Instructional Technology Committee Meeting #5 Apr 13 2012 MINUTES(ITC)
Meeting #: Spring 2012.5
Fri Apr 13 2012    8:30am – 10:30am    CHO 203
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ONE-PAGE for Meeting #: Spring 2012.5  (Apr 13 2012)
	1
	8:35 am
	tech demo: Doceri: http://doceri.com/  an Ipad APP, $30 for desktop and free for Ipad (both needed for joint functionality), that allows ‘remote control’ – interacting with the computer, annotate on the screen, all the while paying attention/facing audience instead of trying to control the computer station
Free E-textbook demo: Ben A demo the print version of a Flat World Knowledge (free and open textbook platform publisher) book used in his class.  Free online access, pdf with test banks etc available, professional print version for not more than $50.  Choose and arrange free content w/instructor content.  Content available for humanities, sciences, business, etc.

	2
	8:38 am
	ESSENTIAL: Ben Archer has been re-deployed to district starting immediately/June 23rd, leaving an opening for Director of Instructional Technology and need to cover myriad tasks from CANVAS support and training to instructional decisions and committee memberships.

	3
	8:45 am
	LMS, CANVAS announcement
1)Blackboard will be going down on May 16 2012 for 48 hrs for upgrade to service pack 7
 2)Canvas implementation:  Lisa Young chair of ATA is presenting to MCCCD Board on April 24 asking for permission for remaining 8 colleges to start running Canvas for classes effective Fall 2012

	4
	8:55 am

	End of Class Survey Tool Update: replacement for the Eport survey instrument, Explorance, is in place.  Students will receive an email the week of the 23rd with an explanation of the survey and a link to the survey.  Bill G will send out a ‘Dear Faculty’ memo. Should cover faculty retrieval of results, who will have access, etc.  No division/faculty ‘opt out’. Students get a different email for EACH course. If students don’t respond to it, they will get two reminders. Google Email update: two groups of early adopters (probably starting Wed Apr 18.)
June 8th is the CGCC allcampus migration date

	5
	9:15 am
	Website Redesign: July 1st website redesign.  Migration of existing content for most websites.  

	6
	9:20  am
	ONLINE LEARNING: HLC -CGC crosses threshold as ‘program provider’: According to HLC’s criteria, any degree or certificate where a student CAN complete half or more of the credits online means the college has an online program.  We may  need to complete an HLC institutional change request form: https://content.springcm.com/content/DownloadDocuments.ashx?Selection=Document%2C23802282%3B&accountId=5968 )   As part of that HLC accreditation asks questions such as 1)what student support services available for online students; 2)what special training for faculty to teach online; 3)how do you ensure quality of online programs, etc.  We will need to have answers for those questions in the not too distant future. Bill G will be working on drafting a timeline over the next year.
This supercedes and pragmatically shelves the QM part 2 debate (details available in full Minutes)

	7
	
	Crucial: Reassigning Ben Archer & Nonie Bernard’s instructional technology duties.  Particularly CANVAS, but many other essential duties need re-assigning.Includes hire an OYO Dir of Instr tech, re-assign time, reassignment of duties. Preliminary survey done collectively by ITC to assess priorities, results at http://www.newclassroom.com/Ben_Archer_Tasks_urgency_surveyresults.pdf 
ITC REPS TO DO: Survey needs to be done by ITC reps in proxy for divisions: recommended assigned positions to duties match: http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22FEFW6BMJ4 
ITC REPS TO DO: Two new surveys need to be done by ITC reps in proxy for divisions: Nonie Bernard’s duties’ urgency rankings http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22FEWWLLSUW 
assigned positions to duties match: http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22FEWY5LTST 


Chair, Miguel Fernandezd:  Present: Ben Archer, Victor Navarro, Tim Keefe, Howard Spier, Carol Dichtenberg, David Weaver, Linda Zehr, Nonie Bernard, Mary McGlasson, Linda Zehr, Ted Goddard, Greg Swan, Matt Fisher, Karen Reeder, Phyllis Salsedo, Sherri Basha
	8:35 am

tech demo(s)
	10 min
Ben A.  Referenced a previous need about functionality for an interactive projector system.  Discussed an Ipad APP, $30 for desktop and free for Ipad (both needed for joint functionality), that allows ‘remote control’ – allows interacting with the computer, annotate on the screen, all the while paying attention/facing audience instead of trying to control the computer station.

