Instructional Technology Committee Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, November 19, 2009, 10:30 a.m.

Library Conference Room
Members Present:  K. Smith, R. White, A. Burks, D. Robinson, L. Lea, S. Myers-Shirk, D. Belcher, N. McClain, M. Clayton, D. Nelson, D. Pfeifer, M. Gower, M. Phillips, and A. Owusu
Ex Officio Members:  D. Edgar, W. Harris, and M. Knox

1. The meeting started with introductions.

2. The committee reviewed the minutes from the May 18, 2009, meeting and approved. 
3. W. Harris gave a brief description of the TAF process.  Each category was reviewed.  The committee has allocated $4,782,000 to these categories.  It is estimated the committee will have a total budget of $5.15 million in 2010-2011.  W. Harris reminded the committee that during the month of January 2010, we will accept proposals for Categories 1, 2 and 5.  The Committee will meet in March to discussed the proposals and rank them.  The discipline specific proposals are given to the committee with the Dean’s ranking for their college and the master classroom proposals are ranked by the Dean and the Provost.  The committee was reminded that they do not have to consider these rankings in their decisions.  
· M. Phillips inquired if the Deans were open to suggestions from students on which classrooms needed renovations.  W. Harris replied that they would, but the committee would also be interested in the student’s opinions.  

· The committee was notified that the changes to the TAF process would not take place this year.  The committee will be focusing on finalizing these changes for January 2011.  

· K. Smith informed the committee that there will be two tasks to accomplish this year: 

1. The regular TAF process

2. Continuing review of the category revisions and definitions, as well as other changes to the process.  These changes would be within the TBR guidelines.

· Motion passed to leave the Categories and dollar amounts as they are with the excess of $368,000 for future consideration.

4. Student Computer Labs:  The committee reviewed the data provided on the open computer lab spending.  The total TAF expenses plus the department expense included in the indexes for the computer labs was reviewed.    

· N. McClain made note that the University Lab at KOM’s matching was still at 45%, while the other lab match is 65%.  He made it clear that he wished the lab’s TAF match be increased to 65%, but no more money would be allocated to the lab.
· Motion passed to move the University Lab at KOM to the 65% funded by TAF level, like the University Lab at Walker Library and the University Lab at LRC.
· Discussion continued on the 24/7 Help Desk and its use overnight.  L. Lea explained that depending on the time of year, there can be zero to several calls, but they do not have any actual data on the number of calls each night.

· Motion passed to leave the dollar amounts and percentages as amended the same for the open computer labs in category 3.
5. Capital Project Update:  W. Harris gave the committee an update on the new Student Union, Education, and Science Buildings.  
· Student Union projected opening in early 2012.  There is a proposed computer lab in the building.  They are planning a proposal in January 2011 for help with the technology in this lab.    

· Education building projected completion in 2011.  Classroom space will be available in the spring of 2012.  Currently all technology in the building will be funded with in the capital project.
· Science building has no projected completion date at this time.  
6. Review of proposed changes:  K. Smith gave a brief history of the reasons for reviewing the categories and making changes to them.  There had been requests from the campus that proposals were not fitting into the current definitions.  The committee looked at what should be funded last year and approved categories.  K. Smith asked that the committee review the definitions and would look at allocating dollars to the categories at another meeting.  

· Discussion on the new category 6 – Open Technology Based Learning Spaces:  This category would accept proposals and the committee would rank with the focus between the three areas changing from year to year based on the proposals and the committee focus.  Discussion turned to the current trends in open computer labs.  It was thought a few years ago that there would be less of a need for labs due to the increase in students carrying laptops.  Now, students may have a laptop but need the labs for printing and specialized software needs.
· Discussion continued on how the current labs are being used and by whom.  W. Harris informed the committee of the Position the University’s Future report on reducing printing costs on campus.  A committee of the lab director’s was formed and the objective is to use Go Print and card swipes to track who is printing on campus and how much.  The President also wants every instructor’s computer on campus authorized with a card swipe.  Currently there is no hard data on usage in the labs.

· Discussion on changes to the Discipline Specific Category – K. Smith explained to the committee the need to include some master classroom equipment in the discipline specific proposals.  The new definition reflects this change.  

· Laptops and Servers – currently these items are not covered in scheduled replacement.  The committee needs to decide if they should be, as more and more classrooms are being equipped with laptops instead of desktop computers for versatility in the room.

· Motion passed to approve the proposed categories and category definitions.
7. Meeting adjourned at 11:50.  
