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SENATE COMMITTEE ON INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES (SCIT) 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
October 6, 2015 
  
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota Senate; 
none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported in these minutes represent the views of, nor are they binding 
on, the Senate, the Administration or the Board of Regents.] 
 
[In these minutes: fCoP updates: reporting & analytics, academic technology, application delivery overview; future 
topics.] 
  
PRESENT: Eric Watkins, chair, Michelle Driessen, Bernie Gulachek, Tim Nichols, Geoffrey 
Ghose, Kate Martin, Nancy Carpenter, Kate McCready, Madeline Doak, Santiago Fernandez-
Gimenez, Carlos Soria, John Butler, Robert Rubinyi, Benton Schnabel, Yoichi Watanabe 
 
REGRETS: Karen Monson, Sean Conner, Diane Willow 
  
GUESTS: Donalee Attardo, manager, Academic Technologies; Aaron Bucher, application 
architect, Office of Information Technology; Tom Auld, Associate CIO, Office of Information 
Technology; Susan Spanovich, systems analyst, Support Services; Jim MacDonald, director of 
information technology, College of Science & Engineering. 
 
1.  Welcome:  Eric Watkins, chair, began by welcoming the committee.   
 
2.  fCoP Updates: Tom Auld, associate CIO, Office of Information Technology (OIT), 
introduced the update on current University fCoPs.  He stated that fCoPs are developed by OIT 
based on University input, with each having a very specific scope and a quick timeframe.  In 
other words, he said, what could bring the greatest amount of good within a certain area? Based 
on input gathered through the IT governance process in the spring of each year, OIT chooses one 
to three areas of focus every year, he said.  Staff, students, researchers, and faculty all contribute 
to that decision. This year’s three fCoPs are: 

• Analytics and Data Integration:  Auld stated that, after conversations with members of the 
University community, they heard the following themes and questions regarding data:  

o Access and self-service:  “How can I get access to data that is important to me?”  
o Shift from operational reporting to analytics:  “How can I use data to look for 

trends and opportunities?”  
o Manage various and confusing data sets:  “What is the source of truth?” 
o Refresh data warehouse tools: “Based on my level of expertise, what data and 

tools are available to me to find insights and make decisions?”   
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Per Ault, OIT is managing business data of all sorts - whether student data, financial data, 
or research data - so the goal is to make this data accessible for users to find, understand, 
and utilize.    
 
Aaron Bucher, application architect, OIT, added that the goal of this fCoP is to “improve 
the University’s ability to make data-driven decisions by researching common business 
needs, sharing best practices, and creating enterprise service recommendations around 
data integration and end-user analytics.”  He said that EDMR (Enterprise Data 
Management and Reporting) is the data governance group at the University.  They focus 
on data management and reporting; they are the decision process unit.  This fCoP is a 
one-time input into EDMR, he said, to provide recommendations.  Per Bucher, the 
timeline for this fCoP is to look at questions and specific cases in October and November, 
gather technology input in November, and work on service recommendations in 
December and January. They will develop a reporting framework throughout the process.  
Bucher said they have just started; they don’t have a specific focus yet, but they have lots 
of volunteers from staff and administration.  They are very light on faculty and research 
participants. Ingrid Nuttall, student services director, Academic Support Resources, is 
helping lead this fCoP and can be contacted by interested parties.  All are welcome to 
attend the next meeting on Friday Oct. 30, 10:00-11:30. 
 
In response to concerns about HIPAA restrictions (privacy standards on individual health 
information), Bucher and Auld assured the committee that what data can be shared and 
who can access that data is always considered. They are aware of the importance of 
adequate security and sharing restrictions, and always consider HIPAA regulations.  
Bernie Gulachek, interim vice president, OIT, stated that one way to contextualize this 
fCoP is to think about the old reporting system. Before the Enterprise System Upgrade 
Project (ESUP) project, OIT had a service that created reports for people.  The University 
does not have a reporting service anymore.  There needs to be something, Gulachek said, 
but OIT does not want what the University had before: hard-wired reports that require 
users to ask for assistance when report changes are needed.  He said they want the data to 
be accessible and analyzable.  The questions this fCoP will help answer, he stated, 
include what kinds of data exist and is valuable to the institution, where should it reside, 
what kind of tools would enable participants to use that data, and what sort of 
institutional data should be usable for resident units to use and integrate with their own 
data.  
 