App name: Doceri.  Free trial available.  Another tool (Ipad and android) gives same functionality but there were issues about latency.  App may be tried as a demo in B124 as arranged.
Free E-textbook demo: Ben A: Passed around the text version book of a Flat World Knowledge (free and open textbook platform publisher) text that he will use/pilot in management course next semester.  PDF version for free online; Printable PDF with supplemental materials (test banks, powerpoints, etc for intstructor) for $25; option in softcover / professionally edited published version for about $50.  Book can be totally customizable by instructor, including adding/deleting/reorganizing learning objectives, chapter contents, teacher notes and assignments, etc.  Flat World Knowledge ebook offering were a good match for Ben A’s student population: many are non traditional aged students, working, etc.  Offers free online content but with OPTION of having the paper book for reference for small cost.
Linda Z. is examining the Flat Book Knowledge option for an economics book.

Mary M: had previously examined the option and was not adequate to need, but customization options are newer so may merit a revisiting.

Ben A: Flat World Knowledge offers not just business book offerings, but also humanities, sciences, etc, and more content added often.

Karen R: So does Flat World Knowledge pay  a copyright…

Ben A: Authors get a percentage and agree to a EULA/contract that content will be open/ rearrangeable.



	8:38 ANNOUNCEMENT
	MF: Reiterated the announcement of Ben A’s re-deployment to district.

	8:45 am
LMS, ATA, QM updates & CANVAS announcement
	10 min:  

LMS/ CANVAS

1)Blackboard will be going down on May 16 2012 for 48 hrs for upgrade to service pack 7 (support for current browsers, etc).
2)Canvas implementation:  Lisa Young chair of ATA is presenting to MCCCD Board on April 24 asking for permission for remaining 8 colleges to start running Canvas for classes effective Fall 2012. This will determine if we will be able to allow LIVE courses on CANVAS vs pilot/early adopters group demoing.  

MF: Is there possibility of increase in speed in timeline, when CGCC does 25%, 75%, etc…
Ben A: There is that possibility as there is issue of having to renegotiate Blackboard contract, hoping to extend to only 6 months.  Current projection of Blackboard end-of-life by Dec 2013 – still being discussed.

MF: So for CGCC, it could be 25% fall, 75% fall in Spring of 2013?

Ben A: Could be, yes.

ATA/QM:  Ben A, Linda Z:
1)Linda Z passed out copies of itemized list of QM release time duties
[List of objectives and how objectives met, details of QM reviews, etc.]
Four courses in progress for QM review.   Linda Z will be the chair on these.  Currently 3 courses QM certified.  Others are open for review/pre-review next semester.
Last QM meeting next week.

[This handout serves as enumeration of QM duties – useful when dealing with QM portion of ‘dissection’ of Ben A’s duties forward/towards his replacement ]
Phyllis S stated she is currently on a review –

Linda Z. :  This table is only for reviews she is currently on, as part of her reassign time duties description [participation in QM reviews is not part of the duties, but definitely aids in developing proficiency in understanding the rigor and application of QM]

Ben A: reminder of importance of serving on QM external reviews for sister MCCCD colleges to ‘inspire’ quid pro quo – Linda’s participation as reviewer beyond CGCC creates good will and reciprocation from other colleges.


Phyllis A inquired about external reviewer status since she teaches at Mesa as well as CGCC--

Ben A: Since you also teach at CGCC, don’t qualify as external reviewer on a CGCC review.  

Linda Z: [Second handout passed around]. Went through QM standards and discovered that what CGCC already recommends, what she puts in the BB template…conceivably about 41 points on QM already met by CGCC norms and standards.  


