
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
MAY 5, 2009 
 
[In these minutes:  OIT Video Solutions Update, OIT External Review Update, Proposed 
OIT Computer Standardization Program, IT Director’s Update, Agenda Items for 2009 - 
2010] 
 
[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, Craig Gjerdingen, Dale Swanson, Sue Van Voorhis, 
Paul Rubenis, Danielle Tisinger, Billie Wahlstrom, Lee Anderson, David Arendale, Ted 
Higman, Michael Korth, Josephine Lee, Stuart Speedie, Ben Franske, Ben Kucera 
 
REGRETS:  John Butler, Brent Larson, Bonnie Westra, Dan Garon 
 
ABSENT:  Stephen Cawley, Aaron Doering 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Tracy Anderson, Lance Cunningham, Steve Fitzgerald, 
Bernard Gulachek, Bryan Herrmann, Ann Hill Duin, Simin Hickman, Lisa Johnston, 
Myron Lowe  
 
I).  Mark Sanders called the meeting to order, and welcomed those present. 
 
II).  Mr. Sanders welcomed Lance Cunningham, director, OIT Video Solutions, who was 
invited to provide the committee with information on the University’s video conferencing 
capabilities.  Mr. Cunningham began by noting the OIT Video Solutions is a department 
within OIT that was formed a little more than a year ago containing video network 
services (http://www1.umn.edu/vns/).  The department provides centralized video 
conferencing support and resources to the University community.  The Learning Network 
of Minnesota (http://www.ohe.state.mn.us/mPg.cfm?pageID=229), on the other hand, 
provides resources to higher education institutions (MnSCU and UMN) in their 
respective regions of the state.  While each region, more or less, has their own technical 
capabilities and resources as far as bridging, recording, and administration of video 
conferencing within their region, they work together on services that cross regional 
boundaries. 
 
In terms of infrastructure, the University of Minnesota’s video conferencing end-point 
types vary across the institution.  The main video conferencing hardware used is 
Polycom.  In addition, the University is approximately 75% standard definition, and 
slightly over 20% high definition.  By contrast, MnSCU institutions are closer to 75% 
HD and 25% SD.  This can be explained, in part, by the end-point ownership at the 
University whereby most are owned by colleges/departments, and a smaller percentage is 



owned by OIT, central and MetNet (Metro area LNM region), whereas most end-points 
in MetNet MnSCU institutions are owned and controlled by MetNet. 
 
Video-conferencing at the University is currently delivered over a fiber-optic network.  
While this technology worked well several years ago, it is now presenting numerous 
challenges.  Only a single video stream can be sent over fiber whereas video-
conferencing today sends two different channels, a video-stream and VGA stream, 
simultaneously.  Under the current fiber network, it is not possible to send two different 
channels simultaneously, and to upgrade this technology would be cost prohibitive, and 
require expensive dedicated fiber that would be better utilized for general IP traffic. 
 
OIT owns and operates 5 ITV classrooms and one video conferencing facility in the 
basement of Morrill Hall.  There are additional ITV rooms on campus, explained Mr. 
Cunningham, which are located primarily in the Academic Health Center (AHC). 
 
“Videojack” service modifies the University’s network and allows it to run a specific 
virtual network using State of Minnesota IP space on top of the current system that is 
dedicated for video conferencing.  This was done several years ago before the 
University’s network was upgraded in order to provide dedicated bandwidth for video 
conferencing.  A signal (“gatekeeper”) controls the video conferencing traffic, and is 
located at the University of Minnesota Data Center; however, it is owned and operated by 
the State of Minnesota. 
 
Videojack limitations include: 

• Certification configuration of the videojacks is cumbersome. 
• The requirement that the University reduce its available bandwidth for video 

conferencing to the lowest common denominator (768 Kb/s) presents challenges 
for high definition video conferencing. 

• The State of Minnesota network is extended all the way to the jack in the 
University of Minnesota system, which causes administrative and performance 
issues.  This is the only instance of this type of network configuration at the 
University. 

 
With the current IP network, noted Mr. Cunningham, virtually every jack on the Twin 
Cities campus has 1 gigabit/s connectivity, which is approximately 100 times more 
available bandwidth than an average cable modem.  On the coordinate campuses, there is 
a minimum of 100 megabytes per second, or 10 times more available bandwidth than an 
average cable modem. 
 
With respect to video conferencing signals, the previous standard definition was 384 
kilobytes per second, but now it is generally 768 kilobytes per second.  In addition, high 
definition generally ranges between 1 – 4 megabytes per second, with some of the new 
high definition end-points being able to send HD at 768 kb/s.  The new high definition 
market is starting to reduce the bandwidth requirements.  Uncompressed high definition 
is also an option, but requires extensive network resources. 
 



