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2010 ANR Information Technology Assessment

Purpose 
Our charge was twofold: determine how ANR’s Information Technology (IT) resources can best meet the needs of a complex and decentralized Division, and how IT spending can be aligned with strategic priorities.
Once we gathered our data, our goal was to assess and use it to define roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities that eliminate unnecessary or duplicative effort, achieve integrated and coordinated support where appropriate across units, and result in an effective and efficient delivery of IT support to ANR. The following results serve as a blueprint for where our IT services are now and where they need to go. 
Executive Summary
We conducted an extensive survey of ANR offices to determine the current status of IT in ANR, identify issues, and discover what people hoped to see in the future. We had an excellent response rate: 78 offices responded, including 56 county offices, 8 RECs, and 14 campus and statewide programs, in total representing 925 employees and approximately 90% of ANR offices. (The survey was not sent to campus departments that house Specialists.) A wide array of IT activities was touched upon in the survey, including desktop computer support, server administration, Internet access, security, backup, and website support. Each section of this report summarizes the relevant data and provides a link to the full set of data for that topic. 
Note:  After the initial report was submitted, discussions with UC Davis Information and Educational Technology XEDA Project (Active Directory/Exchange service) have progressed rapidly. In the interim, the XEDA project leadership has completed a major upgrade that allows all ANR employees access to Outlook/Exchange services at a cost of $2.00 per mailbox per month.  This reduction from the previous rate of $12.00 per month makes this solution extremely cost effective while providing vastly improved services, flexibility, and workflow efficiency.  Details of the project can be found on Page 15 and it has been added to our recommendations.
Looking at ANR as a whole we found that servers and application programming have consolidated into a handful of locations: ANR Communication Services, Statewide IPM, Kearney Ag Center (KAC), ANR Oakland, and a couple of the RECs. GIS servers and GIS development, for example, occurs mainly at Hopland REC and Kearney Ag Center. Most application development, maintenance, and programming is done for web applications and at the locations listed above, with most accomplished at ANR Communication Services and IPM. Most other offices with servers only have one or two, which are used primarily for backup, file sharing, and print sharing. This consolidation of servers and programming is a good development. The complexities of web application programming and server administration require a high level of expertise if it is to be done well and securely. 
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ANR should seek to better coordinate between these primary server and programming locations. A number of IT staff at these locations are nearing retirement. When that happens ANR should take the opportunity to re-think the services these people provide. We should eliminate duplication of existing system-wide resources (e.g., email) and reduce duplicated effort between these units where possible. In addition, these units should also standardize programming languages and infrastructure (operating systems, hardware, etc.). 
Website support is different from the web application programming mentioned above. Website support relates to the hundreds of websites that offices and programs maintain for their clientele. We found that 93% of the offices have a website created through SiteBuilder, and among those almost all characterized their websites as “important” or “very important.” Total effort devoted to webmaster duties for these units added up to 18 FTE (averaging 0.32 FTE per office). 
We believe one full-time, experienced staff added to Communication Services could focus on website content. Through increased efficiency and expertise, one well-trained person could absorb the work of 5 currently assigned FTE while improving the quality of sites. County sites could utilize this person’s services for free, while programs with separate funding could use this as a recharge service.