	8:55 am
End of Class Survey Tool Update
Google Email update
	10 min
End of class survey tool
Victor N: Objective, per Bill G’s direction, was to provide a replacement for the Eport survey instrument.  Solution is in place – partnering with RIO to implement EXPLORANCE.  Next steps: Bill G will send out a ‘Dear Faculty’ survey/memo – now targeting week of April 23rd.  Should cover purpose, expectations, what faculty should do to promote use by students.
Delivery mode: Students will receive an email the week of the 23rd with an explanation of the survey and a link to the survey.  If students don’t respond to it, they will get two reminders. Letter to faculty will have details.

Nonie B:: Will students gets an email for each course?

Victor N: Yes.

David W: Hadn’t Bill G said before that multiple course notifications would be consolidated into a single email with all links?

Victor N: My current understanding is that it will be separate emails.

David W: In terms of what happens end of semester, and the reporting, has that been discussed?

Victor N: The reporting, in terms of how Faculty get responses,  we’re looking at several ways:
1)Publishing results of survey in a sharepoint Environment and permissions structured defined by who has access to it/Bill G to examine this.

David W: Traditionally, chairs have the ability to review adjuncts, but not residential…
Victor N: Bill G will provide direction on that, and system is fully flexible, but we are thinking about the sharepoint w/permissions structure as the way to expose results.  That won’t be available until AFTER the semester ends.

MF: Will the google email switchover, should that be smooth over summer, for example 2nd reminders, etc.

Victor N: Google migration isn’t directly affecting students, it’s faculty centered.  The challenge pertaining to students is whether they are using google email.

Greg S: Traditionally full time faculty are opted out survey…true of this case?


Victor N: Not the case per Bill G’s direction.

Greg S: Survey has already been created?

Victor N: Survey questions are the same as before (Eport tool).  Nothing has been changed; continues using these pre-approved questions.

Howard S: As interim to this new tool, Math had modified the ‘paper’ survey tool.  You are saying this new tool we are back to the old version of questions?

Victor N: Yes.

Howard S:  So it will be applied this semester?

Victor N: Yes.

MF: Is there a division level opt out option.

Victor N: Need Bill G to confirm/answer that but at this point we are not planning for opt-out capability.

Howard S: Survey for students will be open from Apr 23rd to end of semester?

Victor N: Yes.

Karen R: As we move forward, it may be appropriate to have a DIFFERENT student evaluation for online courses vs on-campus, because all on-campus questions are sometimes not applicable.

Victor N: The system is as flexible as we need.

Mary M: I have a survey specific to my class, and we can’t opt out, so what should I tell my students?   I want them to do mine.

Victor N: The ‘dear Faculty’ letter from Bill G will address that.

Mary M: Got the impression students could be hounded about the official one, because I have already had them complete mine. .. Look forward to the clarifications of that letter.
Matt F: Chairs have been told about the surveys, but still waiting for clarification on issues such as what’s happening to results, go just to instructor, etc.

GOOGLE EMAIL UPDATE
Victor N: Approaching a strategy for providing early adopter access.  Two categories: Core IT staff, and cross-functional pilot lists.  Google Guides will be a group to communicate awareness for pre-migration activities.
These two groups of early adopters (probably starting Wed Apr 18 – to be confirmed) will have dual delivery mode, email will show up both in MEMO and google, to enlighten for issues for training, etc.
One current issue in discussion is whether to adopt CHROME (Google’s browser) as the CGCC standard browser.  Getting some initial feedback from PC who last week initiated their migration and PC is communicating that CHROME is the preferred browser.

Kick off meeting with district google migration consultant next Wed with recommendations for CCGCC migration.

David W: When is the campus migration?
Victor N: June 8th is the campus migration date.

Carol D: What will that look like to faculty since June 8th faculty obviously aren’t here.

Linda Z: Last Tuesday’s tech Tues had lots of details concerning migration.

Victor N: April 27th is a date for faculty interested in attending a ‘demo’/training session with district trainers on site that afternoon.  Excellent chance for exposure/what to expect.  Time details to be determined.

Carol D: Similar to the interface that student’s google email….

Ben A: Similar, but faculty and staff will have access to some tools that are not enabled for the students.

www.cgc.edu/googleproject will have all the information including training/demo date, times, etc.
[MF NOTE: site requires MEID login]

Mary M: reminder that link was included in the email she sent.

