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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF MEETING
MARCH 4, 2008
 
[In these minutes:  Senate Joint Subcommittee on Databases Report and Resolution, Research
Cyberinfrastructure Alliance (RCA), Miscellaneous Announcements]
 
[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.]
 
PRESENT: 
Mark Sanders, chair, John Crow, Dale Swanson, Sue Van Voorhis, John Butler, Danielle Tisinger, Billie
Wahlstrom, Brent Larson, Briana Clark, Ben Franske, Parker Schultz
 
REGRETS:  Christina Meyer, Alan Ek, Michael Korth, Stuart Speedie, Jim Waddell, Bonnie Westra,
 
ABSENT:  Deanette Haag, Stephen Cawley, Greg Laden
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Bernard Gulachek, Simin Hickman, Linda Jorn, Myron Lowe, John H. Miller
 
GUESTS:  Nancy Herther and Peggy Sundermeyer
 
I).  Mark Sanders called the meeting to order.
 
II).  Members unanimously approved the February 5, 2008 minutes.
 
III).  Mr. Sanders welcomed Ben Franske, the newest SCIT member.  Mr. Franske briefly introduced himself.
 
IV). 
Mr. Sanders welcomed Nancy Herther, former SCIT chair, and member of the Senate Joint Subcommittee on
Databases. 
Ms. Herther was invited to today's meeting to report on the subcommittee's findings noted Mr. Sanders.
 
Ms. Herther began by sharing the names of the members that served on the subcommittee.  The 
subcommittee, noted Ms. Herther, was initially convened in May 2007, and completed its final report just last
month.
 
The subcommittee uncovered two persuasive reasons why the University should centrally collect faculty and
staff activity data: 

Currently, 
no comprehensive University-wide system exists for collecting and disseminating faculty and staff
activity data.

1.

2.
 There is a need for centrally collecting and storing University expertise data to make it easier for
students, University researchers, and the public to locate faculty and staff with disciplinary expertise;
particularly in this time of increasing interdisciplinary collaboration.

 
Ms. Herther turned members' attention to key findings from the report and the subcommittee's proposed
resolution.
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Other major universities already have implemented this type of central repository for collecting their faculty
and staff activity data. 
In addition, Ms. Herther used the Carlson School of Management, and the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of
Public Affairs as examples of colleges on campus that have implemented there own expertise database
systems.
 
Discussion highlights:

·    The use of EGMS (Electronic Grants Management System) - http://egms.umn.edu/ - as part of faculty
research will undoubtedly continue to be an important centralized resource for collecting CVs,
bio-sketches, etc. 
In order for a new expertise database system to be effective, faculty must view it as important and it
must have a value added component in order to entice faculty to use it.  How would a new expertise 
database be integrated with an existing database such as EMGS?  Expertise databases in the 
marketplace are able to share data between databases noted Ms. Herther.

·   

Is the expertise data that sits in databases across the University too much information for one large
expertise database to collect? 
Centralizing this would end this redundancy and be easier to keep up-to-date, Ms. Herther noted.

·   

Having faculty expertise available to Student Services is a phenomenal way to connect students with
faculty.

·   

Did the subcommittee give any thought to collecting data beyond that generated by faculty or teaching
P&A? 
Ms. Herther noted that the subcommittee intended this for all P&A and faculty who currently submit
activities reports, the goal was to have the expertise of the entire University community housed in a
central database. 

·    Did the subcommittee look at Ohio State's homegrown system, OSU:pro (https://pro.osu.edu/index.cfm) 
in terms of the choices they made when it came to institutional adoption.  OSU invested significantly at
the provostal level and pre-populated their database as a way of encouraging faculty to use the system. 
Ms. Herther noted that the subcommittee did a cursory look at various commercial products as well as
talking with faculty and administrators/staff at many colleges and universities over the past six months,
including Ohio State.

·   

A University expertise database could be used to acquire relative or comparative information
concerning faculty and scholarly output from an institutional perspective.  As part of strategic 
positioning, the University has been trying to gauge how it ranks in various disciplines compared to
other institutions. 
Ms. Herther agreed and stated that the number of potential uses for the data collected in an expertise
database is staggering.

·   

Did the subcommittee give any thought to what group at the University would take responsibility for
designing and implementing this database?  Ms. Herther stated that this is a decision that likely is not
up to the subcommittee. 
The purpose of the subcommittee's report/resolution was to demonstrate that an expertise database has
value and merit for the University. 
Billie Wahlstrom added that assuming the Senate approves this resolution and the President endorses
it, administrative business owners would need to be identified.

·   

Assuming a decision is made to move forward with a University expertise database, the hurdle will be
to get the historic data entered into the system.  Then, once this is accomplished, regular system
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processes will populate the data going forward.  An expertise database will be very helpful when it
comes to conducting annual faculty reviews, promotion and tenure reviews, etc.  Planning and
implementation efforts related to this database will weigh heavily on the ultimate success of this
project.  Ms. Herther agreed with these comments.

·    What reaction has this report and resolution received from other Senate committees?   Ms. Herther 
reported that this document has been shared with CRAD (Council of Research Associate Deans), SRC
(Senate Research Committee) and SCFA (Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs).  Overall, feedback
was positive. 
A difference between these groups and SCIT is that security was more of an issue for them than this
committee. 
Also, another concern that was raised had to do with what descriptors would be used to search this type
of experts database.

