
San Diego Miramar College 
Technology Committee 
March 23, 2010
Room I-105
Present: Susan Schwarz, Kurt Hill, Temmy Najimy, Tom Davenport, Otto Dobre, Namphol Sinkaset, Todd Williams, Wahid Hamidy, Janice Hecksel, Glenn Magpuri, Isabella Feldman
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m.
I. Welcome
S. Schwarz welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced the newest member to the committee, Isabella Feldman, who will be filling in for Rechelle Mojica  while she’s on sabbatical. Committee members introduced themselves and briefly described their role at Miramar College.

II. Approval of agenda
J. Hecksel moved to approve agenda and it was seconded by T. Williams. Approved by consensus.

III. Approval of minutes from February 23, 2010 meeting
J. Hecksel moved to approve February 23, 2010 minutes with the following changes “add: Janice Hecksel under Present:” and it was seconded by T. Davenport. Approved by consensus.

IV. Review of Recommendations and Comments for Technology Plan 2008-2011
Committee reviewed and addressed all recommendations and comments sent by members from the two constituencies (Academic Senate & Classified Senate). See below for recommendations and comments. Technology Committee comments and recommendations are in “red”.
From: Buran Haidar

 

Thank you for all the work that went into developing the current Technology Plan and for seeking faculty input at our last academic senate meeting.
 

I read the plan carefully and here are my comments and rationale, which I also included as comments and additions within the attached document for you to consider:
 

1.  We were asked to approve the Campus Technology Plan, prepared by the Technology Committee.

2.  The presented plan adequately covers the important element of technical support for a technology plan, and the operations and responsibilities of the ICS/ACS and AV and PDC departments.  However, it lacks clear campus-wide technology goals to guide these operations. 
Would you consider adding the following section or some version of it at the beginning of the “Technology Plan”? I already added it and marked it in blue in the attached version.
 

The SD Miramar College Technology Plan is based on the college mission statement “Our mission is to prepare students to succeed in a changing world within an environment that values excellence in learning, teaching, innovation and diversity”
 

SD Miramar Technology plan goals (2008-2011) 
·         To facilitate learning and teaching by providing access to information and instructional technologies to students, faculty, and staff.
·         To enable students, faculty, and staff to effectively use technology resources through coordination, collaboration, and communication.
·         To sustain and improve instructional, student and administrative support services, and the college’s business processes. 
·         To integrate technology into instruction and to promote alternative methods of instruction.
·         To increase application and use of technology resources through staff development. 
3. Three-year Rolling Plan- Given the perpetual imbalance between needs and resources and despite my personal reservations, I see no viable alternative. I truly would appreciate hearing about alternatives. 

4. A “campus” technology plan has a broader scope than the working relationship between campus committees, BRDS and the Technology Committee in this case. If that needs to be included here, I suggest replacing the 2nd paragraph of the original with a new one, to emphasize the role of the Technology Committee.
The Technology Committee will review the Requests for Funding (RFFs) that include technology purchases, forwarded by the Budget and Resource Development Subcommittee (BRDS). The Technology Committee will make its recommendations to the BRDS regarding technology requests based on a three-year planning cycle (see the Three-year Rolling Plan Grid, below). 
5. Smart Classrooms- Future technology plans may be modified from "as needed" if the campus decides to turn all classrooms into smart ones.  
6. I also made few other marked minor changes (strikethroughs and some insertions that are marked in red).

[Technology Committee: Committee addressed recommendations and comments made by Haidar Buran. Committee will consider adding college mission statement to the following year Technology Plan. As of now, committee will stick with the plan committee approved.]
From: Nam Sinkaset

 

I have requests from people that the following items be addressed about the technology plan.

 

1) What is the level of student usage at the ILC, and what kinds of programs do students use that warrants the ILC to receive the fastest/best computers?  Is there any data to support the answer to this question?

[Technology Committee: There is approximately 300 students’ usage at the ILC. The current metering software does not track every program the students are using. The main software program students’ uses are Microsoft Office, Internet, and online courses. The reason why the ILC receive the fastest/best computers is that there are many programs installed on the computer for students to access for their courses.]
 

2) With recent budget cuts, it is likely that it will not be possible to purchase a large block of computers within the next several years.  Why doesn't the plan address how computers will be replaced when they inevitably break in this current reality?  Isn't that the essence of a "plan"?

 
[Technology Committee: What have been done up to now is that J. Hecksel and K. Hill have some spare computers to replace any emergency repairs when it breaks. There are currently 21 computers for ICS when block purchase were purchased. For Example, if there were 12 roll downs, there’s no point of upgrading a computer lab with 24 computers because there would be two different images. The 12 computers would end up being used as emergency computers when a computer breaks down. There are no Macs roll downs because Macs are usually found through district warehouse. 
Technology Committee recommended the plan is to establish a technology budget line item for the campus and not relying on IELM funds.
Relying on IELM funds is affecting the program when there are no funds available. In order to get funding from IELM, it must be an emergency also known as a “show stopper”. See below for IELM Emergency Request for Funding (ERFF) Process.

· What is an “Emergency”?