Victor N: Tons of training related content already available at district level via that site, etc.

	9:15 am
Website Redesign
	5 min    
Tim K demonstrated a JPG of the website redesign main page.  Reminded of the July 1st deadline for the website redesign.  Some discussion still about file structure and navigation.  Reduction in number of quick links.

Mary M: More quick links on INSIDE page, so if you can’t find a quick link, it may just have moved to INSIDE.

MF: Assuming, because of deadline’s quickness, that mobile portion will be pushed....

Victor N: Not exactly.  We’ve already embedded the capability within our pages as zone to be delivered for mobile rendering.

[Tim K demonstrated page with description of areas for text, reserved for potential video, etc].

Because of deadline, we have a priority list of sites that will be redone for the July 1st date, with rest of sites simply migrated from old site structure.  The simply migrated sites may be revisited after July 1.

Matt F: How long should we continue updating our existing sites?

Mary M: Last meeting we said until end of semester.

Victor N: What makes that difficult to answer is the migration effort process with a priority list for changes.

Matt F: We’re trying to look at the whole thing, so should we continue to change or wait for --

Tim K: Let’s get you in touch with Lesley.

Tim K: The majority of the mobile information will be text delivered from the pages.

Victor N:  To give an idea of the size of the project, we’re dealing with 2800 pages.  Diane and Lesley, who are the people ultimately tasked with migrating content, if they spent just one hour per, imagine against the July 1st deadline.

Howard S: While transitioning going on, will both sites be up?

Tim K: No.  We will be building a new site while the old one remains up until July 1st.  The audience for this are the students, so page content will be evaluated towards this audience.

MF: Special programs that use aliases, such as learning communities, will aliases continue?

Tim K: Yes –url structure will be different, but aliases will be handled.


MF: Also, special programs like honors, learning communities, will have stuff that changes, is vital, even across transition.

Tim K: Lesley will be in contact with individuals.  Challenge we have, we have to nail done the graphical elements before we can move forward.
Linda Z: Colors different?  Implications this has on copyrights, logos, etc.  Plays a role in template, banners, BB, etc.

Tim K: Colors aren’t necessarily reproducing well on the projectors, but marketing is in on the redesign.



	9:20 am
HLC  ‘program provider threshold crossed’
Institutional level best practices survey to take back to depts./divisions
QM pt 2  vs HLC timetable
	15 min    
Ben A: According to HLC’s criteria, any degree or certificate where a student CAN complete half or more of the credits online means the college has an online program.  We may  need to complete an HLC institutional change request form (  https://content.springcm.com/content/DownloadDocuments.ashx?Selection=Document%2C23802282%3B&accountId=5968 )   As part of that HLC asks questions such as 1)what student support services available for online students; 2)what special training for faculty to teach online; 3)how do you ensure quality of online programs, etc.  

HLC fundamentally sees online as being different from face-to-face education.

We will need to have answers for those questions in the not too distant future.

Bill G will be working on drafting a timeline over the next year.
For this year, CGCC is not officially offering any online programs, but the timeline will go to get the groundwork in place for the HLC questions.  For example, we now have $15,000 approved for online tutoring capability.  That example because tutoring is right now something which students absolutely have to come to campus to receive.  

When we prove we have 1-3 above available to HLC, hopefully HLC says met, and we remain on / can continue to offer existing online programs.

Howard S: AGEC is one of those programs?

Ben A:  No, according to HLC.

Howard S: Can you give an example of one of those programs?

Ben A:  Most of business certificate or degrees are potentially half or more online, because of AGEC offerings available online, among others.  Even our standard AGS, most of the MAPPS, could potentially be completed half or more online.  If one of our CGCC’s goals is to have a complete AGEC available online, that would mean half of most/all programs, so we cross the HLC threshold.

Greg S: What are we missing from the AGEC?

Ben A: Had been lab sciences…

David W: but on summers…

Karen R: Not currently organized to present to students currently.
Ben A: Our current strategy is not that students complete AGEC fully online, we aren’t necessarily marketing outside of our service area, but offer our current students time flexibility.  Want to be full time students, but can’t make it full time day time, so that’s one way to offer that time flexibility.

