Council for Instructional Technology
February 15, 2010

Horrabin room 60

Meeting Minutes:

1. The meeting began at 8:15 with nine members present: Chair Hoyet Hemphill, Kishor Kapale, Tarab Ahmad, Bree McEwan, Bruce Harris, Jeff Matlak, Bob Quesal, Sam Edsall and Chandra Amaravadi. Sam Edsall was the secretary for this meeting.
2. The first order of business was the discussion of combining questions generated by the CIT with the CITR survey. A review of the three charges given by Faculty Senate to CIT include:
a. What are the faculty needs for their courses
b. What are the technological needs of the faculty
c. What are the technological competencies of the student body
3. There was concern of the low response rate from the last CITR survey. The council thought the last survey as generally cumbersome and time-consuming. Adding our own questions to the new CITR survey may exacerbate the problem. However, combining the two surveys would have the advantage of being one vehicle addressing the concerns of both CIT and CITR and reduce potential redundancy.
4. Several ideas were discussed regarding potential questions to ask faculty based on the three charges given to the council. 

5. Charge I: Faculty needs for their courses
a. Electronic classrooms
i. Consistency issues from one EC to the next
ii. Operation instructions availability
iii. Support 
b. Software, labs and site licenses
i. What software do faculty use in their classroom to teach with?
ii. Which software would benefit from a department, college or university license
iii. What software do faculty expect to be available in student computer labs
iv. What software don’t we have that we could use?
v. What software we have that we don’t need?
c. Course management systems
i. How do faculty use Western Online
1. On a scale from least to most important, what features are desired in CMS such as resources, grades, modules, quizzes, chat rooms, links to outside sources
ii. Ability to translate current CMS to an upgrade or new platform
iii. What other course management systems are faculty currently using
iv. On-campus technical support representative for current CMS
1. Phone and email support
d. Restricting technologies in the classroom
i. Restricting Wifi use in the classroom

6. Charge II: Faculty technology needs
a. Smart rooms and smart boards
b. Server space for course content storage
c. Department or discipline specific hardware needs
d. Computer replacement policy
i. Is the new policy working?
ii. Faculty computer needs versus what is issued them
1. Lack of faculty input in hardware decision
e. Removal of technology without notice
f. Faculty needs versus what the university can provide
i. Library resources currently not well-suited for some student needs
1. Only one SPSS classroom
2. No collaborative workspaces
g. Accessibility to training materials
i. Videotape and streaming versions of CITR workshops
ii. ADA compliance tools needed
h. Off-campus technological support for faculty
i. Faculty input on the future direction and implementation of technology for the learning environment

7.  Charge III: Technology competencies of the student body
a. The council is waiting to hear from Richard Chamberlain and his findings from Educause and faculty perceptions before proceeding with this charge.

8. The council discussed the idea of using focus groups rather than a survey. The consensus was that this approach would require considerable planning and effort and a survey would be the best way to start gathering information. The benefits of adding focus groups would be weighed after the survey is completed.
9. The council will compare notes with Roger Runquist and compare our concerns with the CITR survey and see if there is cohesion. If there is we will combine our questions with his as long as the length is reasonable. If not, CIT will create their own survey.
10. The next meeting is scheduled for March 1 at 8:15AM in Horrabin room 60.
11. Adjourn
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