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The legislation

* House Bill 2026 (passed by the 2005 legislature)
included a charge to the Board of Regents to

“study the KAN-ED network and the Kansas research
and education network for the purpose of identifying
duplication of services and inefficiencies existing
between the two networks.”

e The bill further required that KBoR submit a plan for
reducing or eliminating such duplications and
inefficiencies.
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The legislation

e HB 2026 also required that the secretary of
administration and the state board of regents “shall
develop recommendations regarding the manner in
which the Kansas wide area network may be
incorporated into the KAN-ED network.”

e The findings, plan and recommendations were to be
submitted to the senate commerce committee and the
house utilities committee on or before January 13,
2006.
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How did this come about?

e HB 2026: continued KUSF funding for Kan-ed.
¢ The questions under consideration (Heacock’s
opinion):
¢ “Aren’t we already funding networking for universities through
KBoR?”
e “Surely there must be some duplication of services or other
inefficiencies that, if eliminated, can save the state some
money.”



@REN A misinformed “take-over”

attempt

e HB 2026 originally included language that called for
KanREN to be consolidated with Kan-ed.

* The bill went to the Senate Commerce committee with
that provision intact.

* The Commerce Committee struck the consolidation
language from the bill at the last minute, after | called
Senator Brownlee to explain that KanREN was a
private, not-for-profit corporation.

* The revised version of the bill included the new
“efficiency study” language.

Z ™ HB 2026 was passed

e HB 2026 passed with the “efficiency study” language
intact, and also included a measure to reduce Kan-ed
funding from the KUSF over a four-year period:

e« FY2006: $10M
FY2007: $8M
FY2008: $6M
FY2009: $5.5M

¢ The assumption was that the KUSF funding that was taken
away would be replaced with SGF funding, and that Kan-ed
would be funded solely from SGF after FY2009.
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The study timeline

¢ First meeting: July 8, 2005
¢ Included Doug Heacock (KanREN), Hal Gardner (Kan-ed),
and Denise Moore (DISC/KanWIN)
* There were 11 subsequent meetings, July 2005
through January 2006
e Cort Buffington (KanREN), Bill Kelly and Dave Timpany
(DISC), Eldon Rightmeier and Jerry Huff (Kan-ed), and Jim
Honacki (consulant for Kan-ed) were involved in some of those
meetings.
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The study timeline

* The last efficiency study meeting was held on January
12, 2006, the day before the study was to be delivered
to the legislative committees.

¢ Hearings:

¢ House Utilities Committee: Jan. 25 and Feb. 14, 2006
¢ Senate Commerce Committee: Jan. 27, 2006
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Obtaining a copy

* The efficiency study report is now a matter of public
record--an electronic (PDF) copy can be obtained from
Doug Heacock (heacock@kanren.net)

e Kan-ed produced printed, bound copies for the
legislature, and there may still be copies left (contact
Hal Gardner, hgardner@ksbor.org)

e The document is 37 pages long
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Contents and organization

e Executive summary

¢ Atwo-page summary of the findings and recommendations
¢ Introduction

¢ Acitation of the legislation that mandated the study and report
e Section 1: Overview

e Aglossary and a brief overview of the methodology used in the
study
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Contents and organization

e “Tab A: A Study of Private Data Networks in Kansas”

* “Tab B: Joint Recommendations Regarding Kansas
Private Networks”
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Contents and organization

e Section 2: Comparisons

e A comparison of the basic attributes of each networking
organization and its network, including:

Purpose

Infrastructure

User community

Applications

Cost model

Funding model

Governance model

e o o o o o o
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Contents and organization

e Section 3: Distinctions
* An examination of the characteristics of each organization or
network that distinguish each one from the others

¢ Section 4: Collaboration
e Adiscussion of ways in which the three networking
organizations have collaborated over the years
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Contents and organization

e Section 5: Findings
e The primary findings of the study in the following areas:

e General findings
e  Funding
¢ Network infrastructure
¢ Premise equipment management and last-mile
*  Applications
¢ Collaboration
e Affordability and funding
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Recommendations

¢ Duplication of services and inefficiencies
¢ No substantial duplication of services exists between KanREN
and Kan-ed

* Incorporation of KanWIN into Kan-ed
* Not recommended at this time
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Recommendations

e Consolidation of state networking
¢ If feasible, consolidation of network services among all three
networks onto a single infrastructure is desirable
¢ Anplan to assess feasibility and effectiveness of a consolidated
infrastructure is proposed
* First consolidation meeting was held on Feb. 17, 2006
¢ Two-phase approach:
¢ Phase 1--KanREN and Kan-ed will assess whether consolidation
onto a single KanREN infrastructure makes sense fiscally and
technically, and if so, develop a detailed plan
¢ Phase 2--Bring in KanWIN for consideration of further
consolidation
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Comments, questions?

e ...and a lively discussion ensued...
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