With the exception of the key IT units listed above, ANR offices varied widely in regard to technical support, computer hardware and software, security, backup, and Internet access. Thirty-seven percent of the offices hire an outside firm or consultant to help with tech support; 50% have someone in the office who helps, and 61% of the county offices get help from the county IT department, but nearly all offices—87%—receive tech support from Communication Services. (Every office receives tech support from more than one source.) Fewer than 20% of the offices have a plan or schedule in place for replacing computers; for the rest, computers are replaced when one breaks or when funds are available. Forty-three percent of the offices are on a county network or are part of the ANR Computer Security Project. These offices had 25% fewer security incidents than the offices that are neither connected to a county network nor on the ANR Computer Security Project. Backup arrangements range from offices with automated, centralized backup (22%), to most of the others, which, if they have any backup at all, rely on individuals to copy files to external devices such as hard drives or CDs. Internet access is variable; for most locations it is good but some offices suffer from poor bandwidth and/or reliability.
Other findings reached across ANR locations and topic areas. Funding computer purchases is a good example. Dwindling county and ANR budgets have adversely affected the ability of units to make needed computer replacements, which in turn makes funding for hardware and software a top issue for most offices. Two-thirds of the respondents said they would probably be interested in centralized purchasing of computers. Even more (three-fourths) said the same about software. In the tech support area, people expressed a desire for more help setting up new computers and more information on how to tie into UC licensing and special vendor pricing. In the security arena, people wanted more help dealing with viruses when a computer is infected. ANR could arrange with a computer manufacturer to offer a standard set of computers with standard installed software. This would reduce computer purchase costs, reduce the amount of time people have to spend setting up a new computer, and standardize on key software. It would simplify tech support, and if a computer was infected with a virus it could be replaced with a new imaged computer quickly while the infected computer was wiped and reimaged. 
Training was another need that came up across the board. People want training on new technologies, on how to access UC vendor deals for computer purchases, on computer basics, and on more advanced topics. 
Computer backup is an area of shared concern. In most offices, backup is inconsistent and insufficient. Only 22% of our ANR offices have central, automated backup systems for their office computers. The majority, 57%, rely on external hard drives. The response to the question of what computer backup people would like to see in the next five years was almost unanimous: some form of consistent, reliable, automatic backup. 
Many people expressed a desire for more on-site tech support, particularly for dealing with viruses and other problems and for setting up new computers and copying programs and data from an old computer to a new one. Communication Services should explore options for providing this, ranging from centralized computer purchasing as mentioned above to working out arrangements with key liaisons in county and REC offices who could spend some of their time helping in neighboring offices. 
Specific Recommendations
Individual office support—tech support, computer hardware and software, security, computer backup, Internet access, standardized email and shared calendaring
Move immediately to deploy MS Exchange/Outlook to ANR offices.  (see page 15)  Providing a common email and collaboration software suite, including shared calendaring available to all offices and all users, will provide a standard suite of collaboration tools that will provide secure email, calendaring and ubiquitous web-based email access from any browser.  
Continue the tech support, particularly via phone, provided by the ANR Communication Services IT group. This is very well received. 
Offer more training: basic computer training, advanced training for liaisons, and training on new technologies, particularly smart phones. 
Investigate ways to offer more on-site help, especially for removing viruses, setting up new computers, and transferring people’s data from one computer to another.
Emphasize, offer training on, or better communicate recommendations about hardware and software and access to UC vendor deals.
Explore coordinating the centralized purchase of computers to reduce costs and staff time and improve tech support. 
Explore centralized software purchases, including the Microsoft Consolidated Campus Agreement. 
Increase participation in the ANR Computer Security Project. Consider tightening controls.
Put backup servers in offices that currently have no centralized backup. Manage these servers centrally and remotely to take advantage of server administrator expertise. Prioritize installation in larger offices first in order to make most efficient use of Division resources.
Actively seek better Internet service providers for individual offices as connection options improve.
Consult Communication Services regarding Internet access before making decisions to move or set up new offices.