Regarding video conferencing bridging, stated Mr. Cunningham, which brings multiple 
sites together, the University does not have its own bridging infrastructure, which is 
unique within the Big 10 and very unusual across the U.S.  Having said this, the 
University does have bridging resources available for its use through the Learning 
Network of Minnesota, which recently purchased a 40-port high definition bridge, and 
also has over 100 ports of standard definition bridging available throughout the various 
regions plus resources that are available through OET and Internet2.  The University is 
able to do bridging if necessary, however, because it does not have control over its own 
infrastructure, it requires additional administrative resources, coordination and time. 
 
Video conferencing streaming uses OIT, Learning Network of Minnesota, and OET 
resources, stated Mr. Cunningham.  The possibility of a collaboration between OIT, the 
Learning Network of Minnesota and MnSCU sharing streaming video infrastructure is 
being explored.   
 
In terms of usage and utilization, because the University does not have its own 
infrastructure, no good methods are in place to track utilization.  While it is known that 
there are over 100 end-points on the Twin Cities campus, the volume of the video 
conferencing traffic is unknown. 
 
Previous support models around video conferencing include: 

• OIT/NTS Video Solutions (Video Network Services). 
• Office of Classroom Management – Classroom Technical Services. 
• College and departmental support. 

Many of these different support models in the past worked independently, rather than 
cohesively and collaboratively.  As a result, this lack of collaboration has created 
inconsistencies around video conferencing across the institution.  Another issue related to 
video conferencing is that over half of the end-points on campus have been installed by 
outside vendors without any guidelines or recommendations as to how these end-points 
should be installed much less operated in conjunction with other end-points. 
 
Next, Mr. Cunningham briefly shared information on the new telepresence technologies, 
which, he noted, are intended to offer a fully immersive teleconferencing experience.    
The minimum cost go equip a telepresence room is $100,000 and it could potentially cost 
$500,000 or more per location.  In order for telepresence to work as designed, it requires 
that the other location have a similar set up.  Therefore, for example, if each coordinate 
campus were to have a telepresence room, plus the Twin Cities, it would cost the 
institution $2 to $3 million. 
 
A significant amount of work has been done in the uncompressed video realm, noted Mr. 
Cunningham, which has great research applications.  A number of Internet2 institutions 
are using this technology across the Internet2 backbone. 
 
There have been numerous developments related to desktop H.323, which is the standard 
for videoconferencing over software.  In addition, the University has realized extensive 
web conferencing developments.  Discussions are taking place around iChat, Skype, etc., 



which allows users to do software-based video conferencing; however, there are 
interoperability issues related to this type of technology, meaning that traditional 
hardware videoconferencing end-points like Polycom or Tandberg cannot interface with 
software tools like iChat, Skype, etc.  Mr. Cunningham turned members’ attention to a 
matrix, which outlined the software webconferencing options that are available at the 
University.  He emphasized that this matrix demonstrates that there is no single solution 
that meets all the institution’s current needs. 
 
In terms of technology around management and scheduling, if the University had its own 
infrastructure it could do firmware management, which would allow it to manage all the 
end points in the University system, and push updates as they are supplied by the vendors 
to keep the end points up-to-date and configured in a standardized manner as well as 
track utilization and call data.  Collecting call data would allow the institution to do a 
return on investment (RIO) analysis, but without this capability the University can only 
estimate this data. 
 
Renovo software (http://www.renovosoftware.com/) is a product the University has been 
looking at.  This software allows people to schedule a videoconference using a simple 
web interface.  Renovo would make it easy for end-users across the University who do 
not know much about videoconferencing to reduce the barriers they currently face when 
using this technology. 
 
To conclude, Mr. Cunningham highlighted OIT’s mission which is to “serve as a catalyst 
for innovatively leveraging technology to advance and support extraordinary education, 
breakthrough research, and dynamic public engagement.”  In terms of goals and next 
steps for OIT Video Solutions, the office is dedicated to serve as a catalyst to help the 
institution enhance/improve its videoconferencing capabilities by bringing together 
stakeholders and promoting partnerships in a more cohesive manner.  In addition, OIT 
Video Solutions intends to formalize roles and responsibilities between the stakeholders 
and partners, and creatively and innovatively use technology to fulfill service and support 
gaps.  An OIT conferencing web resource is in the process of being developed.  Goals 
shared by Mr. Cunningham for next year include: 

• Strengthen and formalize the partnerships and stakeholder roles between OIT 
Video Solutions, the Office of Enterprise Technology - State of Minnesota, the 
Learning Network, Office of Classroom Management, and the Digital Campus 
initiative. 

• Work to identify videoconferencing and ITV standards and capabilities, and dates 
for compliance. 

• Develop a unified communication strategy, which would connect traditional 
phone, voice-over IP, videoconferencing and desktop conferencing in a more 
seamless fashion. 

• Advance the University’s current single gatekeeper system to a more robust 
system. 

