions. 

Three Barriers to Meeting Users’ Needs Quickly and Accurately

Users don’t know what services are already available. As more and more 
services are provided at both the enterprise and local levels, keeping users 
apprised of the full suite of available solutions in a simple, centralized fashion 
becomes more and more challenging. This is especially the case when services 
are bought by distributed units without coordination with central IT or other 
distributed units. As a result, users don’t access the services they need, even 
when they do exist.

IT doesn’t know what users need. As the acquisition and consumption of 
technology has spread into virtually every crevice across campus, monitoring and 
understanding the disparate technology needs of campus has become harder and 
harder. As a result, IT often wastes resources providing the wrong services and 
may not provide the services users actually want.

Users give up when forced to wait for requests for new services to be 
approved and implemented. Many project review groups lack established, widely 
accepted criteria to assess new requests, so new criteria have to be determined 
for every new project, wasting time. The lack of clearly defined evaluation criteria 
means the approval of new projects often goes to the sponsors who shout the 
loudest, regardless of the value of their proposals. As a result, the services users 
actually need take so long to implement that users have often purchased their 
own solution by the time IT’s offering comes online.

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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Looking for Frontier Practice

This study is based on understanding gained from diverse higher education IT leaders. We 

are grateful to interviewees for sharing institutional insights and benchmarking practice. 

We have abstracted the institutional insights to make them more generalizable for colleges 

and universities with different missions and budgets, but the Forum’s work is as ever 

grounded in the proven innovations of progressive practitioners.

Featured Institutions—With Sincere Appreciation

Matt Riley
CIO

Courtney Carpenter
CIO

Curtis Carver
VP for IT and CIO

Selected Research Participants

Case Western Reserve

Sue Workman
CIO and Vice President for IT Services

University of Cincinnati

Nelson Vincent
Vice President for IT and CIO

California State University –
Dominguez Hills

Chris Manriquez

Associate Vice President and CTO

Eastern Mennonite University

Ben Beachy

Director of Information Systems

University of Illinois-Urbana 
Champaign

Mark Henderson
CIO

Indiana University

Bradley Wheeler
Vice President for IT and CIO

University of Montana

Matt Riley

CIO

Penn State University

John Harwood

Emeritus Associate Vice Provost for IT

Susquehanna University

Mark Huber
CIO

Thompson Rivers University

Brian MacKay
Associate Vice President and CIO

University of Wisconsin-Madison

Bruce Maas

CIO

University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh

Anne Milkovich

CIO

Members asked the Forum to find promising, 

replicable approaches to effectively identify 

user needs and rapidly address them. From 

more than 100 interviews with CIOs, three 

scalable strategies emerged.

How are IT teams 

ensuring users get what 

they want from IT?

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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By creating a gamified project nomination and discussion platform, schools are able to 

tap into the current of community demand. This virtual panel of engaged community 

members provides an up-to-date and complete understanding of the community’s 

technology needs. 

Surfacing Users’ Unarticulated IT Needs

Community Demand-Sensing Platform

Creating a Digital “Town Square” Where Users Nominate Service Ideas

Some members are developing a solution-focused service catalog designed to 

seamlessly connect users with the service they require. Through the application of 

design principles from user experience research, the service catalog’s structure rapidly 

guides users to answers to their questions without any active work on IT’s part. 

Accelerating the Fulfillment of Users’ Current Needs

User-First Service Catalog

Empowering Users to Find Their Own Solutions via a One-Stop Shop

Users need to understand whether and when their requests for new services will be 

implemented. By engaging stakeholders in the identification of broadly applicable, 

strategically aligned, and mutually agreeable criteria, some CIOs have standardized 

the metrics used to evaluate IT project proposals. Reviewing projects on an agreed-

upon, like-for-like basis allows for quick prioritization decisions that reflect the 

institutional good. 

Pre-Approved Evaluation Criteria

Securing Community Consensus  to Speed Evaluation of IT Project Proposals

What the Best Are Doing

Ensuring congruence between IT services and user demand hinges on IT knowing what 
end users want and ensuring users can quickly and easily access it what they need.

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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Community Demand-

Sensing Platform

Creating a Digital “Town Square” Where Users 
Nominate Service Ideas

IT builds a digital platform for crowdsourcing ideas for IT projects. Any member of the 

campus community can submit ideas, vote ideas up or down, or leave comments. IT staff  

participate in the discussion. Every proposal receives a response from IT, regardless of 

feasibility or desirability, to encourage broad participation. As a result, IT understands 

the technology needs of campus and can proactively allocate resources. Users 

understand what steps are being taken to address their needs, and frequently discover 

an existing solution or a workaround through the discussion.