Centralized services—website support, server administration, GIS, programming
1. Add one full-time, experienced staff person to Communication Services to focus on website content. County sites could utilize this person’s services for free, while programs with separate funding could use this as a recharge service. 
2. Coordinate better between the main server and programming locations in ANR: Communication Services, Kearney Ag Center, and Statewide IPM. Hopland REC and ANR Oakland also have some of these services and should be included as appropriate. Look for opportunities for these centers to support one another, leverage campus resources, and reduce duplicated effort. 
3. Coordinate better between the primary GIS centers of Kearney Ag Center and Hopland on GIS training and services as well as promoting those services. 
4. Determine a standardized platform for future web application projects.
5. Request that all new web application projects use existing infrastructure and hardware.
6. When large expenditures or programming projects are planned, consult Communication Services first. Consider creating a more formal “clearinghouse” requirement for such purchases or projects.
Conclusion
The next step is to develop a plan, including necessary resources, to implement the specific recommendations listed above. ANR Communication Services is in the most logical position to do this and should be charged with the task.

Survey Methodology
The first step was to find out where we are now by gathering data to document the current assignment of responsibilities and staffing and the amount of resources devoted to IT functions, both centrally located and dispersed throughout the Division.
A survey instrument to gather this data was sent to County Directors, county computer liaisons, office managers and MSOs in various offices. It included a list of IT functions to choose from and a place to report staff time devoted to them. There were items such as desktop support, network services, server administration, application development, security, website maintenance, etc. We also asked about any IT support provided by other sources, such as the county or a paid consultant or tech support person. Follow-up phone calls were made as necessary to gather more information or to clarify information.
When the survey period was over, analysis started with sorting and summarizing the data in Excel spreadsheets. Members of the assessment team then took the summarized data and further summarized the information to reflect recurring themes or issues mentioned in the comments. The entire team discussed each part of the survey results and further refined the analysis. From there, statements of findings, issues, and recommendations were developed.
Attachment 1: Copy of Survey 
Results and Discussion
We had an excellent response rate to the ANR IT Assessment Survey, with approximately 90% of ANR offices responding. Seventy-eight offices responded, including 56 county offices, 8 RECs, and 14 campus and statewide programs, representing over 900 employees.
Tech Support
We asked what methods of tech support were used and at what cost. This table summarizes responses. 
	Provider
	Counties
	RECs
	Campus or statewide program
	Average percentage
	Average cost or FTE/year
	Level of satisfaction (scale of 1 to 5, with 5 highest)

	Outside firm or consultant
	32%
	50%
	21%
	37%
	$1,987
	3.58

	Person in unit
	49%
	75%
	43%
	51%
	0.2 FTE
	4.28

	ANR CS
	96%
	100%
	38%
	87%
	
	4.70

	County IT department
	61%
	
	
	
	$11,944
	3.72

	Someone else
	11%
	13%
	43%
	17%
	
	4.23


Looking at ANR Communication Services (ANR CS) we see that, on average, 87% of the offices used them for tech support. This included 96% of the counties and 100% of the RECs. It was much less (38%) for the campus and statewide programs. The highest level of satisfaction was also with ANR CS, 4.70. In addition, respondents were asked what percentage of their total tech support was provided by ANR CS, and it came to an average of 31%. Their top two tasks were troubleshooting problems and serving as the point of contact for network problems.
The “Someone else” category in the table was most heavily used by campus and statewide programs. When asked who the “Someone else” was, respondents generally indicated that it was campus department IT staff or other IT staff such as David Underwood. 
Thirty-seven percent of the offices hired an outside tech support firm or consultant. The average annual cost was almost $2,000 per office. Troubleshooting problems and dealing with computers with viruses were the top two reasons for the hires.
The county IT department provides Internet access or tech support for 61% of the county offices. Of these, about half provide it for all the computers in the office; for the other half, the county IT department provides support for an average of two computers per office. These are typically computers for people who work on county budget or personnel issues. 
These counties paid an average of almost $12,000/year to the county for these services. In almost all cases, though, the county adds that amount to the CE budget and then expenses it again to transfer it to the county IT department, creating a zero net charge to the CE office. 
Again, troubleshooting problems is the top duty of the county IT department, but this is followed closely by “setting up new computers” and “being the point of contact for network problems.” 
Half of all the offices reported that they have someone in the office who provides some level of tech support. An average of 20% FTE/office was devoted to this task. Their main tasks were to troubleshoot problems, act as the point of contact for network problems, and set up new computers.
What do people want to see in the future?
Training, training, training:
For new technologies like smart phones.
Basic training. Advanced training. 
Continued phone support from ANR CS.
Computer and software purchase recommendations and access to UC vendor deals.
More help setting up new computers and transferring data from old computers to new ones.
On-site help.
Keeping computers and software up to date.
Recommendations
1. Clearly, the IT group at ANR CS provides a great deal of tech support for the Division and that help is well received. That support needs to continue. Phone support is very important to people.
2. ANR needs to offer more training. People want basic computer training. They want advanced training for liaisons. They want training on new technologies, particularly smart phones. 
3. ANR needs to put more emphasis on, offer training about, or somehow get the word out about computer and software purchase recommendations and access to UC vendor deals.
4. ANR needs to look at what they can do to provide more help to people setting up new computers and transferring data from one computer to another. It is very time consuming, particularly for people who don’t do it often. 
5. ANR should explore ways to offer more on-site help. 
Attachment 2: Tech Support Data

