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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF MEETING
OCTOBER 1, 2002
 
[In these minutes: 
Welcome, Telephone Upgrade Update, Patriot’s Act, Financial System Replacement Evaluation and
Selection Project, Twin Cities General Purpose Classroom Technology Upgrade Update]
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota
Senate or Twin Cities Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported in these minutes
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration or the Board of
Regents.]
 
PRESENT: April Schwartz, Chair, Josephine Crawford, Nancy Herther, Jeff Johnson, Eric Celeste, Alan Ek,
Douglas Ernie, Ashutosh Jaiswal 
 
REGRETS: 
Nancy McGlynn, Haesun Park, Bernard Gulachek, Linda Jorn, Mark Bellcourt, John Fuller, David DeMuth
 
ABSENT: Thomas McRoberts, Stephen Crawley, Yosef Cohen, Stephen Downing
 
GUEST(S):  Tracy Smith, Linda Woock, Steve Fitzgerald
 
OTHER(S):  Ken Hanna, Myron Lowe, John Miller
 
I).  April Schwartz called the meeting to order and asked those present to introduce themselves.
 
II). 
Ms. Schwartz called on John Miller, OIT, to provide members with an update on the telephone upgrade
project. 
Mr. Miller stated that overall the project has progressed fairly smoothly with only a few glitches occurring
here and there. 
In fact, the project finished ahead of its December 2002 completion date. All single Standard Telephones
(STEs), ITE4s and Panasonic EASAs have been replaced with new single line phones that include these three
features: a caller ID display, a voice mail light and a built in two-way speaker phone. 
 
A member asked if OIT has received many complaints regarding the new phones?  Mr. Miller stated that
most common complaint relates to the analogue phones and speakerphones.  The top trouble ticket item,
however, is inability to access voice mail.
 
Has the problem of messages not being delivered into voice mail until significantly after they are left been
corrected? 
Mr. Miller explained that delayed messages should not be as much of a problem with the new system because
there is only one asynchronous link carrying messages back and forth rather than the old system which had
three links. 
Mr. Miller also noted that the University’s link speed today is much higher than the industry standard to
facilitate higher path-times. 
Therefore, Mr. Miller believes that this feature should be more reliable under the new system.
 
Additional information on the Telephone Upgrade Project can be found at the following URL:
http://www1.umn.edu/oit/telephoneupgrade/
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III). 
Ms. Schwartz called on Tracy Smith, Office of the General Counsel, to provide the committee with an
overview of the USA Patriot Act and its implications for higher education.  The USA Patriot Act is an
acronym that stands for ‘Uniting and Strengthening America by Providing Appropriate Tools Required To
Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism Act.”
 
According to Ms. Smith the Act will effect the University’s role as an:
 

Internet Service Provider (ISP), and1.
Educator2.

 
In terms of an ISP, the University, in the past, was required to contact law enforcement and disclose the
content of electronic communications under the following circumstances:
 

If the contents were inadvertently obtained by the ISP and appeared to be related to the commission of
a crime.
If the contents contained child pornography.
If it was necessary for the University to protect its property or rights.

 
Now, the USA Patriot Act adds one more circumstance; namely, if an ISP reasonably believes that there will
be an emergency involving immediate danger of death or serious injury.  Ken Hanna, OIT
Security/Assurance, stated that it would be extremely rare for the University to happen upon such
communications because the University does not look at the contents of its electronic communications unless
something is specifically brought to OIT’s attention.
 
What disclosures are required to be made to the government?  The USA Patriot Act amends the criminal code
as it relates to voluntary disclosure of information by electronic communication service providers and
expands the scope of technology-related information obtainable without warrants, subpoenas and court
orders. For example, the government can get access to stored voice mail without a wiretap.  The thrust of the 
Act is to reduce the standard of evidence necessary to get a court order, warrant or subpoena.

