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COUNCIL ON INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGY

ANNUAL REPORT FOR THE 2011-2012 ACADEMIC YEAR

Summary
The council chair created an action plan (See appendix I) for the 2011-2012 year based on the “policies and procedures” document (see appendix II for the most recent version of this document).   Major goals identified in the action plan for the 2011-12 year included: 

1) Council organization,

2) Ongoing work by subcommittees,

3) Policies for communicating with faculty,

4) Mechanisms for communicating with campus bodies,

5) Reviewing technology policies affecting faculty,

6) Reviewing course information database,

7) Other business as required:
a. D2L transition and UTAG representation
b. Aging of campus computers
c. Clickers
d. Sufficiency of computer classrooms

The council was organized into sub-committees.  “External Relations” subcommittee handled the liaison with campus computing organizations, “Survey” subcommittee reviewed results of a technology survey conducted in Spring 2011 by CITR.  “Technology in the Discipline” and “Technology” subcommittees additionally supplemented the analysis.  The council also decided on having an “Executive Subcommittee” that included the vice chair and chair.  Dr. Sam Edsall (Broadcasting) served as vice chair and also as part of the executive subcommittee. “Ongoing work by the subcommittees” listed above was in analyzing the survey.  The survey indicates that faculty were generally satisfied with the level of technology support on campus, but were not too satisfied about technology fulfilling their professional/instructional needs.  The issue of multi-media class rooms and discipline specific software arose several times in qualitative feedback.  This should obviously be a priority for WIU.  Faculty were also generally satisfied with skills of lower division students and somewhat dissatisfied with the abilities of upper division students.  Clearly the university must consider implementing a technology requirement that can be satisfied through “Gen Ed” and “TID” courses.  
The council also discussed how it could effectively communicate with faculty and other campus bodies.  It was decided that CIT would send highlights of its activities annually to faculty and will also refer them to its web site for further details.  The council also resolved that the best method of interacting with campus bodies was through UTAG since it brought together the different groups concerned with campus computing.  Items 5, 6 and 7c on the list above were deferred for the following academic year.  

In the category of “other business,” a number of issues arose, including representation on UTAG and the D2L transition, “aging of campus computers,” “clickers” and “sufficiency of computer classrooms.”  The University Technology Advisory Group (UTAG) brings together campus bodies concerned with campus computing issues and meets every month.  CIT was represented on UTAG by Dr. Bree McEwan, Department of Communication.  Dr. Bree McEwan also represented UTAG on the D2L transition committee.  
The issue of “aging of campus computers” arose during a guest presentation by Mr. Mike Dickson, formerly V.P. of University Technology, who mentioned that there was no central repository of information on campus computers.  He also passed along to the council a survey of campus computers carried out in 2010.  One of the findings from reviewing this survey was that some campus computers (1.42%) were more than ten years old.  With respect to “clickers,” CITR approached CIT in late fall of 2011 to recommend clickers for faculty use due to problems with eInstruction, the clickers currently in use.  The council spent a majority of its time during spring semester of 2012 researching and reviewing information on clickers and has identified criteria by which clickers could be evaluated.  It recommends two clickers that meet these criteria, “Turning Technologies” and “iClicker2.”  It also made a recommendation to the faculty senate to initiate administrative action to acquire the technology, which was accepted at the May 1st, 2012 meeting of the faculty senate.
“Sufficiency of computer classrooms” arose during the committee’s ongoing discussions.  Some departments such as Communications and Nursing did not have sufficient multi-media classrooms and this issue was deferred to the following year as already noted.  

