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[In these minutes: 1. Presentation of interim report on OIT expenditures, 2. Discussion of subcommittee structure, 3.
Discussion of committee charge.]

SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMPUTING AND INFORMATION SYSTEMS (SCCIS)

MINUTES

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 1997
1:30 - 3:00
STUDIO C, RARIG CENTER

[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota Senate or
Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represent
the view or, nor are they binding on the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of Regents.]

PRESENT: Gary Jahn (chair), Ron Anderson, Vicki Gaylord, Harold Grotevant, Andy Lopez, Don Riley, Andy
Rotering, William Peterson, Joe Skupniewitz.

REGRETS: James Chelikowsky.

ABSENT: Steve Cawley, Daniel Mooradian.

GUESTS: Jodie Berg-Combs, Myron Lowe, Charlene Mason, Carolyn Parnell, Diane Wollner.

1. Presentation of interim report of OIT expenditures

Professor Jahn said that the Planning Subcommittee had met twice since the last full SCCIS meeting and had heard
the first report on technology expenses and central administration. He then introduced Jodie Berg-Combs who gave
the report to the subcommittee and who will be presenting a condensed version today.

Jodie Berg-Combs said that this is the first step in gathering the information from OIT. Then the subcommittee will
talk with Richard Pfutzenreuter, from Finance and Operations, and Sue Nemitz, from Planning and Analysis, to look
at the broader perspective of how information technology dollars are spent at the University.

She then distributed a document which includes a summary sheet for each unit within OIT followed by the budget
summary. It gives a breakdown of Operations and Management dollars, External and Internal Revenues, the total
resource, and then a balance at the end. She then went through each unit within the document.

Carolyn Parnell then discussed an issue that was brought up in the subcommittee regarding NTS costs and charges.
She said that any charges that are made to a federal grant cannot have subsidies associated with it. Within the current
chargeback structure, there are a multitude of subsidies, such as long distance. The excess revenue that was being
collected from long distance charges was then used in part to pay for other services, such as the network.

NTS identified all the supporting functions and all the lines of service that it has. We were then able to determine
what the costs were by line of service, and are in the process of updating this with fiscal year 1999 data. We are
jumping to fiscal year 1999 because we have a debt that will be paid off in February of this year and we want to
make sure that this gets accommodated in the new budget structure.

Therefore, as Professor Jahn had suggested, it is not under the purview of NTS to decide whether or not the
University community should recoup the costs that NTS has identified. Presently, these costs are not assigned to any
particular person, department, or central fund based on what has been measured. If a decision is made to turn this into
charges, then NTS has the data. Along with implementing charges, there would also be a reduction in the costs of
some present services. It is expected that one will balance another.

Q: What is the schedule for reviewing these costs and possible rate changes? How does this fit into the budget
planning process?
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A: November is being spent updating information and doing an effort study of activity-based costs. A web page is
ready that lists existing costs by budget number. It shows what a current budget number is presently being charged,
what the new costs are, and how that would impact the rates.

Q: What will or will not be subsidized?

A: Many operating costs for the network are subsidized. There are other things which in the past have been centrally
funded. If for some reason they are not, a cost structure would need to be developed.

Q: In regards to departmental LANs, is the problem that the costs are uneven between the two different kinds of users
or that the drain on the central system is greater in one case and they should therefore pay more?

A: To some extent, there is a drain on the system, but that does not necessarily match one-to-one to a physical router
port. Private LAN Administrators (PLAs) are a key component of network management and there is no plan to make
a change to this structure.

Q: Currently PLAs are charged $150.00 per month for each router connection. Under a new scheme would this router
connection fee increase in addition to a fee for each network address that is serviced within the LAN?

A: There are different models to look at, but a model with a charge for the router port plus a network connection has
not been discussed.

Q: How is the cost of an active connection measured?

A: In the activity-based costing methodology, we did an effort study. We took the 125 employees that we have and
asked them to tell us what percentage of their time they spend in each area. We took that percentage times their
salary to figure out the effort cost. We then looked at the budget and allotted the money across the lines of service.
Some costs were easy because they were direct charges related to specific lines of service. We also have some
functions that are not lines of service, but are components of charges that we have, such as 911 service. If the
decision is made to turn these costs into charges, then it needs to be looked at holistically. Some areas, such as the
libraries, will have a discrepancy between the voice and data sides of NTS. We will need to do an impact analysis
and inform the budget office.

Q: Would there be any network costs that would be paid by central administration?

A: There is no definite answer to this, but it is a position that we can lobby for. The SCCIS Subcommittee will have a
voice in this.