 
Enhanced surveillance is provided by the Act. The Act expands law enforcement’s ability to obtain, and the
scope and reach of, court orders for certain types of electronic surveillance devices.  For example, the use of
“trap and trace” or “pen register” devices to obtain routing, dialing, addressing or signaling information
transmitted by wire or electronic communication is permissible as long as the information collected does not
include communication content. 
Additionally, the Act allows the government to use devices such as “Carnivore” to track internet use.  In 
response to question, Ms. Smith stated that if law enforcement required the University to install such devices,
she believes that the government has some type of cost recovery mechanism in place to facilitate and aid
compliance.
 
What can the University do regarding trespassers and hackers?  Under the old law it was unclear whether the
University, as an ISP, could work with law enforcement to monitor electronic communications from hackers
and trespassers. 
Now, the USA Patriot Act explicitly authorizes ISPs to affirmatively contact and work with law enforcement
to intercept hacker communications. 
The Act has also increased penalties for certain types of computer hacking crimes.
 
Next, in terms of the University’s role as an educator the USA Patriot Act has implications on the Family
Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), a federal law that guarantees student privacy.  While this 
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FERPA has always had an exception for health and safety emergencies, the USA Patriot Act makes it easier
for authorities to obtain a court order to garner student data in a terrorism investigation.
 
International students attending an educational institution under a visa are required to sign an I20 Form
permitting the University to disclose information to the INS relevant to their status.  International students 
have always had to waive privacy rights to a certain extent but under the USA Patriot Act the INS is
mandating this information be provided to them on a regular basis.  This information will be fed to the INS
through an electronic reporting system called SEVIS - Student and Exchange Visitor Information System
(SEVIS) that is expected to be operational by January 2003.  Each institution must provide information
concerning who has been matriculated, graduated, kicked out, etc. 
 
A member suggested that the Office of the General Counsel set up a website explaining the issues and
implications of the USA Patriot Act. 
If faculty, students and staff have this information there will be less ambiguity and less opportunity for
misunderstanding. 
Many people have their own interpretations and concerns about what the USA Patriot Act means. 
 
IV). 
Linda Woock, financial systems director, provided members with an overview of the Financial System
Replacement Evaluation and Selection Project.  Highlights from her presentation follow:
 
Reasons for purchasing a new system:
 

The current system, CUFS, is based on old technology.  Although the University has only been using
CUFS for 11 years the system was actually built in the 1970s. 
Limited internal and no external support for the CUFS system.  CUFS is the last major system on the
University’s mainframe. 
The Office of Information Technology (OIT) must continue to provide mainframe support as long as
the institution uses CUFS.
Cost of operation.
An opportunity to increase functionality.
Increasing risks and high “failure costs” with the existing CUFS system.

 
The University is approaching this project from two very distinct avenues:
 

Traditional approach – By way of the RFP process the University would purchase a new financial
system from one of the vendors currently marketing to higher education. 

1.

Consortium approach – Participate in a multi-school consortium that is exploring rewriting a system
currently running at two large research universities.  Indiana University approached the University
approximately one year ago with this idea and it is being given serious consideration.  An advantage to 
this type of system would be its customized functionality.

2.

 
Prior to issuing the RFP on June 26, 2002, evaluation teams met to determine detail requirements for the
proposal. 
Currently, a cost analysis is being conducted to determine the total cost of ownership to the institution to
install and maintain a new financial system. 
Additionally, scripted demonstrations are being crafted for vendors that will be invited to make
presentations. 
In response to a question from a member, Ms. Woock noted that the RFP included bids for both the software
as well as the implementation of a new financial system.  The Controller’s Office will present its
recommendation and cost range estimates to the Board of Regents in December 2002.  A rough estimate for a



DRAFT http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scit/02-10-01.html

4 of 6 6/18/2008 11:03 AM

project of this magnitude is $20 - $30 million.
 
Bids were received from:
 

SAP in partnership with Unysis who would do the implementation
PeopleSoft
Sunguard Bitech (large presence in the K-12 arena)
J.D. Edwards

 
Unfortunately, the University did not receive bids from:
 

SCT
Oracle

 
It appears that both these vendors assumed the University was a PeopleSoft shop and felt it wasn’t worth
their effort to submit a proposal.
 