Implementation Steps

• IT ensures the platform is in place for the start of the academic year and prepopulates it with a 

handful of proposals submitted by IT staff. This ante helps establish a norm of participation once 

the platform opens to the broader community.

• IT leaders conduct a cross-campus, in-person “marketing campaign,” soliciting feedback and 

ideas from across campus. IT leaders enter the project ideas into the platform in the moment, 

demonstrating their investment in the platform and encouraging future grass roots participation.

• Designated strike team of IT user support specialists has platform notifications pushed to email 

and phone, ensuring they are rapidly approving comments and providing feedback on proposals. 

Initial feedback includes general tips and reactions (“Try this in the meantime”). After a proposal 

has received a quorum of votes (both positive and negative), IT specialists circle back to commit 

to next steps and a concrete timeframe (no for now, but we’ll revisit in future; quick fix we can 

implement immediately; long term project we’ll submit to formal proposal review process).

Benefits to Institution

» Early detection of 
shifting IT needs

» Greater community 
engagement with and 
input into potential 
technology initiatives

Prior to implementing our crowdsourcing platform, we had to 

“guesstimate” what campus members wanted based on 

anecdotes and surmise. We inevitably missed the mark some 

of the time, and when we did, users found temporary fixes 

that ended up costing us in the long run. This initiative has 

meant that we can accurately allocate IT resources to the 

places where they do the most good while also providing 

users a window into the value the IT provides campus.

Curtis Carver, VP for IT and CIO

University of Alabama at Birmingham

Practice in Brief

WANT TO KNOW MORE?
Access the Practice Implementation Intensive at

eab.com/itf/demandsensing

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
http://eab.com/itf/demandsensing
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1

Spotlight Practice

University of Alabama
at Birmingham

Anyone with a UAB ID 
and password can enter 
the site.

The community votes up 
or down on idea 
submissions.

Users submit their own 
ideas and explore ideas 
already posted 

Comment threads provide a 
familiar way for IT staff 
(and community members) 
to share feedback and tips.

Real-time updates keep 
users informed 
whenever a new idea or 
comment is posted.

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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User-First
Service Catalog

Empowering Users to Find Their Own 
Solutions via a One-Stop Shop

Some members are developing a solution-focused service catalog designed to seamlessly 

connect users with the service they require. Through the application of design principles 

from user experience research, the service catalog’s structure guides users to solutions 

to their questions without any active work on IT’s part. Success is measured in the 

decrease in low-complexity inquiries to the help desk and increase in the average time it 

takes to close tickets (as simple issues are resolved before being submitted as tickets).

Implementation Steps

• Conduct an audit of services available to users. Poll director-level central IT staff and distributed 

IT staff. Analyze help desk tickets for most common issues.

• Organize services using groups and labels that end users understand. Eliminate language end 

users don’t use. Request feedback from individual end users around the accessibility of the 

language.

• Create ubiquitous exposure to the service catalog. Situate the service catalog prominently on the 

IT website and/or university intranet. Ensure that the most common places users expect to find 

information about IT link to the service catalog.

• Schedule regular maintenance for the service catalog, making sure the list of services remains 

current and incorporating feedback from end users. Monitor service desk cases for new topics 

that come up frequently and update catalog accordingly.

Benefits to Institution

» Faster time-to-resolution for end 
users; increased productivity

» IT resources redirected away 
from one-off problems to 
strategic initiatives

» Greater utilization of existing IT 
investments

The services catalogue helped define how we 

communicate with end users. We start with 

how the campus thinks and speaks IT– and 

we work back from that. Campus members’ 

ability to find the services they need has 

improved dramatically as a result.

Matt Riley, CIO
University of Montana

Practice in Brief

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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Spotlight Practice

University of Montana

Common Catalog Problems …Create Common IT Problems

Helpdesk Taking the Wrong Calls

IT staff spend too much time answering 
questions (e.g., “How do I access the VPN?”) 
that could be routed to self-service channels

End Users Going Rogue

When the directory fails to deliver an answer, 
end users find their own solutions—often 
leading to duplicated purchasing and wasted 
resources

IT More Disconnected

• Campus has poor visibility into the services 
that IT offers

• Directory gives the impression that IT is 
difficult to work with

• Low utilization and engagement put IT further 
out of step with campus

IT-Centric Information Layout

• Organized by IT unit

• Mismatch of request support and overview 
of IT’s services

Critical Information Hard to Find

• Information not featured on home page

• Multiple clicks to find an answer

Not Written in Plain English

• “I just want to access Wi-Fi… Is that what 
this ‘WPA2’ link means?” 