The council accomplished all goals above during the 2011-12 academic year with the exception of items 5, 6 and 7c. These will be included as agenda items for the next academic year.   For convenience of reporting these are discussed under the following headings: “committee organization,” “review of faculty technology survey,” “policies for communicating with faculty” and “clickers.”
Major activities

During the 2011-12 academic year, the council pursued the activities listed above and discussed in the following paragraphs. 
Committee Organization:
Committee organization was identified as the first order of business.  Due to the importance of the council to the university, it was felt that there should be an executive committee consisting of the chair and a vice chair to decide on agendas and other important issues.  The vice chair could conduct committee business in absence of the chair.  The policies and procedures document has been appropriately amended to include election of the vice chair.  In addition, the council decided to divide the work into subcommittees. For 2011-12 year, the following were the subcommittees and members:
1. Executive committee – Sam Edsall (vice chair), Chandra Amaravadi (chair)

2. External relations – Bree McEwan
3. Survey results – Bree McEwan, Sam Edsall, Bhavneet Walia, Tanya Adkins-Covert, Virginia Diehl, Mei Wen, Sharon Stevens
4. ‘Technology in the Discipline’ (TID) – Richard Cangro, John Stierman, Charles Weiss

5. ‘Technology’ – Kishor Kapale, Chandra Amaravadi (chair)

It was further decided that except for the executive committee, the other subcommittees would be formed every year as needed.  The liaison sub-committee serves as CIT’s voice and represents the council on UTAG (University Technology Advisory Group).  The UTAG meets every third Friday of the month.  Dr. Bree McEwan represented CIT on UTAG.  The council also decided that the UTAG was the ideal forum for the committee to interact with campus bodies and that the UTAG representative would periodically update campus computing organizations on CIT activities.  
 Policies for Communicating with Faculty
Since part of the council’s duties is to be the voice of faculty, the council discussed how inputs from faculty are to be handled.  It resolved that these would be forwarded by the faculty senate secretary and presented to the council.  In future, if there is a high volume of inputs from faculty, the executive committee could make a decision on important items to bring to the council.  
The council decided that faculty could provide inputs via an input form. It used the input form on the university web site, under the faculty senate and spent some time discussing its details.  Figure 1 shows the completed form.  

The council additionally resolved to provide a brief summary of its activities to faculty annually and direct them to its web site
, under the faculty senate website, for reports and meeting minutes.  
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Figure 1. Faculty input form on CIT’s web site

Aging of Faculty Computers:

Towards the end of spring 2011, CIT policies and procedures were submitted to the Faculty Senate for approval.  In one of the early CIT meetings of Fall 2012, Steve Rock, chair of Faculty Senate, brought up the Senate’s concerns regarding the council’s role involving providing recommendations on budgetary allocations as stated in the March 11, 2012 version of the policies and procedures document. The council discussed the intention behind the policy and decided to drop it -- the intention was to ensure that WIU was spending appropriately on technology.  The issue of aging of faculty computers arose during these discussions.  CIT members wanted to assess the age of computers on campus to see if faculty computers were up to date or not.  Mr. Mike Dickson, the VP of UTech, provided CIT with results from a survey of campus computers carried out in Fall 2010. He also visited with the council and talked about the aging of the computer infrastructure on campus.  Apparently, some of the critical networking equipment is as old as 30 years.  Replacing these should be a high priority for the university.
The survey, part of which is reproduced below, showed that 30 computers or approximately 1.42% of the 2,106 computers on the Macomb campus are more than ten years old.  In the College of Education and Human Services, there were three machines older than ten years (see table 2 below).  The council felt that such older computers presented problems in exchanging documents and files and can be a hindrance to faculty productivity as well as adversely affect the university image.  So the council recommends that computers older than ten years should be replaced.  

Table 1. Age of faculty computers in WIU, Fall 2010

	Year
	Frequency
	Percent

	
	Macomb
	Quad Cities
	Macomb
	Quad Cities

	1992
	1
	0
	0.05%
	0.0%

	1994
	2
	0
	0.09%
	0.0%

	1996
	5
	0
	0.24%
	0.0%

	1998
	3
	0
	0.14%
	0.0%

	1999
	19
	0
	0.90%
	0.0%

	2000
	57
	1
	2.71%
	1.5%

	2001
	85
	2
	4.04%
	2.9%

	2002
	103
	1
	4.89%
	1.5%

	2003
	218
	2
	10.35%
	2.9%

	2004
	172
	0
	8.17%
	0.0%

	2005
	265
	10
	12.58%
	14.7%

	2006
	184
	10
	8.74%
	14.7%

	2007
	260
	12
	12.35%
	17.7%

	2008
	402
	20
	19.09%
	29.4%

	2009
	249
	10
	11.82%
	14.7%

	2010
	81
	0
	3.85%
	0.0%

	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	2106
	68
	
	