An emergency is a “show-stopper” that impacts either:

· Safety/Compliance (Specific not generic)

· Immediate and/or severe interruption of instruction

Emergency Requests for Funding (ERFF) will be considered only for items that fit the emergency criteria above.

· What is the ERFF Process?

The Emergency Request for Funding (ERFF) consists of an email thread initiated by the originator of an ERFF to document and track an expedited process. The originator will specify the item requested, document the onset of the emergency, consultation with others within the department, which may include modification of instruction activity, and cost of item or service requested. If no alternative solution is possible, the chair will confirm the emergency and its impact on instruction within the department, and consult with other chairs before raising the issue to the school dean who will work collaboratively with other Deans within the Dean’s Council for a possible funding source. The Dean’s Council would next forward the request to the Vice President of Instruction (VPI). The VPI will then forward the Email thread of the ERFF to the chair of the BRDS. If no alternative funding source could be identified at any other level, the BRDS chair will bring it for consideration to the next BRDS scheduled meeting, or to a special BRDS convened session in extreme situations.  

The ERFF is intended to clearly answer the following: What is the emergency? How much does it cost (from a current quote)? What alternatives for funding were considered at every level? Consequences at each level: course, department, school, and college.]
3) Shouldn't computers in instructional areas, i.e. in lecture rooms, be of the highest priority?  Faculty needs them to work, and work reliably, since we use them during class time in front of students.

[Technology Committee: Yes, the computers in instructional areas such as smart classrooms should be the highest priority. Currently hot spare computers are being used to replace smart classroom when it goes down. Replacement computers are instantly when an instructor calls in and report a problem and need replacement.]
 

4) "The technology plan is supposed to support a new computer versus a roll down computer for faculty if the work they do deems it necessary.  At one point, web design was considered such a request, but it was never in writing and such a request was denied as not being necessary.  I have requested more than once that the technology plan include the parameters the faculty would need to meet for a new computer but it is not in the plan.  In my opinion, a requirement checklist should be included in the technology plan."

 
[Technology Committee: It was discussed in the past that there should be a checklist included in the technology plan. But things tend to be left out. G. Magpuri as well as others in the committee agreed those checklists are very problematic. After a long discussion about having a checklist, committee recommended creating a technology request form for the campus. K. Hill and T. Najimy will create a draft technology request form and bring back to technology committee input.]
5) What barriers exist to the roll-out of campus-wide wireless access that would allow students to bring their own computers to campus, thereby reducing the need of maintaining an open computer lab with a large number of computers

[Technology Committee: All of the new buildings will have wireless access. S. Schwarz is not aware of the statistics of how many students have their own laptops. S. Schwarz will check with Mesa and City College to see if they reduce open computers since students use their own laptops. Currently, Science building has wireless access. Committee recommended surveying Miramar College students to see if students will use their own laptops if wireless is available throughout the campus.]

From: Dana Stack

Page 6 mentions plans for the Business & Math building, Arts & Humanities, and the LLRC, but nothing regarding the FF&E process for the new Student Union.  Will the Student Union be included in future planning? May that's covered under 2010-2011 "IT and AV develop plan for all new and renovated construction"? Just curious.
[Technology Committee: Since Technology Plan is for 2008-2011, Student Union Building will be added 2012 fiscal year.]
From: Marie Seymour

It of course has to be general, but something could be put in, that says they would make a strong effort to bring staff computers up to classroom computers.  it doesn't make sense that our students are more current than we are - especially when so many staff are using the newer updates when they take classes -   

[Technology Committee: Every effort will be made to update the newest software to staff computers.]
From: Katinea Todd

I don't like the phrase "roll down" because we all know that "s___ rolls downhill."  Can't we change it to something like "reassign" or "transfer," etc.

[Technology Committee: Committee agreed to remain calling computers “roll downs”.]
From: Denise Kapitzke 

I noticed that one of the responsibilities in 2008-09 is to establish a campus software budget.  Does this committee track annual/bi-annual (etc.) software renewals?

 

Also, I see that for the 2010-11 there is a new responsibility to establish a budget for technology consumables.  With the tentative budget process beginning today, has this budget been presented to the VP for inclusion in the budget?

[Technology Committee: Yes, it has been brought up to the VP to establish a budget for technology consumables. S. Schwarz will work with J. Hecksel and K. Hill to come up with an estimated budget amount.]
From: Kurt Hill

A line in the technology plan like:

“Miramar will seek to better integrate its data dependant functions (website, SARS, etc) with data that already exists at a district level (courses, schedules, etc) using existing universal data access technologies (e.g., OLEDB) and secure read-only views provided by the district.”

Would address Peter Fong request, which is a specific example of many repeated requests for this kind of access.
[Technology Committee: K. Hill reported Miramar College data is not the real time data because ICS department do not have universal data access to better integrate its data dependant functions with data that already exist at a district level. He would like to request to have an access to secure read-only views provided by the district. S. Schwarz will talk to K. Keyser in regarding this request.]
V. Other- None

VI. Next Meeting: Tuesday, April 26, 2010 @ 2pm in I-105

VII. Meeting adjourned at 3:05 p.m.
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