• Rehabilitate OIT and IT classrooms, and explore opportunities for providing 
additional locations on the Twin Cities and coordinate campuses. 

• Conduct town hall meetings to gain additional user feedback.  



• Reduce end-user frustration, travel time, expenses, and increase access, 
utilization, usability, support, flexibility, interoperability, and accountability as it 
relates to videoconferencing. 

 
Mr. Sanders thanked Mr. Cunningham for his informative presentation, and applauded 
OIT Video Solutions’ goals.  He asked how outreach is being used to connect with K-12, 
and the future students of the University.  Mr. Cunningham stated that this is definitely 
on OIT’s radar, and is incorporated in the partnership with the Learning Network of 
Minnesota, and the State’s Office of Enterprise Technology, which serve as the conduit 
into this arena.  The work that OIT and NTS has already done in terms of structuring the 
network as a partnership between the University and the state and the regions has laid a 
great foundation for reducing the barriers into these realms. 
 
A member commended Mr. Cunningham and the Office of Video Solutions for their 
town hall efforts as a means of collecting feedback from the campus. 
 
What is the University’s plans for dealing with videoconferencing outside the academic 
world, asked a member?   If an organization is Global Dialing Scheme (GDS) compliant, 
noted Mr. Cunningham, videoconferencing outside of academia is relatively easy; 
however, the problem arises when videoconferencing end-points are not registered to a 
gatekeeper.  If an organization is outside of a GDS system, videoconferencing needs to be 
done using an IP address. 
 
A member asked whether the University’s videoconferencing activities are being 
coordinated with the Minnesota High-Speed Broadband Task Force’s efforts.  Ann Hill-
Duin stated that Vice President Steve Cawley serves on this task force.  Mr. Cunningham 
added that network and technical limitations are gradually being resolved. 
 
Are there any plans to replace the projectors in the classrooms with high-definition 
projectors, asked a member?  Steve Fitzgerald, director, Office of Classroom 
Management, stated that high-definition projectors are downstream yet, which is in large 
part because this technology needs to be scaled across the University’s 300 general-
purpose classrooms.  Given the current budgetary challenges, it is difficult to put a 
timeframe on the move to high-definition projectors.  Having said this, the Office of 
Classroom Management (OCM) is actively looking into the University’s next generation 
of projection-capable classrooms. 
 
In light of time, Mr. Sanders thanked Mr. Cunningham for his presentation. 
 
III).  Ann Hill Duin shared information on the recent OIT External Review.  Ms. Hill 
Duin referred members to oit.umn.edu/external-review (requiring authentication) for 
detailed information about the review, and thanked SCIT members who participated in 
the process. 
 
Ms. Hill Duin turned members’ attention to two handouts; first, a document highlighting 
defining moments in the history of OIT over the past 15 years, and a snippet from the self 



study document prepared by OIT prior to its review.  She noted that while the External 
Review Team has not issued any official recommendations or final report yet, OIT did 
receive verbal feedback at the end of the review.  The External Review Team shared the 
following with OIT: 

• It is apparent that there exists a culture of collaboration from which OIT can build 
on.  Therefore, OIT should work in partnership to align and leverage the 
University’s IT resources. 

• Recognizing the University’s aspiration to become one of the top three public 
research universities in the world, OIT was encouraged to think broadly about IT 
and what needs to be done in the IT arena in order to help the institution achieve 
this goal.  The coordination and optimization of technology space will be critical 
as the University propels itself forward. 

• There needs to be a balance between IT innovation and efficiency. 
• There should be a greater level of transparency around decision-making. 

 
Mr. Sanders reported that he participated in OIT’s external review.  He noted that outside 
of the official review, the review team asked him if SCIT meetings were well attended 
and he replied most definitely.  The review team applauded this active participation on 
the part of SCIT’s members, and noted that they rarely see this level of participation at 
their home institutions. 
 
IV).  Next, Tracy Anderson, PEL team member, shared detailed results of the President’s 
Emerging Leaders RCA survey with the committee.  A project overview can be found at 
http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/pel/projects/impcyber/index.html.  Once the team issues its 
final report and poster, this information will be posted at 
http://www1.umn.edu/ohr/pel/projects/   
 
Next steps for the PEL survey includes: 

• Identify trends and requirements for computational infrastructure. 
• Analyze the qualitative data, and further explore the funding-related questions 

that had “I do not know” responses. 
• Present the raw data findings to various campus groups. 
• Compare the data from this survey with information collected from other recent 

University surveys. 
Mr. Anderson added that 50 survey respondents also agreed to meet with the PEL team to 
discuss this survey in further detail. 
 
Tracy Anderson thanked the committee for their attention, and invited members of the 
committee to team’s poster session, which will be held on June 17 in the McNamara 
Alumni Center. 
 