Table 2. Age of faculty computers in COEHS, Fall 2011

	# Yrs  
	# PCs

	0
	30

	1
	22

	2
	36

	3
	76

	4
	49

	5
	34

	6
	40

	7
	19

	8
	4

	9
	1

	10
	1

	11
	1

	12
	1

	13
	1

	Total
	315


Mr. Mike Dickson also pointed out that it was difficult to collect information about faculty computers since the information was scattered across different budgetary entities.  There was no centralized repository of information on campus computers.  Based on its study of “aging of faculty computers,” the council recommends the following: 

1. A common web-accessable database that would have information on campus computers would be required.  The database would have among other things, information on tag#,  year purchased, type of hardware, type of operating system, department, and MAC address.  Ideally all departments and budget units would update this database. 
2. No faculty computer should be older than ten years.  The council felt that these older computers would present problems of support as well as running of current applications. 
3. Critical communication equipment older than twenty years should be reviewed for replacement to avoid university wide infrastructure failure problems.  

4. Every faculty computer should be equipped with hardware and software to provide a reasonable performance as measured via time to boot up the computer or time to load a program.  
Review of Faculty Technology Survey:

A Technology Survey was carried out by CIT in Spring 2011.  The survey had 45 questions that checked for items such as satisfaction with hardware and software, source and level of technical support, training, instructional technology support, levels of expected/actual student technology competencies.  A total of 130 faculty responded with 93% from the main campus and 7% from the Quad Cities.  Some faculty who started the questionnaire declined to participate in the survey.  The survey results, with respect to questions 6, 8, 12, 16 and 20, were analyzed by the survey subcommittee.  
Table 3. Profile of respondents

	
	Rank
	#Responding
	%

	1.
	Instructor
	27
	22%

	2.
	Assistant Professor
	36
	29%

	3.
	Associate Professor
	35
	28%

	4.
	Professor
	27
	22%

	
	Total
	125
	100%


Major findings from the survey were as follows:
· Approximately 80% of respondents utilized College technology personnel, or UTech or CITR, for software technical support

· 68% of respondents contacted campus sources for hardware issues and most were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the technical support.  
· 60% of respondents contacted campus sources for classroom technology and software issues

· Most faculty (88%) were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the technical support they received for software.  Similar comments for class room technology support
· 37% of faculty utilized software training and most were very satisfied with it.  They had positive comments regarding the training.
· Only 60% of respondents “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that WIU provides adequate access to the technology needed to be successful in their discipline.  Faculty expressed through qualitative feedback a general lack of resources such as multi-media class rooms, lab facilities or discipline-specific software.  
· Expectations of student technology competencies are generally low for lower level courses as is to be expected.  Faculty were generally satisfied with student’s level of competency.  They also did not provide much technology competency at this level.  

· In the upper division courses, the technology expectations were generally higher.  For example, 97% of respondents expected moderate to high levels of competency with MS Word.  The level of instruction provided by faculty in upper division courses is less, but faculty were generally not very satisfied with students’ level of competency in the upper division courses (satisfaction varied between 2.77-3.42 on a 4.0 scale).  
· Faculty were generally “agreed” or “strongly agreed” with the need for students to have technology competencies.  They have listed a number of software programs in which competency was required, ranging from Word and SPSS to specialized software such as GIS and SAP.