Ms. Woock provided the committee with more information on the Consortium.  The Consortium is made up
of 5 schools none of whom have made a financial commitment to the project to date.  A niche vendor, IMI,
would be hired to design the system and in return would retain ownership rights to portions of the system
code. 
The Controller’s Office is working closely with the General Counsel’s Office to clearly delineate the
ownership situation before further efforts are undertaken.
 
Efforts are underway to cost out the consortium for comparison purposes.  Of particular concern is the issue
of risk.  A risk analysis needs to be done to weigh all the options to make a fair comparison.
 
V). 
Ms. Schwartz welcomed Steve Fitzgerald, director, Office of Classroom Management to SCIT and asked that
he provide members with a status update on the Twin Cities General Purpose Classroom Technology
Upgrade Plan.
 
Important aspects of the plan include:
 

The program was formed out of close consultation with IT committees, departments, colleges,
governance committees, etc. with a focus on establishing a base-line level of technology in central
classrooms.  Since its inception the program has been strongly supported by the campus community.

 
This is a comprehensive multiyear, phased plan that develops a ‘projection-capable classroom’ as a
standard for all central classrooms. 
The goal of a projection-capable classroom is to make a user-friendly, projection-capable,
internet-connected classroom.  The design is modular and flexible.  A projection capable classroom is
the new “baseline” for general-purpose classrooms.

 
The bottom line goal is to provide faculty with up-to-date teaching tools that they can incorporate in the
pedagogical design of their individual courses.
 
Attributes of a projection-capable classroom include:
 

A basic technology infrastructure for teaching and learning
Data/video projection capability
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Internet connectivity at the instructor’s station
A VCR and/or other input device
A user-friendly laptop interface/control system
Other module “add-on” capabilities

 
Initial projections estimated that all 300 central classrooms would be outfitted with the Technology Upgrade
Plan by 2004. 
Unfortunately, due to funding constraints the plan is approximately 1 – 2 years behind schedule.  In fiscal
year (FY) ’02, however, there was a dramatic increase in the number of installations attributable to leveraged
funding arrangements and partnerships with colleges and departments. The Office of Classroom Management
is also hopeful that central administration will continue to allocate matching funds for classroom upgrades. 
Both the working capital from central administration and partnerships with departments and/or colleges have
helped to move the plan forward.
 
Types of partnerships:
 

A department converts a departmental classroom into a central classroom. The partnering department is
assigned “priority scheduling” in the upgraded classroom.

1.

The Office of Classroom Management (OCM) and the department cost-share the tech upgrade funding
of a central classroom not scheduled to be upgraded for a year or more. The room is advanced to the
head of the upgrade queue. 
The partnering department is assigned “priority scheduling” in the upgraded classroom.

2.

 
Under both models OCM assumes 100% of the life-cycle funding responsibility; a significant incentive for
departments to partner with OCM in upgrading classrooms.
 
Other presentation highlights include:
 

Feedback from faculty and students who have used upgraded rooms is extremely positive. 
Unfortunately, OCM is unable to install the Technology Upgrade fast enough to meet the demand for
these rooms.

 
Wireless connectivity is currently in place in Technology Upgraded classrooms.  Because wireless 
classrooms are new, some problems can be expected.   Some wireless issues that will need to be
addressed include EMI/RFI high density, emerging OIT campus-wide standards, near term
technologies and the impact of wireless connectivity on teaching and learning.

 
Estimated average cost to upgrade a general-purpose classroom is $17,000 depending on the NTS and
physical infrastructure of the room.

 
It is important to note that this plan does not exist on cutting edge technology but rather provides a
base-line level of technology.

 
When the Classroom Technology Upgrade Plan was implemented in 1999, 72 rooms had some level of
technology. 
Unfortunately, since that time the number of partially upgraded classrooms have declined because of
the lack of life-cycle funds. 
As a result, funds have had to be diverted from the upgrade to go back and repair older rooms and
bring them up to standard. 
The progress made by the program to date has inherent problems related to its use of one-time funding
to complete upgrades. 
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Recurring funding to support the plan’s life cycle maintenance and equipment replacement costs are
vital.

 
VI).  With no further business, Ms. Schwartz adjourned the meeting.
 
                                                                                                Renee Dempsey
                                                                                                University Senate