• Academic Technology.  Donalee Attardo, manager, Academic Technologies, presented 
on this fCoP.  The Provost’s Office and OIT decided to sponsor this fCoP so even though 
the official kickoff date is October 23rd, 9:00-10:30, the work has already begun.  The 
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goal, per Attardo, is to “Develop and implement a collaborative process to identify and 
prioritize what is needed across the University system to support existing technologies 
and to manage the selection, piloting, and assessment of emerging technologies to 
advance the University’s teaching and learning mission.”  Kate Martin, assistant director 
at the Center for Educational Innovation is the leader of the fCoP.  More than 100 
participants have already signed up and there is room for 150.  Working groups 
comprised of faculty and staff will be formed at the kickoff to identify the top three to 
five priorities the fCoP will focus on.  The completion date is set for April 2016.  Attardo 
listed potential areas to work on. How to:  

o Determine what tools instructors need; 
o Select new or emerging technologies; 
o Get UMN community input on existing technologies; and 
o Make instructors aware of the academic technology available at the University 

and help them use it effectively. 
 
Attardo stated that she has reached out to individuals at each system campus asking them 
to help spread the message, but believes the Office of the Provost will also be contacting 
system campuses as well.  Nancy Carpenter stated that it is really important for system 
campus involvement, and Attardo agreed. 
 
Gulachek expanded a bit on the goal of the fCoP: it is to understand the academic 
technologies ecosystem, to get faculty input, and to help those units that don’t have 
academic technology support. It was mentioned that Friday morning for the kickoff 
makes it difficult for many faculty to attend due to teaching responsibilities.   
 

• Application Delivery Infrastructure: Jim MacDonald, director of information technology, 
College of Science & Engineering, stated that the goal of this fCop is to “develop a 
roadmap and management framework for virtual desktop and application delivery so that 
students have access to the tools and technologies they need for their academic 
experience.”  Per McDonald, they want to develop a tool that students can use to enhance 
their learning experience while they’re here.  The tool allows students to access 
applications virtually, many of which wouldn’t always work with their personal device or 
operating system.  
 
McDonald stated that the criteria of success for the fCoP includes the following:   

o A 3-year roadmap for service development, delivery, and refinement. 
o A responsive framework for service governance and operations.  At a minimum 

this should include a decision making framework for managing and prioritizing 
services changes and enhancements, and a process for selecting packaging, 
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testing, maintaining and supporting virtual applications is codified and 
consumable by technical and nontechnical audiences.   

o A work plan for year one goals and objectives is developed, resourced and being 
executed. 

 
Susan Spanovich, systems analyst, Support Services, then provided a demonstration of an 
ADI (Application Delivery Infrastructure.)  Accessed from a web browser, students using 
the ADI will download and install Citrix Receiver to virtually launch applications they 
use regularly. Applications chosen for the pilot phase were “Ansys,” “Creo,” and 
“Solidworks,” due to their heavy student use.  Per Spanavich, the functionality and speed 
available by streaming the application would be better than having the application on a 
personal computer.   
 
MacDonald reiterated that this is an application delivery system. To store files, students 
must use KUMO to map their GoogleDrive, or a thumb drive. The goal is to try to 
alleviate some of the pressure on labs by allowing undergraduate students to do some of 
the work from home, dorm room, coffee shop, etc., he said, and thus reduce lab usage by 
about 80%. The target for the pilot this year is to get people using it, to try it from various 
locations.  The biggest limitation is the network that is being used (i.e. wireless 
connectivity), added Spanavich.   
 
In response to questions about whether its use might go beyond educational use to 
include research, MacDonald stated that the pilot will focus on education; many of the 
applications are for educational use only and using them for research is a violation. 
Research is out of scope for the current project, but there has been interest from many 
parties, and it is a possibility at some point in the future.   

   
3. Topics moving forward:  Watkins stated that next month’s topics include an update on ESUP 
and an update on UNIZIN.   
 
Having no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
 
 
Patricia Straub 
University Senate Office 

 
 

 