Q: Is one option that all costs, including the ATM backbone, would be charged back to all users?

A: This is certainly one view that can be taken. Last year, there was money available from central funding for
upgrading the router plant and running fiber to the St. Paul campus. We are also ready to upgrade the ATM plant.
Every year NTS asks for central funding, but we are never sure what will be appropriated. So, we have to be
conscious of the costs.

Q: Once the phone debt is paid off in February, what will happen to the money that has been spent annually for this
expense?

A: In the current year, the long distance rates were reduced and the surplus was used in this area. In 1999, this will be
taken into account.

Q: What model is being considered in regards to the differences in network wiring for buildings and departments?
Would this be paid for by a fee charged to all the users or by central funding?

A: Wiring within buildings has not been treated as central infrastructure, but as a localized cost. Therefore, it is part
of the building renovations and refurbishment projects. A discussion was held yesterday regarding the Historic Mall
Renovation project at which time OIT supplied some numbers in terms of wiring. We were then informed that all the
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horizontal wiring had been taken out of the request, since it is a capitol bonding request, and the state would not
provide money for the wiring. We are not sure though if the conduits were removed also. Wiring will be a problem
though, since there has not been a cohesive approach. Instead, things have been done in a haphazard manner. In the
consultant's study, the total amount for wiring was $140 million, of which 40% was horizontal wiring as well as
closet construction. $4.5 million in one time money has been allotted for this year and OIT has been told that there
will not be any money for networking next year.

Q: Is there any pressure to move from LANs to etherjacks?

A: There is no plan to move away from PLAs, even though not everyone at NTS feels this way. Many people would
like increased consistency in electronics, which is an advantage to etherjacks. One advantage to PLAs is that only
5-10% of their job is dealing with wiring and electronics. Therefore almost 95% is for support of the desktops and
the faculty, which frees up time and money for OIT in general.

Myron Lowe, Director of Central Computing Services, said that he has an interest in supporting academic services.
His department has taken a look over the last few years at the services that they provide as well as the operating
system platforms that these systems are provided on, and determined two things. First, that some of these services
were outdated in terms of technology and the direction of the University. Second, that there was a decline in the
number of users for some services. Therefore, we are making sure that the services that are provided are on
technology that has a future within the University's goals and that the services are going to be used. We need to see
what the needs are for academic computing and then how to best support them.

A committee member said that one problem is that many departments hire people into temporary positions instead of
waiting for central services. This adds to the problem instead of solving it.

Another member said that there is a trend for centralized services to emphasize efficiency, but this compromises
services that will aid people in doing experimental and innovative research and teaching. Faculty are scared that
services will be reduced to include only those central services.

Don Riley said that OIT is trying to determine the common services to be offered at the central level versus those that
are customized by the local users. Nobody wants the situation to be that you can only do what you can pay for, which
is the case with the Incentives for Managed Growth (IMG) model.

He then gave the committee an update on the two conferences that the University had held within the last few weeks.
First, the Digital Technology Summit was held. The first day was public and approximately 700 people came through
and gave positive comments. The second day was by invitation and dealt with 11 different areas of importance to
Minnesota and what could the University do for them, such as electronic commerce, entertainment, digital
publishing, telecommunications, health care, education, and high-performance computing. From this summit a
document will be produced including the discussions and comments. Governor Carlson also issued an invitation to
produce a technology fair in conjunction with the IT International Telecommunications Union next fall.

The International Educom conference was also held. The pre-conference workshops were Sunday through Tuesday,
Educom ran Wednesday through Friday, and then the post-conference workshop was on Saturday. Also, campus
tours were given throughout the week, along with the Campus Showcase at the Convention Center. It was a big
success and left people with a very positive impression of the state and the University.

2. Discussion of Subcommittee Structure

Professor Jahn said that the Planning Subcommittee did not meet to discuss what other subcommittees should be
formed because of all these conferences. He then gave a list based on what was in the original document and further
comments from the committee:

1. University Funding and Expenditures Subcommittee
2. Planning/Policy/Decision-Making Subcommittee
3. Infrastructure and Support Subcommittee
4. Research/Instruction/Distance Education Subcommittee
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The committee then discussed these proposed subcommittees and defined their roles. Professor Jahn concluded that
he would e-mail this list to SCCIS for comments and committee members should indicate which subcommittee they
would like to serve on.

3. Discussion of Committee Charge

Professor Jahn said that the new committee charge will be acted on at the November 13 Senate meeting. At that time,
two new faculty members will need to be named, so suggestions should be e-mailed to Professor Jahn.

The meeting adjourned at 3:03.

Rebecca Hippert
University Senate