V).  Simin Hickman briefly shared information on the proposed OIT Computer 
Standardization Program.  The ultimate goal of this program, noted Ms. Hickman, is to 
better serve students.  Based on survey data regarding computer use on campus, 
evaluation of support costs for student computing, the need for standard software 
packages, and recommendations by many parents, OIT, in collaboration with UMart 



vendors and University of Minnesota Bookstores, is working to establish recommended 
computer bundles through collegiate units or certified bundles through OIT for fall 2009.  
With the understanding this proposal cannot be mandated, bundles are being 
recommended for students.  Reasons for this recommendation include, but are not limited 
to:   

• Provide better overall pricing for students. 
• Reduce support costs. 
• Provide a higher quality of support. 
• Configured for the University’s network. 
• Provide a higher level of security. 

A handout describing this proposal was distributed to members. 
 
Again, in light of time, Mr. Sanders thanked Ms. Hickman for this update. 
 
VI).  Mr. Sanders welcomed today’s guests from the IT Directors Committee, Connie 
Buechele, Jim Hugo and Stephen Levin.  
 
To set the stage, Mr. Levin reported that in January 2007, Vice President Steve Cawley 
charged the University IT Directors Committee with the following goals: 

• Participate in the IT planning process by identifying and expressing emerging or 
forecasted collegiate technology needs that may need to be served through inter-
collegiate partnership and/or enterprise solutions. 

• Participate in the development, rollout and adoption of services. 
• Participate in the development of service levels and their associated expectations. 
• Account for the communication and adoption of technology related best practices, 

standards and adherence to applicable University policies. 
 
Two months ago, noted Mr. Levin, the IT Directors Committee issued its 2008 annual 
report.  Copies of the executive summary of this report were distributed to the committee 
to read at their leisure.  Accomplishments of the OIT Directors Committee as reported by 
Mr. Levin included: 

• Worked collaboratively with OIT to address the future needs of the institution. 
• Tracked the adoption of common good solutions, e.g., Active Directory.  

Adoption rates of these solutions have grown and continue to grow dramatically.  
The financial benefits of these adoption rates are being realized, and distributed 
across the academic units and central administration. 

• Drafted service level agreements (80 – 85% complete) that document what can be 
expected from each of the major services delivered by OIT. 

• Formed multiple subcommittees to address a host of topics to identify best 
practices, e.g., disaster recovery, change management, technology risk 
management. 

 
Moving forward, the IT Directors Committee plans to complete the service level 
agreements, and to explore solutions for issues such as storage, calendaring, email, and 
discuss with OIT a variety of strategic initiatives. 
 



In closing, each of the IT directors voiced their appreciation for the collaboration between 
OIT and their committee. 
 
Mr. Sanders asked what SCIT can do to help the IT Directors Committee.  Ms. Buechele 
indicated that increasing the communication between SCIT and the IT directors would be 
very helpful.  Technology issues identified by SCIT should be brought to the attention of 
the IT directors.  Mr. Sanders stated that SCIT’s minutes are on-line and available for 
review.  He also encouraged IT directors that are interested in participating in SCIT on an 
informal basis to contact the Senate Office for more information on how to get involved. 
 
Bernie Gulachek pointed out that the External Review Team called out the unique role 
that the collegiate IT directors play at the University, and the importance of this 
collaboration as the University’s environment becomes more technically integrated. 
 
VII).  Mr. Sanders took the last few remaining minutes to acknowledge the service of 
Dale Swanson and Professor Stuart Speedie, who each served the term limit of 6 years.  
He thanked them both for their service and participation on the committee. 
 
In terms of future agenda items, Mr. Sanders identified several possibilities, and 
encouraged members to suggest additional topics: 

• Investigate secure storage space (terabyte) for faculty. 
• OIT compact overview (every 2 years). 
• Receive a Gopher TV update. 
• EFS and shadow systems. 
• Digital video services. 
• New product updates, e.g., Grad Planner, revised course guides. 
• Digital Conservancy update. 
• Brainstorm ideas for teaching with mobile technology, and not just superimposing 

technology on the curriculum. 
• Discuss the impact technology is having on student performance. 
• 2009 PEL RCA survey and its evolution. 
• Technology and tuition. 
• Discuss how best to support students enrolled in Vista WebCT courses given its 

strengths and limitations.  What support is available to faculty to help students 
learn effectively? 

• Strategize how to empower faculty with technology resources. 
• Review various laptop programs. 
• Receive an update from the Academic Technology Advisory Committee 

(http://dmc.umn.edu/committee/). 
• Receive a Technology Enhanced Learning (TEL) Council update. 
• Two Factor Authentication update. 
• RCA update and review. 
• Receive an update on the proposed OIT Computer Standardization Program. 

 



Mr. Sanders thanked members for their participation on the committee over the past year.  
The committee, in turn, thanked Mr. Sanders for his leadership. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