• “Is a ‘software environment’ the same thing 
as an operating system? I’m confused….” 

1

2

3

Easy to Ask for Help: 
The service overview 
template tells users 
how to submit a 
request and designates 
a key point of contact 
within IT

Easy to Find: 
The catalogue is 
prominently displayed 
on IT’s main page

Easy to Navigate: 
Service categories are 
organized by end user need, 
and not by internal IT unit

Easy to Understand: 
The catalogue avoids 
technical jargon in 
favor of accessible 
terminology

Version 1.0 will never be 
perfect. Share it with the 
community anyway

Imperfection is OK 
(Even Good)

Use your site’s templates 
to ease updates and 
smooth users’ experience

Templates are 
Essential

Limit the number of 
information categories and 
keep pathing simple

Organization is 
Everything

Introduce version 2.0, 3.0, 
etc. as service changes 
and user feedback dictates 

Nothing is 
Static

Version 
1.0

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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Pre-Approved

Evaluation Criteria
Securing Community Consensus  to Speed 
Evaluation of IT Project Proposals

Working with any existing project prioritization bodies, IT develops a comprehensive set 

of evaluation criteria that can be applied across the range of proposals IT receives. 

Having widely-agreed-upon, quantitative metrics makes it possible to rapidly and 

transparently triage proposals while still ensuring alignment with institutional priorities.

Implementation Steps

• Solicit input from stakeholders into the criteria that should be used to evaluate project 

proposals. Aim for comprehensiveness at this stage. Ensure that individuals who currently 

have a role in evaluating proposals are consulted.

• Working with IT leadership and key institution executives, distill nominations into criteria that 

are measurable, broadly applicable across different kinds of projects, and comprehensible to 

end users. Recirculate revised criteria to stakeholders for input and approval.

• Work with executive leadership to introduce criteria to campus, emphasizing the role campus 

leaders played in approving criteria. Position the criteria as a way to promote transparency 

and alignment between IT projects and institutional priorities.

Benefits to Institution

» Decreased delay from project 
proposal to implementation

» Greater strategic alignment between 
IT projects and institutional needs

» Increased understanding and trust of 
the project evaluation process

Before we instituted our prioritization rubric, 

the prioritization committee had grown into 

this big, bloated thing with every VP and 

dean having their say. It was too big to 

make decisions. Now, we evaluate proposals 

far more rapidly, and we know we’re 

providing the right answer for the institution 

as a whole.

Courtney Carpenter, CIO

College of William and Mary

Practice in Brief

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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Spotlight Practice

College of William and Mary

Brainstorm Broad 
Categories of Criteria

Develop Specific 
Criteria

Prune and Refine 
Criteria

Circulate Criteria for 
Community Approval

IT facilitates 
discussions with 
members of existing 
project evaluation 
groups, campus 
leaders to define high-
level categories

IT leadership team 
develops concrete 
metrics for categories

IT leadership team 
prunes metrics to 
approximately XX in 
each of YY categories

IT solicits feedback on 
draft criteria from 
existing project 
evaluation groups, 
President’s Cabinet

Iterate on criteria to incorporate key feedback

Are the required resources 
available (now or in future)?

• Funding needs are well 
documented and accounted for

• Person-hours of labor have been 
projected and accounted for

• Expertise to implement and 
support this technology exists at 
the institution and can be 
allocated to this project

What’s the putative value of 
this project to the institution?

• Advances institutional priorities
(e.g., enrollment, student 
success, research)

• Addresses regulatory mandate

• Remedies urgent business need

• Mitigates upcoming technology 
obsolescence

What are the financial 
ramifications of this project? 
How long will it take to recoup 
the investment?

• Creates a new revenue stream 
or strengthens an existing one

• Saves money through cost 
avoidance or increased 
efficiency

How will this project impact 
existing business processes?

• Improves an existing process

• Makes possible new, better 
processes

How complex is this project? 

• Impacts [only one/a few/many] 
systems/business units/colleges

• Can be completed on a flexible 
timeline

• Does not depend on other in-
process projects

How bleeding edge is
this project? 

• Vendor is known and 
experienced in this area

• Underlying technology is 
mature and has been used at 
institution before

How will this project 
complement our existing 
technology systems?

• Provides functionality not 
currently available

• Is compatible with existing 
enterprise architecture

• Is likely to be reusable to 
address future needs

Considerations to Ensure Are Reflected in Your Criteria

How ready is the requesting 
unit to leverage this project?