· In regards to the timing of assessing technology competencies, 47% of respondents were opposed to a technology competency assessment prior to admission with 11% agreeing or strongly agreeing to this.   Nearly equal numbers were for (24%, 27%) and opposed (27%, 28%) to students passing the test in junior year or at graduation.  Faculty feel that a technology competency exam could be administered to students, not at admission time, but either in their junior or senior years.  
· In regards to the method of assessing technology competencies, there seem to be agreement for a Gen Ed course or Technology in the Discipline with 42% and 41% strongly agreeing or agreeing to this method.  The other methods of assessing were generally not agreed by faculty (see table 4).
Table 4.  Method of Assessing Student Technology Competencies
	
	Rank
	SD or Da
	SA or Ab

	1.
	Gen Ed
	18%
	42%

	2.
	TID
	14%
	41%

	3.
	Grad requirement
	23%
	36%

	4.
	self report
	30%
	12%

	5.
	Faculty ratings
	30%
	14%


a—Strongly Disagree, or Disagree, b – Strongly Agree or Agree.
The survey indicates that faculty were generally satisfied with the level of technology support on campus, but were not too satisfied about technology fulfilling their professional/instructional needs.  The issue of multi-media class rooms, discipline specific software and other computer resources has arisen time and again.  These should obviously be priorities for WIU and reflected in its technology budget.  Faculty were also generally satisfied with skills of lower division students and generally dissatisfied with the abilities of upper division students.  Clearly the university must consider implementing a technology requirement that can be satisfied through “Gen Ed” and “TID” courses.  
Clickers: 

CITR contacted the Council for Instructional Technology (CIT) to recommend a clicker for use at WIU.     The current clicker, “eInstruction,” had seven faculty members who were frustrated with it.   The clicker had a number of problems including freezing during the response process, slow and frustrating technical problems, unfavorable fee structure, etc.  CITR requested the council review popular clickers and make a recommendation.  The council spent a majority of its time during the spring semester of 2012 researching and reviewing information on clickers.  Council members first developed a set of criteria which included costs, ease of use, etc. and then reviewed the following clickers listed in Table 5 below.

Table 5.  Clickers evaluated

	Type
	Products Evaluated

	Hardware based clickers
	eInstruction (currently used), iClicker2 (iClicker), Response Card (Turning Point), Smart Response (Smart), Q6/Q7 (Quizdom), and iRespond (Response).    



	Web-based clickers
	PollEverywhere, iVoted, UT Responder and Mobile participation, ViaResponse.




For hardware-based clickers, Turning technologies and iClicker2
 meets all of the criteria and the council recommends these.  They are also currently being used on campus.  Quizdom is the next best clicker according to the council’s criteria.  

Among web-based systems, vendors of three of the systems surveyed, “iVoted,” “UT Responder,” and “Mobile Participation” were unable to be reached for information.  “Poll Everywhere” and “ViaResponse seem to be the only systems currently available that are based entirely on the web.  

The council recommended initiating administrative action on clickers.  It also recommended buying clickers via the book store for convenience to students and faculty.  Specifically, in the May 1st 2012 meeting of the Faculty Senate, CIT recommended inviting vendors to campus so that CITR may choose an appropriate clicker.  The Faculty Senate approved CIT’s recommendations and the report on clickers was forwarded to the provost’s office.
Sufficiency of Computer Classrooms

The council briefly discussed the issue of sufficiency of computer classrooms.  Some departments such as Department of Communications did not have sufficient computer classrooms.  This issue was deferred to the following academic year.  
Recommendations
As evidenced in the preceding paragraphs, the council has discussed a number of different issues concerning instructional technology and support on campus and developed a number of recommendations: 
1. Student general competencies and discipline specific competencies must be developed and assessed through Gen Ed courses as well as TID courses. 
2. The council strongly recommends the use of clickers in the classroom and has identified criteria for the technology.  It also recommends inviting vendors based on the criteria.  Recommended products meeting the criteria are Turning Technologies and iClicker2.  These are being utilized currently.  As noted earlier, this recommendation is being implemented.  
3. No faculty computer should be older than ten years.  The council felt that these older computers would present problems of support as well as running of current applications. 
4. Critical communication equipment older than twenty years should be reviewed for replacement to avoid university wide infrastructure failure problems.  

5. Every faculty computer should be equipped with hardware and software to provide a reasonable performance as measured via time to boot up the computer or time to load a program.  

