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Notes:

1. ITLC Liaison Structure
Brian noted that there is a conference call scheduled for 12/17 with the leaders of the ITLC standing committees to discuss the proposed framework for interactions between the committees and ITLC.  A copy of the framework document will be posted on the CPG website.  After the con call, Brian will share additional information with CPG.
The framework document identifies the ITLC liaisons to CPG. Dana Roode is primary liaison, and Bob Sams is secondary. ITLC has proposed that CPG provide a report in winter and in fall. We need to clarify what is expected in the report. The last page of the document talks about having a process for nomination and rotation of committee leadership, and CPG already has a process for this.  Also discussed is developing a charter, and CPG has done this. Also included is maintaining a Wiki, and CPG has a webpage where we provide info about our activities.
Bob Sams: CPG has the important pieces covered, and not only has CPG addressed the primary concerns of ITLC, CPG was the model that was used to develop the framework for how ITLC would like to interact with its committees.  When Bob and Dana talked with Brian and Doug about how CPG would like to interact with ITLC, the notion was that governance is good as long as it doesn’t get in the way of getting things done.  ITLC is more effective at big scale collaborative activities.  Communication and follow up with committees can be improved.  CPG can have a reasonable expectation that ITLC will respond to and take seriously the things we find important.
Brian asked Bob what is expected in terms of the requested reports?

Bob answered: Make sure there is some sort of routine update on the key issues.  Include things CPG needs from ITLC, things CPG wants ITLC to be aware of, and follow up on action items.  The nature of the reports is flexible.  Reports are not required to be a certain length. 

Brian: Would be useful if ITLC could include us in draft agenda building to see if we want to participate or have info to participate. 

Bob: Agenda building for ITLC has rapidly become a more intentional and useful process. I think Chuck and Tim will be highly responsive that there is some inclusion at that level.  Bob and Dana can work closely with Brian and Doug to collaborate on ITLC agenda items, and can work with Jim Davis and Chuck Rowley to see that the appropriate agenda items get added. 

2. Identify new strategic sourcing initiatives
CPG has been asked to help to more aggressively roll out strategic sourcing initiatives and to identify, scope out, and prioritize new initiatives.
Some campus folks who have been participating in the strategic sourcing initiative teams, are challenged by the large time commitment required.  It may not be realistic to pick up the pace at this time.  

Initiatives in progress include videoconferencing equipment, and telecom services.

Jim Warner provided update on videoconferencing RFP.  Single bidder qualified but prices weren’t too good.  Steve Benedict will try to negotiate better prices.  Currently using Calnet contracts and others as a benchmark of where prices are supposed to be.  One concern is that purchase volume projections were based on an estimate of volume by asking vendors what we were spending.  The estimates were not based on actual spend data from each campus.  Jim is concerned that the projected purchase volume is unrealistic.  He is definitely disappointed with process, because all the quality points were given for purchasing related qualitative capabilities, and not video conferencing capabilities.  He tends to be more focused on cost than customer service, but understands that there are reasons to want to give points for good business practices. 

Brian: Have they announced award?

Jim: Once you pick your apparent winner you go into contract negotiations, I assume that is where Steve is. 

Brian: Negotiating with just one?

Jim: I think so, since we started there has been a major consolidation of industry players, Lifesize got acquired, Cisco bought Tandberg.  Polycom is the only independent videoconferencing company left standing. The shifting sands underneath us have always been a problem. 

Brian: Scope of this was primarily for room based systems?

Jim: Also had a section in there for desktop systems. Emphasis was on components that media people would use to construct room based systems, rather than roll around systems. Medical community has requirements for a truly integrated package. 

Bob: California telehealth network, has 30 million dollars to invest in network, federal grants, broadband initiative. 500 pound gorilla at the moment as far as broadband initiative. Calhealth network is managed by UCD medical system. They are defining hardware and software requirements with medical. Bob will follow up with Brian if there are any CPG action items.
Brian: Telecom RFP: there is a con call for that team today. Cathy O’Sullivan is the head of that initiative. They are looking to finalize RFP document in February. It is a fairly complex RFP.  We are learning a lot about what different carriers can offer, each campus is communicating about what we are using, and also about futures such as SIP trunking.  Procurement and technical folks from many UC campuses are involved.

Mike S.: Telecom RFP is moving along as we had expected, and we have technical subteam set up. Should get it out on the street quickly.  Stephen Benedict asked if we had availability to take on another project, but technical folks are stretched pretty thin. Suggested to Steve that we might be able to do an “MRO” RFP focused on general network and telecom supplies that we all use.  UCLA has a couple sample RFP’s that we might be able to use.  President Yudof is interested in expanding strategic sourcing efforts.

Brian: Even if we can’t all volunteer to participate, we need to help identify and plan for more potential initiatives. Might be useful on a future CPG call to pull out current strategic sourcing initiatives list and review it and update it.  Then we should share our recommendations with ITLC and then with strategic sourcing.
Mike S.: I have a copy of 5 year strategic sourcing plan that I will send to Brian for distribution to CPG as starting point for the discussion.  If anybody has any suggestions in the meantime send them to Brian or Stephen Benedict.  Include any system wide bids or initiatives that you think might benefit your campus or other campuses.
3. Stanford Cellular Initiative
Brian: Should we implement something like what has Stanford done on a UC-wide basis?  They implemented a cellular management service via a third party aggregator, Movaro, who provides a single path for campus cellular customers to order cellular plans and make changes.  Movero also provides a helpdesk function to serve all campus users.  With Movero, Stanford is able to support thousands of cellular customers with only one dedicated FTE. 