• Project champion has capacity 
and standing to advocate for 
project

• Requesting unit understands 
TCO and maintenance 
requirements

• Unit is open to changing 
business processes as needed

Model Process for Identifying, Refining, and Sharing Criteria

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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Reducing Cycle Time 

Between Need and Solution

Using this Report to Speed Consensus for Change

Many Forum members use our research as an occasion to convene IT and campus leaders. 

Together, they review best-practice lessons from innovative higher education institutions and 

deliberate about the need to revisit policies, implement new processes, or reallocate staff and 

budget dollars.

Forum reports now feature self-evaluation diagnostics and discussion guides that IT leaders 

can use as a backbone for focused working sessions. We recommend that members distribute 

this report to the relevant stakeholders as pre-reading to establish a common vocabulary and 

fact base. Then, spend 60-90 minutes going through the diagnostics and discussion questions 

to decide whether policy course-corrections or resource re-allocations make sense. Forum 

staff would be delighted to facilitate such discussions live on your campus or on a private 

webconference as helpful.

• Send report to IT leadership or procurement task force and committees 

for pre-reading

• Convene group to discuss diagnostic questions and assess need for 

adopting profiled practices

• Contact IT Forum for implementation support:

– Unmetered consultation with Forum researchers

– Networking contact with profiled institutions

– Model policy and process templates 

DISCUSSION GUIDE

Creating a One-Hour IT Team Working Session

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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Surfacing Users’ Unarticulated IT Needs

Community Demand-Sensing Platform

By creating a gamified project nomination and discussion platform, schools are able to tap into the 

current of community demand. This virtual panel of engaged community members provides an up-to-

date and complete understanding of the community’s technology needs. 

1. Who participates in identifying campus technology needs?

Campus leadership in 

executive meetings

Select faculty and 

student committees

All campus 

constituents

Metrics are 
impressionistic (e.g., 

conversations, 
industry trends)

Metrics are indirect 
(e.g., help desk 

tickets, download 
frequencies)

Metrics are direct 
(e.g., up-and-down 
votes on proposals)

2. How concrete are the metrics we use to assess campus’s technology needs?

Typical Practice Frontier Practice

Found in Forum Research

IT’s response is only 

indirectly seen in new 

service offerings

IT’s response is 

explicitly shared with 

campus leaders

IT’s response is 

explicitly shared 

with all constituents

4. How explicitly do we acknowledge users’ feedback?

No set schedule Every few years, e.g., 
for strategic plans

Continuously, as 
users articulate 

needs

3. How frequently do we formally assess campus technology needs?

Annually, e.g., 
through surveys

5. How quickly do we acknowledge users’ feedback?

IT responds after all 

feedback has been 

gathered and analyzed

IT responds 

intermittently, e.g., 

via monthly updates

IT responds in near 

real time, as each 

idea is submitted

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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Accelerating the Fulfillment of Users’ Current Needs

User-First Service Catalog

Some members are developing a solution-focused service catalog designed to seamlessly connect users 

with the service they require. Through the application of design principles from user experience 

research, the service catalog’s structure rapidly guides users to answers to their questions without any 

active work on IT’s part. 

1. How frequently do we update the service catalog?

Intermittently/ 

unpredictably

Annually Every time a service 

is added or retired

Users must click 
through multiple 
pages to access

Users can access with 
a single click from IT 
home page or drop 

down menu

Users can access 
top-level categories 

directly on IT’s 
homepage

2. How accessible is the service catalog?

Typical Practice Frontier Practice

Found in Forum Research

Structure is 

inconsistent or lacks 

sufficient high-level 

organization

Structure is consistent 

but uses internal IT 

groupings unfamiliar 

to users

Structure uses 

groupings that 

reflect users’ 

experiences

4.How user-friendly is the service catalog’s structure?

Reads as if written  by 
an IT professional, 

with technical jargon

Reads as if written for a 
generic university, lacking 

local terms or names

Reads as if written 
by a local 

(articulate) student 
or staff member

3. How user-friendly is the service catalog’s language?

5. How easy is it to find additional support via the catalog?

Does not reliably 

include contact details 

for service owners 

Directs users to a 

general IT help desk

Connects users to 

the specific service 

owner

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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Accelerating the Fulfillment of Users’ Current Needs

Pre-Approved Evaluation Criteria

Users need to understand whether and when their requests for new services will be implemented. By 

engaging stakeholders in the identification of broadly applicable, strategically aligned, and mutually 

agreeable criteria, some CIOs have standardized the metrics used to evaluate IT project proposals. 