Computer Hardware and Software
Computer hardware: 
In county offices, funding for computer hardware is spread fairly evenly across several sources. “Various donors” funds account for the most at 35%, followed by UC ANR funds at 25%, county budgets at 19%, and grants at 16%. Clearly, they rely heavily on various donor funds but will use any other funds whenever they are available.
RECs and campus and statewide programs rely mainly (about 70%) on ANR budgets for replacement hardware. 
Offices generally have no scheduled replacement plans other than to replace computer hardware as needed when something breaks or when there are funds available. 
Dwindling county and ANR budgets have adversely affected offices’ ability to make needed hardware replacements, with the result that they rely more on soft money whenever it is available. 
Two-thirds said they would probably be interested in a centralized purchasing arrangement for computers.
Computer software:
Similar to their arrangements for hardware, very few offices have a replacement schedule or plan in place for software upgrades or replacements. Generally people only get new software when it comes with a new computer.
Even more offices expressed interest in centralized purchasing for software (three-fourths) than for hardware (two-thirds).
Comments on future hardware and software support: 
Funding for upgrading hardware and software is a top issue.
Information is needed to advise users on software upgrades and on how to purchase using UC discounts that are already available.
More support is needed for fixing problems, training users, and generally keeping users up to date on technology.
On the question of whether units would be interested in projecting their purchases yearly and having ANR Communication Services coordinate a “fleet purchase,” potentially reducing individual and overall costs, people were overwhelmingly interested. This could be done in a variety of different ways, each with its own opportunities. 
For computer purchases, one of the most interesting options would be to work with a computer vendor to have a set of standard computers for this program that would come imaged with a standard set of programs, all set up and ready to go. Pre-installed and configured programs could include Microsoft Office Professional and our anti-virus and anti-spyware solutions. This would save people in the offices a lot of time setting up their new computer and it would make subsequent tech support much easier. In addition, if a user got a computer virus we could swap their machine out with another one of the standard imaged model and they could be up and running quickly, while we could take the infected computer back, wipe its drive, and start it over. This would reduce our tech support time considerably and would be a safe way to deal with viruses.

There are also different options for software. One option is to simply tie people into existing UC contracts for key software vendors and let people make one-time purchases of software. Another option to consider for Microsoft purchases is the Microsoft Consolidated Campus Agreement (MCCA). With MCCA you pay a fee each year based on your FTE count. You don’t have to keep track of your licenses and you have access to new versions when they come out, so you can always stay up to date. The MCCA standard desktop bundle, which includes Microsoft Office and Microsoft operating systems, costs $35/FTE per year. Using the other option, buying single-user licenses at the UC volume discount, costs $49 (plus about $20 more for the media) for Microsoft Office Professional. 
Recommendations
ANR Communication Services should look into coordinating a centralized purchasing process for computers to reduce costs, improve tech support, and save staff time when purchasing and setting up new computers. 
ANR should explore centralized software purchase options including MCCA. 
Attachment 3: Computer Hardware and Software Data

Internet Access
Reporting locations are grouped into two categories. Most fall into the first group and report satisfactory speed and reliability, but some fall into the second group and report either slow (7 counties, 1 REC, 1 campus/statewide program) and/or unreliable (3 counties, 2 RECs) Internet service. Overall satisfaction was 3.8 out of a possible 5 for both speed and reliability.
Office locations with Internet problems are generally located away from Internet infrastructure hubs and often suffer from the “last mile” connection problems. Low satisfaction with Internet provider reliability and support relate to the individual Internet providers. Offices located on or near a campus tend to be much more satisfied with their Internet access. 
Overwhelmingly, what people want for the future are fast, reliable connections.
Recommendations
Change to better Internet service providers as better connections become available. Actively seek out better service. This is the policy of ANR Communication Services for the offices they support. When new office locations are being considered, Communication Services should be consulted regarding Internet access availability before decisions are made. 
Attachment 4: Internet Access Data