It might be a good thing if there was a way we could enter into a system-wide agreement with a service provider like Movero.

The other thing Stanford did was to outsource to a third party DAS provider who implements and manages the campus DAS infrastructure.  Movero then works with the cellular carriers to use the DAS to provide better cellular coverage on campus. 

Mike S:  I don’t have all the details, but it’s my understanding that any of us can become a DAS aggregator rather than give away the revenue to a third party.  Once I have developed a proposal for the campus, I’ll share it with CPG. My initial feeling listening to discussion is that Stanford has given away a tremendous amount of future revenue. At UCLA we’re fortunate enough to have 20 cell sites that we get revenue from that we could use to invest in DAS infrastructure.
Brian:  Are you envisioning your telecom department will manage DAS as campus infrastructure like you do phones and network?

Mike S: That would be the vision, to have a small separate group that manages cell sites. Revenues currently go to Chancellor.

Brian: If you want to be in the DAS infrastructure business, there is certainly some revenue potential and increased control. Cellular carriers might be friendlier to working with you on your DAS then working with a third party.

Mike S: I’ll try to get a comparison together vs. what Stanford did and then share it.

Brian: During the ITLC call on Thursday 12/10/09, I’ve been asked to provide a ten minute briefing on what Stanford did and where we might go with it in UC.

Doug:  Stanford did two different things that can be looked at separately:  cellular administration, and DAS.
Brian: Yes, two different things.  In a call to review what we learned from Stanford, we decided that implementing a DAS solution UC wide could be complicated/impractical because of campus differences, but maybe not impossible.  Cellular third party administration/management might be a more realistic opportunity to pursue.
Doug: One of the things in respect to a cellular administration aggregator, Stanford exercised their ability to open up the program to “friends and family” and students because they are private university. Pete Siegel had wanted us to explore this, but learned that UC can not legally do this so our opportunities for revenue sharing would be much more limited.  Stanford had a much more lucrative deal because they can open it up.  We cannot because we are public.

Mark Redican: I don’t think we would be able to generate enough revenue to pay for a full service aggregator such as Movero.  Movero is the gold standard, and offer extensive end user support.  Movero charges $10/month per cell plan to provide support.  Stanford skims revenue off of the cellular services and uses it to pay for Movero.  Without “Friends and Family”, we wouldn’t be able to pay for a full service program like Movero. Other aggregators offer a more affordable self-service model that may be more realistic for UC.  At UC Davis we don’t have a handle on what campus is spending on cell plans campuswide.  As we reviewed cell phone plans, we found out people were overpaying by being on the wrong plan.  An aggregator can help determine cell plans based on need.  Campus users switching to the correct plan will provide a cost savings.
Paul V.:  Our controller and our material manager are initiating a strategic sourcing effort focused on cellular administration, and we should make sure we coordinate with them to avoid a duplication of effort.
Brian: Can you give me contact info of people pursuing that on your campus?
Mike S: What I found on third party billing, three to five bucks per line per month, cost seemed prohibitive. If we are able to get cost down we would be better served doing it on UC-wide level rather than individual campuses. Often, not always, Stephen Benedict is able to bring Cal State to the discussion as well which makes it even more attractive.

Brian: When I give the briefing to ITLC, I am open to suggesting things that we think are useful. One of the conclusions I’ll suggest is that maybe down the road we want to add an initiative to the strategic sourcing list for an aggregator like Movero.

Mike: I agree.

Brian: For DAS I don’t know if that makes sense.

Mike: Cellular billing before DAS, if you are putting them in order.

Mark Redican: I’m curious how the other campuses track cellular costs. Is there a single channel where constituents order through?

Brian: UCI cellular administration is highly decentralized.
Most campuses are also decentralized and don’t have a good handle on cellular administration and management.
UCLA: Currently decentralized and trying to implement minute-pooling plans.
UC Davis: That’s why we are so interested in an aggregator, the first thing we have to do is organize costs and then with tools from the aggregator we will be able to tailor plans to meet needs and better align cost of usage with actual usage.  We believe the cost savings would more than cover the cost of the aggregator service. More ability for end user to make changes themselves instead of having campus staff make changes for them. We were looking at three dollars per month per plan, and we think that is reasonable for user in terms of savings they would get.  Looking at doing this sooner rather than later. 

Brian: Offered to work with Mark Redican to develop a recommendation to ITLC.
Mark Redican: I would be happy to help.  I will send Brian a whitepaper written by one of my managers that is a good summary of why we want to use an aggregator.
Mark Redican: Does ITLC desire to be a clearinghouse for ideas?
Bob: Yes for major questions of scale, deciding if something is an independent campus initiative vs. aggregating systemwide I think ITLC wants to serve that purpose when they can.

Mike S: There are other alternatives to outsourcing DAS.  UCLA wants to do DAS in-house.
Brian: It would be reasonable to consider a cellular aggregator system wide, and DAS in house.

Mike S: Aggregator may be appropriate alternative for DAS on some campuses.
Brian: Perhaps next CPG call, we can review the strategic sourcing initiative list.

Additional Comments
Jim: CENIC CVS refresh seems to have taken left turn. May be considering some type of merger between CENIC CVS program and videoconferencing program run by K-12 group.  UC tends to buy 4-6 endpoints connected together.  Big difference is that K-12 endpoints dial into center to connect point to multi-point. In CENIC the calls are centrally managed and magically appear on endpoints at same time.
