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Technology Committee Meeting

Wednesday January 23, 2008
2:00pm – 3:00pm

ITS Conference Room

Meeting Minutes

Present: 

	X Don Treat
	X Donna Manno
	X Satish Warrier
	X John Wagstaff

	X Jim Noyes
	__Susie Dever
	__Dipte Patel
	__Peter Marcoux

	X Virginia Rapp
	__Dave Miller
	__Tyler Robbins
	__Claudio Vilchis

	X  Jeanne Shankweiler
	X Donna Post
	__Carloee Casper
	__Miriam Alario

	
	
	
	__ Jeff Marsee


1. Call to Order

2. Committee Structure 
John Wagstaff presented an organization chart showing the reporting relationship between the various committees dealing with technology.   There is a hard reporting line connecting the college Technology Committee to the Planning and Budget Committee.  PBC has already begun referring new business to the Technology Committee.  Two other technology committees have a loose relationship to the Technology Committee.  The first is the Computer Utilization Committee that has been established to help ITS administer changes to the college’s ERP systems through a process of discussion and recommendation.  The second is the Academic Technology Committee, shown has having a reporting line to the Technology Committee and an information link to the Academic Senate.  All committees will meet monthly.  Donna Post asked if the committee structure had been officially approved.  John said that it had not, but said that this is something that should probably be done.  The committee agreed.
3. Technology Plan Projects (Handout)
John distributed a status report on six technology projects that have been launched.  He reminded the committee that an ad hoc group, including some members of the technology committee, began working in mid November, 2006 on an update to the college technology plan.  The group identified 12 projects that needed immediate attention.  In the intervening weeks, John drafted a plan incorporating these projects along with justifications, timelines and costs.  He presented the plan to the Cabinet on January 16, 2007.  In late May, the Cabinet approved funding for all 12 projects.  The project update is as follows:

a. Upgrade of hardware systems to accommodate Colleague Release 18 – Completed.
b. Degree Audit and deployment of My eAdvising modules – the degree audit for the 2005-2006 college catalog is complete and ready for testing.  When testing is complete and the revisions and edits done, the remaining 4 catalogs will be programming into the system and the last eAdvising module will be deployed.  The end of project deadline is June, 2008.
c. Document imaging – the RFPs have been evaluated and two vendors (ImageNow and Hershey Solutions) invited to conduct an onsite demonstration.

d. Replacement of all non-Cisco data switches and server upgrades – Over 100 Cisco data switches have been installed.  This aspect of the project is nearly completed.

e. Replacement of the college’s phone system with Voice over IP – This project could not be launched until all the non-Cisco switches were replaced.  The planning and design will begin once the relationship between Cisco and the installation vendor is clarified.
4. “Drop-In” Lab Usage – Referral from PBC (Handouts)
John reported that PBC wants the Technology Committee to investigate the usage of the “drop-in” labs, which he interprets as the LMTC labs along with the potential amount of drop-in space in the dedicated labs.  He suggested that the committee consider ways to determine how the labs are being used and whether or not they are providing the level of service that justifies their existence.  Related to these issues, ITS, with the consent of the Humanities Division, configured the new academic labs to require students to use their college issued logons and passwords in order to gain access.  Most of the other academic labs allow students to use the same generic login and password.  This will become standard practice in all the labs as they are migrated to active directory.  
Therefore, in addition to tracking FTES and seat count in the academic labs, the committee may wish to recommend that all the labs use some form of positive attendance tracking and provide access to this data as a necessary pre-condition for their continued funding.  He asked the committee to consider these issues and be ready for a discussion at the next meeting.
5. Integration of Technology Into Instruction (Handout)
John distributed copies of the April 4, 2007 Academic Technology Committee minutes and opened the discussion of “smart classrooms” and Academic Senate Resolution 2510 which called for the administration to adopt its recommended configuration of a “smart classroom”.  Jeanne Shankweiler asked for a definition of a smart classroom.  Don Treat said he defined a smart classroom as a fully integrated digital classroom with a projection system, an audio visual controller that integrates all of the input devices including a computer, DVD/VCR, a document camera which replaces the old overhead projector, and an optional laptop connection, all of which connects to the district network and the internet.  This concept is being taken one step further in the new humanities building where the room can be remotely controlled and serviced via the network. The help desk can see the video projectors, computers, and the Extron device controllers.  Moreover, these systems can monitor performance and send emails to ITS technical staff when systems malfunction or are approaching their required maintenance events.  Jeanne said that the science smart classrooms were similar and Don agreed except for capability of being remotely controlled and serviced.  
John suggested that the committee reach consensus on a smart classroom configuration that could be deployed campus wide and that most of the faculty could use with minimal training.  Virginia Rapp raised security concerns in the sense of preventing users from changing the configuration or downloading incompatible software.  Don Treat said that staff shortages due to resignation and retirement are making it very difficult to perform sufficient preventive maintenance to keep these rooms operational.  Virginia added that her smart classrooms were five years old and the electronic system controllers were malfunctioning as were some of the devices, such as the VRCs.  Because she has no funding for replacement equipment an increasing number of systems are falling out of service. 

6. What’s Next?

a. Revised Technology Plan 

John moved the discussion of smart classroom into the context of a revised technology plan that would deal with the integration of technology in the academic arena.  He suggested that a section in the technology plan on the configuration and maintenance of smart classrooms would be a good place to start.  Don said that there were 170 classrooms on campus that meet the definition of a smart classroom with another 44 coming online in the humanities building for a total of 214 rooms.  John said that, as with the academic computer labs, the goal is to have a uniform look and feel across all the smart classrooms.  The committee agreed that this was a valid but probably unattainable goal as long as the burden of funding resided with the divisions.
b. Security Policy

John said that the System-wide Architecture Committee is working with PlanNet to provide access to a series of white paper on security planning that the committee should look at during the rest of the year.

7. Other
a. Attendance
John said that making service on the technology committee voluntary had failed.  Therefore he intended to remind the current members that if they missed more then two consecutive meetings he would use the shared governance process to replace them.  
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