MF: Had sent out that survey about institutional level agreement on best practices, had responses (and some added to survey content) that showed there were some categories of agreement that could be labeled best practices on the institutional level…for example 24 hour email response time got lots of support…requiring multimedia presentations got little support.  We definitely have some that will crossover with HLC requirements. Share those later.  Next QM:  do we take a few of the core ideas that we may see as having QM treatment for HLC first, like WP Carey did; or do we use QM to fulfill those HLC needs.

QM part 2 rebuttal, etc

Certainly speeds up the need for some of the NEEDS addressed by QM, but doesn’t necessarily speed up the need to decide on adoption of QM – Debate for QM can be shelved or pushed back to the Fall, since we have bigger things from Ben’s departure to meeting some of these HLC requirements in the immediates list, and considering the pragmatic reality of whether we have those resources to make QM cert a reality…so while we can hear the QM [debate] to some degree, we don’t want to get bogged down with the debate.
David W: Just to make sure that we have framed appropriately, what we talked about last time was in direct response to Bill G bringing the learning plan with those two items on it.

MF: To drive resources –

David W: right.  So it wasn’t something that we as a committee put out there – we are not driving the bus, we were responding to Bill G.

MF: Correct: the request from Bill was to develop a timeline that we would recommend as a group, 

And my guess is that we will debate as a group but to avoid the ‘eternal struggle’ something which will be done later on with a current goal of how to meet HLC institutional things, whether with or without QM.
This is where I would like to hear the support or dissent or rebuttal  on the calendaring in for QM, just for a few minutes, open the floor on that.

We have paid for QM, at least for the next year; everything else is up in the air.

Ben A:  I think that requiring QM for online courses is not a good idea for a variety of reasons: resources to do the number of reviews to make that plausible, but mandating QM is not going to get the type of response we are looking to get in our online.  My opinion: offering training opportunities and giving faculty the information they need to be high quality online instructors, and then letting them choose the best way to deliver online instruction is the best thing we can do.  My recommendation: highly recommended or mandated training, some sort of professional growth opportunity, but mandating QM for all online classes is both unrealistic and won’t get us the results we want.

MF: Do you think a list on institutional level best practices would be acceptable?

Ben A: Something similar to the syllabus criteria – there are things you MUST have to have in your syllabus for example, and there are recommended things to have on a syllabus…that could be a huge step in the right direction.  We could do the same with online courses.  Faculty are free to take them out of their courses, but they are there because they are good ideas.
MF: So that type of list, especially enforced for adjuncts and new instructors, would create a better learning experience for the students?  A list parallel to the goals of QM but not necessarily within the structure and restrictions of QM.

Ben A: Going along with what Linda Z shared, if we follow the recommended CGCC syllabus guidelines and used the CGCC BB template, you are half the way to QM level.  If you then have measurable learning objectives that align with your assessments, you would be pretty much QM recognized.  So it’s certainly possible that if we do these things, that the QM reviews could be substantially faster and easier for everyone.

MF: Now the other side of that conversation is to not reinvent what’s already there (in QM).

Ben A: That’s part of it, but that’s a separate discussion.  Getting a course QM certified wouldn’t mean the institution owns it, but if someone else is going to teach for example Management 229, I would say here’s my QM approved class, do what you want with it, but don’t think Matt F would say ‘here’s another instructor who want to teach 229 you must use Ben’s template’.  I think it’s a good thing to share, but doesn’t necessarily mean the institution owns it and doesn’t necessarily mean that someone else would have to use that content EVEN if it were QM recognized / certified that’s my opinion.

MF: Other opinions?  

Karen R: Sounds like what’s been happening in the last eight years…when Veronica P, Mary M, and I got reassign time for an initiative for elearning…we went and surveyed/interviewed heads of elearning at various colleges at MCCCD…what was happening then was there were a lot of people who just did their own thing.  They didn’t comply, they weren’t reviewed, and it was a terrible problem.  People here are interested in quality in general in technology or they wouldn’t be part of this committee, but what percent of the faculty is truly committed to offering quality courses?  Mary M you have an example you remember from Econ?
Mary M: From another college.  There was a course that had no deadlines until day of the final.  There’s no  reading material except for articles…giving students a dis-opportunity to do nothing for course….not setting them up for success.

