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SENATE COMMITTEE ON INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES (SCIT) 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
November 12, 2013 
 
[In these minutes: Shared Services discussion; Google Privacy Discussion; Website 
Accessibility Discussion.] 
 
[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: Jim MacDonald (chair), Angela Bonilla, John Butler, Bradley Cohen, Sean 
Conner, Ted Higman, Karen Monson, Robert Rubinyi, Benton Schnabel, Noel 
Schumacher, Yuk Sham, Lara Friedman-Shedlov, Scott Studham, Mary Vavrus, Eric 
Watkins 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING: Bernard Gulachek 
 
GUESTS: Gary Brisbin, Associate General Counsel; Professor McNamara, chair, 
Disabilities Issues Committee 
 
REGRETS: Yiwen Li, Tom Shield, Tisha Turk 
 
ABSENT: Stephen Levin, Zachary Shartiag 
 
WELCOME  
 
Mr. MacDonald called the meeting to order and welcomed those present. 
 
SHARED SERVICES DISCUSSION 
 
Mr. Gulachek provided context for the discussion before Mr. Studham arrived. He 
explained that the term “shared services” has not yet been defined but it is being 
discussed as an opportunity to create a cost savings.  
 
Mr. Studham, VP for IT, presented the following information and shared a PowerPoint 
presentation titled “Administrative Cost Savings and Shared Services”: 

• He explained that the University of Michigan has implemented shared services 
with a targeted reduction in staff to reduce costs at the request of state legislature. 
The University has been charged by legislature to implement the 
recommendations within the Huron report, one of which is implementing shared 
services.  

• Administrative Cost Savings 2014-2019 
o Reduce administrative costs $15M fiscal year 2014 
o Reallocate an additional $15M per year over the next 5 years beginning in 

fiscal year 2015 
• Our Challenges 



 2 

o Rising costs 
o Tuition and student debt 
o Competition for faculty, staff and students 

• Our Opportunities 
o Operational Excellence projects underway 
o New priorities identified through strategic planning 
o Spans and layers – OIT had six layers, there are now three 
o Implement the Huron recommendations 

 Current initiatives aligned with Huron findings 
 Long term initiatives 
 Shared services strategy/ administrative redesign 

• Huron Report Overview 
o Implementation plan divided into three sections 

 Section one: ongoing initiatives in alignment with Huron findings 
 Section two: identifies long-term tasks the University will 

undertake based on Huron recommendations 
 Section three: provides a closer look at shared services, one of 

Huron’s main recommendations 
• Current IT Initiatives 
• Mid-Term IT Initiatives  
• Shared Services 

o A way of organizing the delivery of administrative support services into a 
separate, service-oriented entity whose sole mission is to provide efficient, 
high-quality, reliable services 

o Shared services, in turn, are used (i.e., shared) by a significant cross-
section of the unit or institution 

o Mr. Studham clarified that shared services is not centralized services. 
Currently IT has distributed services.  

• Shared Services Considerations 
o Requires careful analysis of which systems, business processes, and 

services can be delivered best through a shared services model and which 
ones must remain non-shared unique 

• Shared Services Implementation Strategy 
o Step One: Implementation of “Shared Service Model” for non-collegiate 

units and pilot project at University of Minnesota Duluth 
o Step Two: Implementation of “Shared Service Model” within or among 

collegiate units 
 
Members discussed the shared services model: 

• In response to a question, Mr. Studham explained that there is organizational 
theory and service delivery theory. Shared services, in organizational theory are 
centralized, but from a service delivery standpoint they are shared.  

• Specialized support, such as research support, is not currently included in the 
discussion of a shared services model, however enterprise infrastructure 
management and application development is being considered. 
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GOOGLE PRIVACY DISCUSSION 
Gary Brisbin, Associate General Counsel, attended the meeting to discuss the 
University’s agreement with Google and the privacy policy. He began the discussion by 
noting recent data security issues that have gained international media attention. The 
following discussion began: 

• Mr. Brisbin listed common security issues we encounter everyday, such as license 
agreements that most users agree to but never read.  