Reviewing projects on an agreed-upon, like-for-like basis allows for quick prioritization decisions that 

reflect the institutional good. 

1. How long does it take for an IT project proposal to be approved?

Semesters Months Weeks

Reasons are not 
communicated

Users must request 
an explanation

Users receive a copy 
of the completed 

scoring rubric

2. How is the final decision on an IT request communicated to users?

50% or less 51-75% 100%

3. What percentage of approved projects are aligned to institutional 
goals, as opposed to purely local or individual goals?

No explicit, agreed-

upon criteria exist

Criteria are too 

vague or broad to 

be used consistently

Criteria are 

clearly articulated 

and applicable 

across projects

4. How clear and consistent are the criteria used to evaluate proposals?

Typical Practice Frontier Practice

Found in Forum Research

76-99%

https://www.eab.com/
https://www.eab.com/
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LEGAL CAVEAT

EAB is a division of The Advisory Board Company 
(“EAB”). EAB has made efforts to verify the 
accuracy of the information it provides to 
members. This report relies on data obtained 
from many sources, however, and EAB cannot 
guarantee the accuracy of the information 
provided or any analysis based thereon. In 
addition, neither EAB nor any of its affiliates 
(each, an “EAB Organization”) is in the business
of giving legal, medical, accounting, or other 
professional advice, and its reports should
not be construed as professional advice. In 
particular, members should not rely on any legal 
commentary in this report as a basis for action,
or assume that any tactics described herein would 
be permitted by applicable law or appropriate for 
a given member’s situation. Members are advised 
to consult with appropriate professionals 
concerning legal, medical, tax, or accounting 
issues, before implementing any of these tactics.
No EAB Organization or any of its respective 
officers, directors, employees, or agents shall be 
liable for any claims, liabilities, or expenses 
relating to (a) any errors or omissions in this 
report, whether caused by any EAB organization, 
or any of their respective employees or agents,
or sources or other third parties, (b) any 
recommendation or graded ranking by any
EAB Organization, or (c) failure of member and
its employees and agents to abide by the terms 
set forth herein.

EAB, Education Advisory Board, The Advisory 
Board Company, Royall, and Royall & Company 
are registered trademarks of The Advisory Board 
Company in the United States and other 
countries. Members are not permitted to use 
these trademarks, or any other trademark, 
product name, service name, trade name, and 
logo of any EAB Organization without prior written 
consent of EAB. Other trademarks, product 
names, service names, trade names, and logos 
used within these pages are the property of their 
respective holders. Use of other company 
trademarks, product names, service names,
trade names, and logos or images of the same 
does not necessarily constitute (a) an 
endorsement by such company of an EAB 
Organization and its products and services, or (b) 
an endorsement of the company or its products or 
services by an EAB Organization. No EAB 
Organization is affiliated with any such company.

IMPORTANT: Please read the following.

EAB has prepared this report for the exclusive
use of its members. Each member acknowledges 
and agrees that this report and the information 
contained herein (collectively, the “Report”) are 
confidential and proprietary to EAB. By accepting 
delivery of this Report, each member agrees to 
abide by the terms as stated herein, including
the following:

1. All right, title, and interest in and to this 
Report is owned by an EAB Organization. 
Except as stated herein, no right, license, 
permission, or interest of any kind in this 
Report is intended to be given, transferred to, 
or acquired by a member. Each member is 
authorized to use this Report only to the 
extent expressly authorized herein.

2. Each member shall not sell, license, republish, 
or post online or otherwise this Report, in part 
or in whole. Each member shall not 
disseminate or permit the use of, and shall 
take reasonable precautions to prevent such 
dissemination or use of, this Report by (a) any 
of its employees and agents (except as stated 
below), or (b) any third party.

3. Each member may make this Report available 
solely to those of its employees and agents 
who (a) are registered for the workshop or 
membership program of which this Report is a 
part, (b) require access to this Report in order 
to learn from the information described 
herein, and (c) agree not to disclose this 
Report to other employees or agents or any 
third party. Each member shall use, and shall 
ensure that its employees and agents use, this 
Report for its internal use only. Each member 
may make a limited number of copies, solely 
as adequate for use by its employees and 
agents in accordance with the terms herein.

4. Each member shall not remove from this 
Report any confidential markings, copyright 
notices, and/or other similar indicia herein.

5. Each member is responsible for any breach of 
its obligations as stated herein by any of its 
employees or agents.

6. If a member is unwilling to abide by any of the 
foregoing obligations, then such member shall 
promptly return this Report and all copies 
thereof to EAB.
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