Karen R: I do think that we haven’t come very far if we are stepping back to the point where we just say “that’s what we recommend”.   [Example at ASU regarding requiring QM of online program as how they are assuring quality and does not affect content/academic freedom.  But structure and maneuvering of student is there, predictable + support 24/7. ]  Worried about those here teaching online who attend no Tech Tuesdays, have zero experience online, and are now teaching online here.

Ben A: I think that offering those people, or requiring they attend some training in best practices of instructional design for online delivery of courses is the absolute best we can do.  Saying they can’t teach online until their course has been QM certified is unrealistic.

Karen R: If we want to as a college we could do “Gold Star” etc, internal QM style program – we have adjunct that are working full time and want to teach online, and all they have is a few emails, there’s no website, there’s no anything, that breaks my heart.

Ben A: But lead faculty are responsible that the adjunct are producing quality content and staying in touch with their students and things like that.  Adding another layer of administration…I don’t personally think is going to get to the root of the problem, and from the resource perspective , if we tried to QM certify all the online classes we have today…it would take 400 classes, at about 10-20 person hours per class.

Karen R: We don’t’ have to certify all, but TRAINING all instructors.
Ben A: Training the instructors is the thing to do.

Karen R: That’s what we did [At ASU].  It wasn’t adversarial ---

MF: We’ll have two more, then we have to cut it because this debate could continue forever.  We need to move it to the FALL, because we now have the HLC event horizon.   We need to focus on items we have less contention about so we can have a timetable to work on while debating on.

Nonie B: The root issue seems to be that we have a HLC issue to deal with.  QM is not the only way to deal with it.  Accountability and lead instructors is one way to deal with it.  We need to look at the root problem and not look at a solution and see if we can make the solution fit.  Where are the checks and balances?  What options do we have?  How can we tweak, affect, mold what we already have in place to assure the quality of our online.  But having micro-discussions is not where we need to be right now. 
Linda Z: CANVAS existing organization, where all you can do is rearrange those buttons, is a natural uniform structure of organization.  With everyone with the same buttons, that’s one thing that becomes uniform for students across the board.  While we say, we know, or we hear that other courses…good not good…that’s so subjective…unless I’ve done a review and thought about it.  How do we know that?  Is it one thing?  A bunch of things?  It’s up to that lead instructor to make sure that [fixes] happen.  I don’t get many email questions regarding navigation…probably because I’ve figured out navigation in the template…once you figure it out, one doesn’t change it. One other point: while we’ve moved forward in QM but probably not at the level other, big, Universities like ASU have moved towards, compared to where we were, we’ve made leaps and bounds.  That’s my praise for Ben.
Mary M: Wondering what’s useful for us for the Fall?  Is it useful to have just a couple of people sti down, or a handful, and say, here’s an option, here’s how many resources it would take.

MF: Saying a subcommiteee?

Mary M: No, a lunch group, etc.  I would propose putting together the ideas on the table right now…and just options…”options could be: mandate QM, options could be mandate training, etc” Lay out our options so we can go through it in the Fall.

Greg S: Someone has to go through the QM stuff.  It’s a big job and we have to start.

MF: That’s the idea.  If we can at least introduce a checklist we can take to lead faculty who are evaluating courses, at least we have some travel towards getting courss in line with what HLC wants, while we develop the debate, while we figure out the rest of this stuff.  At least a baseline while we have the conversation no things we don’t. 

Karen R: It would be nice if the lead faculty overseeing this would have some training on online learning 
MF: So training for lead faculty who control the assets – scheduling, who gets to do what online – is a priority.

David W: Need to state something obvious.  We don’t have anything defined as ‘lead faculty.’  We are using it as if that is a well defined, compensated, trained, etc…

Mary M: Are we getting to the point where we need someone to lead face-to-face, and someone to lead, within their discipline area, the elearning.

Karen R: Reassign time?