• Google is registered with the US-EU Safe Harbor, which means that their data 
protection satisfies both entities’ requirements.  

• He explained that Google deletes data when asked and keeps it only as long as the 
University permits.  

• This issue was brought to the committee in response to a report in national media. 
The Huffington Post inaccurately reported a quote from a Google brief regarding 
a class-action lawsuit accusing Google of violating wiretap law in the scanning of 
emails to generate targeted ads.  

• Members raised the issue that though Google is more secure, it is also a larger 
target. Mr. Brisbin responded that it would not be financially feasible for the 
University to raise protection capabilities to the same standard of Google, if the 
University’s servers were to be used.  

• Mr. Gulachek stated that the decision to use Google in 2008 was the result of 
intense scrutiny and was not just for email, it was to have access to collaboration 
tools.  

• Mr. Gulachek explained that if an investigation occurs, the protocol dictates that 
the University is notified of the need to provide information. The General Counsel 
then decides whether or not information will be provided. Investigating bodies do 
not go to Google directly.  

• Minnesota Statute Chapter 13 prohibits the disclosure of private data and there are 
civil and criminal penalties for disclosure. 

• Mr. Brisbin explained that if an entity like the NSA were to come to Google with 
a subpoena for data owned by the University, Google would be required to turn 
over that data and might be prevented from informing the University. However, if 
the University ran its own servers and the same entity came to the University with 
a subpoena, the University would be required to turn over the data and might also 
be prevented from informing faculty, staff and students.   

 
WEBSITE ACCESSIBILITY 
 
Professor McNamara, chair, Disabilities Issues Committee, attended the meeting to 
discuss website accessibility with members. He explained: 

• The Computer Accommodations Program (CAP) used HiSoftware Compliance 
Sheriff application to identify accessibility issues. This software also provides 
information on the importance of accessibility features, provides resources for 
understanding and resolving accessibility issues, and highlights accessibility 
issues in both the rendered view and the source code. (cap.umn.edu) 

http://www.hisoftware.com/solutions/hisoftware-compliance-sheriff.aspx
http://www.hisoftware.com/solutions/hisoftware-compliance-sheriff.aspx
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o Twenty University websites were identified, scanned, and three issues per 
site were reported to the webmasters. The websites were scanned in May 
and again in August to determine if the identified issues were resolved.  

o Of the sixty issues reported to webmasters, two were resolved, 
improvements were made to three of them, 49 were completely 
unresolved, and six are not taken into account because sites were 
redesigned and will require another initial scan. 

• Ten college websites and ten system-wide websites were selected.  
o All of the websites had issues, in some cases more than three. 
o 80% of the websites had incorrect or missing heading structures. Headings 

must be included in coding for those using a screen reader to navigate the 
webpage. Mr. Rosen explained that making text appear larger or bold does 
not denote that something is a heading in the code that is read by screen 
readers. 

o 75% had low contrast between text and the background of text.  
o 50% had image issues related to alternative text. 
o 40% had form field issues. 
o 20% had keyboard navigation issues.  

• The Disabilities Issues Committee sees the transition to Drupal as an opportunity 
to emphasize the importance of website accessibility and ensure that future 
websites are accessible from the beginning.  

 
Members discussed: 

• Professor Sham noted that sensitivity to website accessibility should be stressed in 
Webmaster training.  

• Members emphasized that Drupal will still require best coding practices to be 
used to ensure accessibility. Implementing Drupal will not fix accessibility issues 
without extra measures to ensure accessibility.  

• Mr. Cohen explained that Disability Services offers support services for students 
that need accommodations. He continued that currently the University cannot 
monitor all content providers, however awareness and training can be widely 
communicated. 

• Members agreed that guidelines should be made available for all levels of content 
providers.  

• Professor Conner commented that the webmasters that received notice that their 
website was noncompliant may not have had the tools to remedy the issue.  

• Enterprise system Drupal implementation has not yet occurred.  
 
In the interest of time, Mr. MacDonald adjourned the meeting. 
 
Jeannine Rich 
University Senate Office 
 
 