6. Faculty communicated through the survey a need for increased computer resources to support instruction and research.  These requirements ought to be a priority in budget/fiscal decisions. 

7. Since there is no central repository of campus computers, a common web-accessable database that would have information on campus computers is required.  The database would have among other things, information on tag#, year purchased, type of hardware, type of operating system, department, and MAC address.  Ideally all departments and budget units would update this database. 
Agenda for the next academic year
The council is organized and poised to meet the challenges of the 2012-13 year.  For this period, the council will focus on agenda items that were not completed in the previous year.  These include: a) reviewing technology policies affecting faculty, b) reviewing the course information database,  c) ensuring sufficiency of computer class rooms.

APPENDIX I
CIT Action plan for 2011-2012 
a. Re-think CIT sub-committee organization -- standing sub-committees for
· technologies,

· survey results (already in existence),

· external relations,
· executive sub-committee 
b. Sub-committee’s ongoing work and reporting
c. Develop policies for communicating with faculty

i. how are inputs processed?

ii. recorded and reported?

d. Being faculty voice – web site design requirements

e. Mechanisms for communicating with campus bodies

i. what to communicate?

ii. whom to communicate?  (College computing technology, CITR, Utech, technology VP, QC?)
iii. How -- annual meeting?

f. Review technology policies affecting faculty 

i. identify those that faculty must be aware of

ii. mechanism for communicating them

iii. revise policies and procedures?

g. Review course information databases

i. issues to identify?

ii. global issues category

h. Other business as required

APPENDIX II
CIT Policies and procedures approved May 1st, 2012 
COUNCIL FOR INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNOLOGY

Policies and Procedures 

Revised April 25, 2012

I. Mission Statement:

The Council for Instructional Technology will provide inputs, recommendations and oversight regarding major decisions involving instructional technologies, resources and facilities at Western Illinois University.  It will be the faculty voice for technology decisions on campus. 

II.
Responsibilities:

a. Be the faculty voice for technology issues at WIU.  

b. Co-ordinate with WIU subunits for identifying technology/training requirements on campus.

c. Co-ordinate with WIU subunits regarding decisions involving instructional or research technologies/ facilities at WIU. 

d. Provide recommendations with regard to organizational structures for providing support to curricular instruction and faculty research.  

III.
Specific Duties:  

a. Provide recommendations on procedures and processes for subunits of WIU delivering technology services.  

b. Provide recommendations on instructional technologies, facilities and training based on faculty inputs. 

c. Co-ordinate with CITR regarding technology needs assessment for research and curricular instruction.  

d. Work with campus bodies such as UTech to identify core technologies that will fulfill instructional/research needs. 

e. Co-ordinate with CITR and other bodies as appropriate regarding training needs of faculty.  

f. Assess technology proficiency standards for students at WIU and their impact on enrollments, transfer students, instruction, graduation requirements etc. 

g. Provide oversight and periodic review of the WIU course information database.

h. Additional duties as designated by the Faculty Senate.  This  includes investigating feasibility of a “technology sandbox,”an area (such as a lab or office) for experimenting with advanced instructional/research technologies. 

IV.
Procedures

a. Recommendations by the committee will be made to faculty senate in the form of a report (at least once every year). 

b. Once a year the committee will apprise WIU faculty members (for e.g. via TeleStars) on current issues the committee is dealing with and/or affecting faculty.  

c. Faculty members can communicate with CIT via CIT’s website:  http://www.wiu.edu/faculty_senate/committees/facultysenate/cit.php

d. Review online course information database every year for consistency in reporting textbook/course material information.  

e. At the end of every academic year, CIT committee members shall nominate and elect a committee chair and a vice chair.

V.
Membership


The Council for Instructional Technology shall consist of fourteen members, including one undergraduate student selected by the Student Government Associations. Faculty Senate shall appoint three faculty members from each of the four academic colleges and one faculty member from University Libraries.
� http://www.wiu.edu/faculty_senate/committees/facultysenate/cit.phpunder


� This software was added after committee members received updates from the software representative.
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