Security
The number of security incidents reported by our offices was higher than expected. It averages 2.2 incidents per unit. This included computers infected with viruses or malware as well as stolen laptops or hard drives. The amount of time someone in the unit spends dealing with this sort of thing was between 3 and 4 hours per incident. In addition, 17% of the offices hired an outside firm or consultant to fix the problems caused by the security incident, costing as average of about $500 per affected unit. ANR Communication Services IT staff also spent considerable time assisting people with viruses or malware on their computers.
There are varying levels of security in our ANR offices, so we broke down the numbers further based on those levels of security. Offices on county networks (which tend to have tight security because they include sensitive judicial and law enforcement departments) and offices on the ANR Computer Security Project both averaged 1.8 incidents per unit. Units not on the ANR Computer Security Project and not part of a county network averaged 2.4 incidents per unit. The ANR Computer Security Project is clearly working, since covered offices experienced 25% fewer security incidents than the offices without such a system.
Recommendations
Increase participation in the ANR Computer Security Project. Consider tightening controls.
Have ANR CS develop a plan to provide more direct assistance for people whose computers are infected with malware. 

Backup
Only 22% of our ANR offices have a central, automated backup system for their office computers. The majority, 57%, rely on some computers having external hard drives. Another 15% listed “other” as their backup method, but if you look at what “other” is, a significant proportion are comparable to the individual external hard drives (e.g., backing up to CDs or flash drives). Another 6% have central backup but it isn’t automated; instead individuals store files on it. 
The majority of our offices have computer backup that depends entirely on the individual’s making the effort to do it, and even then only covers some of the office’s computers. Frankly, the only way to ensure good backups is to have an automated system that does not depend on the individual user. 
In response to the question about what people would like to see in the next five years in terms of computer backup, the response was almost unanimously in favor of some form of consistent, reliable, automatic backup. 
Recommendations
Put a backup server in offices that currently have no centralized backup.
Manage these servers centrally and remotely to take advantage of server administrator expertise.
Prioritize installation in larger offices first in order to make most efficient use of Division resources.
Many people expressed a desire for off-site backup. That can be problematic because of bandwidth restrictions. Since most offices don’t even have good on-site backup yet, the place to start is with on-site backup. 
Attachment 5: Backup and Security Data
Website Support
Website development in the Division is handled primarily through the SiteBuilder system run by Communication Services. Ninety-three percent of respondents have SiteBuilder sites; 34% have sites that are not part of SiteBuilder. Any given unit may have multiple websites; for instance, it may have a SiteBuilder site for the main office, another website as part of the county government web structure, and others, SiteBuilder or not, created by Master Gardeners, 4-H, or other programs. Units reported being more satisfied with their SiteBuilder sites than with their non-SiteBuilder sites (3.7 versus 3.2 on a 1-to-5 scale).
Most of the units have an employee in the office who serves as “webmaster,” averaging 0.32 FTE per office for a total of 18 FTE Division-wide to maintain websites. Only one unit reported paying an outside contractor to maintain their website. Most webmasters are UC employees (63%), but 34% are county employees. Ninety-eight percent of the respondents characterize their web presence as “Important” or “Very Important.” 
Many respondents requested that SiteBuilder be made easier to use, while an equal number of people requested that the system be made more flexible and have more features. (As of April 26, 2010, SiteBuilder has been upgraded to version 3. The comments reported here reflect experiences with the previous version.) Fourteen units cited lack of time being the primary barrier to keeping their websites more effectively up to date and 39% said they could use more help maintaining the sites to their satisfaction. 
Recommendation
Add one full-time, well-trained staff person to Communication Services to focus on website content. County sites could use this service for free, while programs with separate funding could use this as a recharge service. One well-trained person could absorb the work of 5 currently assigned FTE through increased speed and efficiency, while improving the quality of websites. 
Attachment 6: Website Support Data