·   

In terms of system adoption, thought should be given to how use of this type of database could
ultimately save faculty time. 
Ms. Herther used that the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute of Public Affairs as an example of a college
that provided significant support to faculty in the first year, but by the second year faculty felt
comfortable with the system and were willing and able to use it without a lot of support.  This example 
illustrates how the design of the system is very critical.

·   

In terms of system design, discussions about the tools that should be incorporated in this system that
will serve to create a sense of community will be very important.

 
Assuming this resolution is approved by the Senate and endorsed by the President, it would need to follow
standard OIT implementation procedures noted Mr. Gulachek.
 
Hearing no further discussion on this topic, Mr. Sanders asked whether members were ready to act on the
proposed resolution.  The committee unanimously endorsed the proposed resolution as written.
 
Mr. Sanders volunteered to contact the chairs of SRC and SCFA to let them know that SCIT discussed this
report and approved the proposed resolution.  He went on to thank Ms. Herther for her presentation.
 
V). 
Mr. Sanders called on Bernie Gulachek to provide the committee with information on the University's
research computing efforts. 
A handout with information on the Research Cyberinfrastructure Alliance (RCA) was distributed to the
committee.  Members were encouraged to read the handout at their leisure.
 
Mr. Gulachek stated that in the fall of 2007, the Office of Information Technology (OIT), the Office of the
Vice President for Research (OVPR), and the University Libraries began development of a strategic alliance
in support of research cyberinfrastructure. 
While funding conversations have taken place related to this initiative, no funding model currently exists. 
Cyberinfrastructure is defined as information technology resources that are used by engineers, researchers,
clinicians, and artists as they create new knowledge.
 
The vision for this project, noted Mr. Gulachek, is that "…high-end, high quality, efficient and effective
research computing systems and services are provided in secure environments that enhance interdisciplinary
research and allow researchers to explore radically new concepts, approaches, and tools."  Mr. Gulachek 
commented that it is clear that if the University expects to be able to compete for grants in its quest to become
one of the top three public research institutions in the world, it will need a coordinated cyberinfrastructure
strategy, which includes not only interdisciplinary, but inter-institutional resources.
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Mr. Sanders commented that there are already examples of interdisciplinary computer resources
administrated primarily by individual units
on campus with MSI (Minnesota Supercomputing Institute) and NEHC.  How will these groups benefit in the
near term from the RCA? 
Professor Crowe noted that it is useful to remember in this whole process that beyond the hardware and other
tangible resources earmarked for this initiative, there is an extra layer of support and expertise that serves to
bridge the gap between the work of researchers and the application of the technology.  Mr. Gulachek added 
that findings have uncovered that locally run servers and other pieces of equipment can be moved into data
centers for efficiency purposes and some operational resources that can be leveraged relatively quickly.
 
In order to succeed in the research realm, the University will need to do more research.  In turn, this means
helping researchers generate more ideas and to seed these ideas with support.  Mr. Gulachek added that the
University contracted with Eric Celeste to conduct a quasi-institutional environmental scan.  This study
uncovered that while researchers need assistance in generating research ideas, another funding model, other
than the traditional ISO funding model, will need to be used.
 
It has become apparent, noted Mr. Gulachek, that this research model is very different than other types of
models the University has traditionally managed.  A successful research model will be a model where the
research community knows that support is available, but that this support is not being imposed upon them. 
Also, in terms of how the infrastructure is managed, and the ways in which the technology services are
delivered will be very different than the traditional enterprise, administrative model, which is quite rigid.
 
Mr. Gulachek suggested that if the committee is interested it might be worthwhile to invite a small cohort
from the RCA to an upcoming SCIT meeting. 
Mark Sanders mentioned inviting Vice President Tim Mulcahy to an upcoming meeting to learn more about
research computing.
 
A member commented that the University can create all the new knowledge it wants, but unless it can excite
the public about this knowledge the University will not get the visibility it needs in order to be ranked in the
top three public research institutions in the world.  Having said this, it might be beneficial to invite someone 
from University Relations to an upcoming meeting to talk about ideas for exciting the legislature and the
public about the knowledge that is being generated at the University.  Mr. Sanders agreed wholeheartedly.
 
Mr. Sanders thanked Mr. Gulachek for today's update.
 
VI).  Other business:
 
a).  Future agenda items:

·  Learn about the Libraries' Digital Conservancy efforts.
·  Get information about empowering faculty with technology resources.
· 

Invite Vice President Tim Mulcahy to continue the committee's discussions regarding research
computing.

 
b).  Mr. Sanders reported that he has agreed to chair SCIT for the 2008 – 2009 academic year.
 
c). 
Linda Jorn reminded members about upcoming TEL seminars, and distributed placards with this information.
 
d). 
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Billie Wahlstrom announced that School of Public Health Associate Dean Deb Olson received the MERLOT
(Multimedia Educational Resource for Learning and Online Teaching) Award for Exemplary Online
Learning Resources for "Outbreak at Watersedge," an online learning tool.  Ms. Wahlstrom suggested that the
committee spend time at an upcoming meeting to look at how faculty are using instructional technology to
improve learning and teaching at the University.
 
VII).  Hearing no further business, Mr. Sanders adjourned the meeting.
 
                                                                           Renee Dempsey
                                                                           University Senate
 
 
 
 
 