David W: The [faculty] senate is going to be addressing this, this next year.  This is an issue, we operationalize this position, but we don’t really define it.  

Greg S: PV has an online coordinator; most of their divisions, funded with reassign time.  Supervises all that division’s online courses.

Karen R: That’s a great idea right there.

MF: We can certainly come up with some of the questions regarding lead faculty, if duties include online learning, what are the things, what are training that should be mandated.

Karen R: ASU’s 20 programs and they are growing…I know that for example the BA in psych online degree, was excited about having an online approved degree and AGEC and they were  willing…and they have all online advisors…they were going to recommend if we had one in place…because of cost of ASU… we would say go, and do the whole online AGEC, and as many as you can do, we would recommend to students because of affordability.

MF: In the definition of whatever becomes a definition of lead faculty [related to online learning], that’s where we can provide at least some questions, the same way we would provide for a job description related to instructional technology.

Greg S: I have a compliment for Karen.  A top notch shop at ASU, and he has the resources to steal someone, like Karen from us, to work on his program.  And his standards are extremely high.  I am impressed.

MF: And we will be mining your brain on ASU’s mind.
Matt F: Everyone keeps saying training..we need reasonable training –

Linda Z: And online training as well.

Matt F: We don’t want overlong training: effective, efficient.

MF: Training on some best practices and the division would provide what they would require for their specifics: their use of 3rd party tools, for their specific audience.  For example, some forms of collaboration would make no sense for some departments.  At least until we see if QM is for us or not.



	9:40 am
Dissecting Ben’s tasks: examining& mapping out duties, project lists, to responsibilities & coverage
discussion + 2 Battlefield group surveys done  live
	9:40 am
Dissecting Ben’s tasks: examining& mapping out duties, project lists, to responsibilities & coverage discussion + Battlefield group surveys done  live
MF: So what can we rank from between CAN WAIT (1) and IMMEDIATE (5), and then same survey questions for 5 different possible assignment solutions.

Linda Z commented if CANVAS and its implementation have to be highest priority.

MF: Immediate is the Sophie’s Choice priority.
Linda Z: Also a reality check about the time it takes to do any of these duties, as exampled by QM duties handout.

MF: Usually replacing someone included ramp up time, building continuity, context, training, connecting to the right people points, adjustment of styles…it’s usually [for the replacement or reassigned] without time for those about 450% of time it usually takes for the seasoned person being replaced.  That’s part of the reality check.  Having someone else do these duties included a weight factor of time.

Mary M: These are immediate listed items, but will we have to address Nonie’s duties, especially by June 30th.

Victor N: We need to identify and address the functional categories that we need, regardless of Ben.

MF A separate votable list is needed to focus on Nonie’s duties.  For now we can add to the comments section.

[For results of in-meeting of collaborative survey on urgency of various Ben A’s tasks see result summary and comments, at:
http://www.newclassroom.com/Ben_Archer_Tasks_urgency_surveyresults.pdf ]


Second Battlefield SURVEY was not completed in meeting: to be filled out by REPS 

Survey two: opinions on assigning to 
1)OYO backfill for Dir of Instr Technology and Course Production

(takes months, ramp up time, BUT necessary for continuity)

2)assigning responsibilities to existing staff and management

(already overwhelmed, out of field/out of passion, has higher priorities, BUT immediate availability)

3)faculty reassigned time and/or special contracts

(stop gap measure, individualized styles of handing issue, requires ‘takers’ to accept BUT deliverables must happen)

4)Bill G
(all-powerful/can refuse or delegate with impunity, BUT provides continuity AND not here at this moment

5)TBD



	10:25am
	10:25 am


Approval of Minutes (4/13/12)  

Other business?
ITC REPS TO DO: Survey needs to be done by ITC reps in proxy for divisions: recommended assigned positions to duties match: http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22FEFW6BMJ4 
ITC REPS TO DO: Two new surveys need to be done by ITC reps in proxy for divisions: Nonie Bernard’s duties’ urgency rankings http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22FEWWLLSUW 
assigned positions to duties match: http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/WEB22FEWY5LTST
Next Meeting: 
4/27
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