Server Administration
The ANR IT Assessment Survey attempted to identify the number of servers within ANR and their basic uses. ANR Communications, Statewide IPM Program, and Kearney Agricultural Center are the three units with more than five servers. All other offices and programs primarily use servers for file and print services, with a few running websites (3), databases (3), Email (1), and GIS (5). In the counties, most of the servers are running older operating systems—presumably on older hardware—and there are indications that maintenance for these severs may be an issue. Server backup is attempted at most sites, though the frequency of backup and off-site storage varies considerably. The use of contracted services or county resources to maintain servers has had varying level of success.
What do people want to see in the future?
The most common server-related theme at the county level is that offices need a way to backup their computer data and they do not have the staff, knowledge, or resources to maintain a server. Two counties identified calendar sharing and Microsoft Exchange support for Outlook as issues. 
Recommendations
ANR should provide servers for file services and backup to offices that don’t already have them, prioritizing larger offices to make best use of our resources. Backup of these local servers should be either transmitted off-site or stored on durable media as often as practical (bandwidth will limit off-site backup in many cases) for disaster recovery purposes. These servers should be managed by ANR Communication Services staff to provide a consistent platform for all offices and to leverage the knowledge of our system administrators. ANR should develop a plan for the maintenance of server hardware and software. Once in place the servers would have the potential to be used for other services in the future.
The information provided by the survey for ANR CS, KAC, and IPM servers is limited, and more specific information needs to be gathered from these units to identify opportunities for collaboration and to reduce duplication of effort. Leveraging campus and system-wide resources also needs to be investigated as a means of maximizing the services offered to the Division.   
Attachment 7: Server Administration Data

Geospatial Data and Programs (GIS)
In ANR as a whole, the majority of respondents do not use geographic information system (GIS) technology in their daily activities. Trends in the GIS industry suggest that the use of GIS by professionals will increase over time as its utility and functions become better known. GIS can be an important tool for ANR to extend our research to the general public. Those who do use GIS generally use desktop applications and technologies created by one company, ESRI. This software is available to UC staff and academics at a reasonable cost through a UC licensing program. Respondents to the survey also mentioned that they used publically available web applications such as Google Maps and Google Earth. These applications are free but their capacity to allow modifications and the addition of our own spatial data is limited. 
There are two primary GIS centers in ANR: Kearney Ag Center and Hopland REC. Both have GIS servers and each location devotes 1.5 or more FTE to creating and maintaining GIS applications. Four county offices reported having GIS servers as well, but the amount of time devoted to GIS there was considerably less, averaging about 0.1 FTE per site. It appears that GIS staffing is primarily funded by grants. 
Survey respondents indicated a need for training on the use of GIS. They also indicated a desire for collaboration between GIS centers and a need to get the word out about what services our GIS centers can offer. 
Recommendations
We recommend greater collaboration among those creating and maintaining GIS applications in ANR particularly between Kearney Ag Center and Hopland REC. We would like to see the two units coordinate on training, services provided, and getting the word out about those services. Since their services are primarily funded by grants, a commitment of resources from ANR could leverage their resources and expertise to accomplish this. Survey respondents also expressed some concern about bandwidth at KAC and questioned whether it could support heavier public use of the KAC GIS server. This is also a potential problem for Hopland. One solution would be to put a GIS server at UC Davis so it would have the fastest bandwidth possible, but to manage it remotely from KAC and/or Hopland REC. 
Attachment 8: GIS Data

Application Development, Maintenance, and Programming
Application development in ANR consists of both web applications and sophisticated use of Microsoft Office Excel and Access. Web application development is primarily limited to Communication Services, IPM, ANR Oakland, and RECs. In fact, of the 7.65 FTE identified in ANR for programming, 3.5 are in Communication Services and 1.8 are in IPM. Currently ANR has no standard platform for creating web applications, but the bulk of these applications are hosted by Communication Services. Use of Microsoft Office to create desktop applications is spread throughout county offices and RECs. Desktop applications are far less likely than web applications to have any ongoing support from ANR personnel. Requests for additional applications are split between web and desktop applications. 
Specific attention needs to be given to applications developed in-house. Both the life expectancy and the sustainability of those applications need to be addressed. There is a problem with applications being developed with grant funds or other short-term resources: ANR staff or the public may become dependent on these applications, but no long-term plan is in palace to maintain the applications or to provide the resources necessary to keep the applications functioning into the future.
Recommendations
Leave current desktop and web applications in place. 
Determine a standardized platform for future web application projects. 
Request that all new web application projects use existing infrastructure and hardware. 
For large programming projects, Communication Services should be consulted beforehand and ANR might consider creating a more formal “clearing house” requirement. 
ANR should use available campus resources where possible rather than developing our own. An example is the use of the UC Davis online timesheet system rather than creation of a new one for ANR. 
At this point, leave complex desktop applications alone, but continue to monitor the situation. At some point the Division may want to consider providing continuing support for these applications. 
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2010 ANR Information Technology Assessment   Attachment: UC ANR Microsoft Exchange Project   page  1   UC ANR Microsoft Exchange Project   Summary:   The ANR Exchange project w ould   facilitate collaboration throughout ANR  by means of   a  simple and common interface : Microsoft Office .   The  collaboration consist s   of robust email, shared  calendaring, file sharing ,   and instant messaging   services .   As envisioned, t his project would be a partnership  between ANR and  UC Davis  Information and  Educational Technology ( IET ) , using campus - run servers and   infrastructure.   ANR would  re tain  management of our users and the tools that are offered.   The  Microsoft Office Communications Server  package  offer s   instant messenger service for all users   as  well as   connect ion   to  common  address books and a Division directo ry.   Costs   and Scope :   A   typical user account  would  cost   $2.00  a month and provide   500MB of storage.   This  would  suffice for   most users.   We would also be able to  offer 2GB of storage for  an extra  39 cents  per  month  for those who need more storage capacity .   A preliminary count of  supported  ANR   personnel is   852.   A reasonable  estimat e for the  likely  number of  actual users  is  6 00.   The  minimal  cost of supporting  600   users would be $14,4 00 yearly.   An additional  $1,000 per year should be budgeted to include resourc es  (vehicles, meeting rooms, etc.) .  

 

  Exchange for all of ANR  P eople  $/mo  $/Year  

Preliminary Headcount  600  2  14,400  

Resources (rooms/cars)  80  1  960  

Implementation travel costs (year 1)   2 , 000  

   $17,360  

   

    

    

Schedule and Roll - Out:   T o keep  travel costs down, t he transition to   Exchange w ould   be  accomplished  during r egular IT staff office visits .   The  time  commitment for IT staff would be substantial, but the  transition work   w ould   overlap with other important initiatives already under   way.   Tran sition for a ll  offices would be completed wi thin 12 months of project start, with priority offices completed within 3  months.   Division wide   Sharing:   A key factor to the overall success of an ANR - wide shared service would be  integration with existing  Exchange servers located at UCOP and Kearney Ag Center.   ANR CSIT is currently  participating  in talks in support of a  “ federation ”   of information between these  three   locations.   At this  time, UC Davis has expressed support f or   this plan.   Without federation,  it will be impossible  for us  to  share calendars between UCOP and UCD Exchange users.   Initial conversations with UCOP indicate a  willingness  there  to proceed.  
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UC ANR Microsoft Exchange Project

Summary: The ANR Exchange project would facilitate collaboration throughout ANR by means of a simple and common interface: Microsoft Office. The collaboration consists of robust email, shared calendaring, file sharing, and instant messaging services.

As envisioned, this project would be a partnership between ANR and UC Davis Information and Educational Technology (IET), using campus-run servers and infrastructure. ANR would retain management of our users and the tools that are offered.

The Microsoft Office Communications Server package offers instant messenger service for all users as well as connection to common address books and a Division directory.

Costs and Scope: A typical user account would cost $2.00 a month and provide 500MB of storage. This would suffice for most users. We would also be able to offer 2GB of storage for an extra 39 cents per month for those who need more storage capacity.

A preliminary count of supported ANR personnel is 852. A reasonable estimate for the likely number of actual users is 600. The minimal cost of supporting 600 users would be $14,400 yearly. An additional $1,000 per year should be budgeted to include resources (vehicles, meeting rooms, etc.).
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Schedule and Roll-Out: To keep travel costs down, the transition to Exchange would be accomplished during regular IT staff office visits. The time commitment for IT staff would be substantial, but the transition work would overlap with other important initiatives already under way. Transition for all offices would be completed within 12 months of project start, with priority offices completed within 3 months.

Divisionwide Sharing: A key factor to the overall success of an ANR-wide shared service would be integration with existing Exchange servers located at UCOP and Kearney Ag Center. ANR CSIT is currently participating in talks in support of a “federation” of information between these three locations. At this time, UC Davis has expressed support for this plan. Without federation, it will be impossible for us to share calendars between UCOP and UCD Exchange users. Initial conversations with UCOP indicate a willingness there to proceed.
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