IMPLEMENTATION COSTS  WORK SHEET
The following are estimated costs and the means by which I have derived them.   Costs I have no means to estimate are labeled with double question marks  (“??”):

1.1.01

Appoint Chief Information Officer (CIO)




•Associate Provost for Information Technology







$70,000 per year X 2 years
(interim appointment) 

=

$140,000





+ 4% for second year









=

$2,800



•CIO (appointed after 2 years)








=

$100,000























1.1.02
Provide appropriate support staff (Administrative Assistant[s]).




•1 X $25,000
per year  X 3 years






=

$75,000





+ 4% for year two










=

$  1,000





+ 4% for year three









=

$  1,040

1.1.04

Re-appoint Associate Academic Dean for Technology




•1 X $65,000
per year X 3 years







=

$195,000




+ 4% for year two










=

$2,600




+ 4% for year three









=

$2,704
1.1.05

Re-appoint Facilitator for Faculty Technology Support/Webmaster




•1 X $60,000
per year X 3 years







=

$180,000




+ 4% for year two










=

$2,400




+ 4% for year three









=

$2,496
1.1.06

Appoint Networks Administrator




•1 X $60,000
per year X 3 years







=

$180,000




+ 4% for year two










=

$2,400




+ 4% for year three









=

$2,496
1.3.01
Vice-President for College Relations and Development to design and implement on-going fundraising program for information technology acquisitions.


•Consultant:  $5,000










=

$5,000
1.4.01
Revise Faculty Award Guidelines and Application, with input from the Faculty Development Committee, to encourage competitive faculty grants to support the development and integration of instructional technology into classrooms.


•No change in present $25,000 annual Faculty Development 

moneys for ‘97-’98.  


•Add $20,000 for ‘98-’99.








=

$20,000

•Increase amount by  $10,000 for ‘99-2000.




=

$30,000




















$50,000
1.4.02
Establish criteria to award release time for full-time and part-time faculty when development of information technology integration demands excessive time commitments.


•Estimation: 1 faculty per year per department =  17



1 course release time per faculty = 17X $1,350
 

=

$22,950



Zero for first year, $22,950 X 2 for remaining years.

=

$22,950





















$45,900

1.6.01
Conduct an external search for Interactive Multimedia


Department Chair


•Annual salary












=

$95,000

1.6.02
Hire administrative assistant


•Annual salary












=

$26,000
1.6.03
Hire two full-time faculty members 


•Annual salary: $45,000 X 2








=

$90,000

1.6.04
Appoint IM Advisory Board of industry professionals.


•Consultation and entertainment:  $1,000 per year


=

$3,000
2.1.01
Design appropriate faculty re-training opportunity for each class (afternoon, full day, 3-day session between semesters, 3-5 day session in June, etc.).   Re-training includes not only information technology training but how to incorporate it, revise syllabus, etc.  


Training master teacher


$2,500 to send to school for training





=

$2,500
Retreats (3 day, between semesters, Spring vacation, June retreat) with follow up in October:


$150 per part-time instructor payable at end of 3 days.


$50 for afternoon follow up.



=$200 per instructor


18 students


1 teacher (staff person) = $300 

Instance A for large department:


$200 X18 faculty X 3 retreats = $10,800 for 1 year.


$300 X3 teachers X3 retreats = $ 2,700 for 1 year.


= 








$13,500 for 1 year

Instance B: small department:


200X6X1 retreat = 



$1,200


300X1X1 = 





    300

= 








$1,500 for 1 year

8 Departments to do this: 


Instance A: F/V


Instance A: Art (Fashion Design, Interior Design, Graphics)


Instance A: Photo


Instance A: Journalism


Instance A: Marketing


= 5 @ $13,500 = 





$67,500


Instance B: Radio/Sound


Instance B: Music


Instance B: Dance


= 3 @ $1,500 = 





$ 4,500












Total of Options A&B: $74,500

2.1.02
Award one senior part-time faculty member within each department a stipend to function as Technology Liaison to the part-time faculty within that department.  


•19 depts X 2 course release time (19 X 2 X $500) 



= 

$19,000

for second year 












=

$19,000




















$38,000
2.2.03
For Special Needs Students:  minimum, general purpose, non-digital equipment and digital hardware and software to be available Fall semester ‘97. 




•97-98
(See budget, Appendix E)







=

$41,900



•Voice recognition equipment to be available Fall 98


= 

$ 4,695
2.2.05
Special Needs Center.



•??















=


??

2.2.06
Special Needs Center Staffing.




•(See budget, Appendix E)



                                                                                                      





Special Needs Coordinator:
per year




=

$28,000




Assistant:





per year




=

$25,000




TA (2)






2X$ 1,700 per semester:
=

  $6,800















per year






$59,800

2.2.07

Special Needs training-the-trainer guidelines




•
Initial training











=

$2,500




•
Yearly training:  $500 per year X 2 years = 



=

$ 1,000




















$3,100

2.2.08
CIO charged to work with department Chairs to arrive at the definition of “reasonable accommodation” within each major discipline by Spring ‘98 in order to be in compliance with the law and to serve our students.




•Estimates unknown at this time






=


??
2.3.01
Develop new category of undergraduate teaching assistant, “Student Computer Service Intern”, and a training program to support that category:


•Fall 98
5 students X 20 hours per week X 15 weeks 

=

$9,000
•Spring 99 10 students X 20 hours per week X 15 weeks
=

$18,000

•Fall ‘99
20 students X 20 hours week = 800 hours  






(using a 17 week semester per year).








=

$55,000 

•Spring 2000  40 students X 20 hours week




=

$110,000


2.3.02
Faculty and Student Advising System:
•
Faculty tech advisors are volunteers who take a one course reduction per semester to function as I.T. resources for other faculty, and supervise student /faculty collaboration on faculty projects.  Each receives a laptop.

•
2 full-time equivalents over 2 year period.


= 12 faculty X 2 years  = 24 faculty X $1,350  


=


$32,400


laptops: 24 faculty X 2500  







=


$60,000




















$92,400
•
10 student members over same period.


= 10 students X 20 hours per week X 17 weeks X $8 hour 
= $27,200 per 
semester = per year





=


$54,400

•
1 student manager for SCSI. 

= 1 student X 20 hours per week X 17 weeks X 10 per hour 


= $3,400 per semester --=  per year 




=


$6,800
















Total: $61,200

2.6.01
Design information technology-rich teaching/learning classrooms designated by Chairs, Associate Academic Dean for Technology and Faculty/Staff Development, with advice of Teaching and Learning Committee.


•’98-99
1 for each major department 
= 17 X $10,000 

= 
$170,000

•99-2000
additional for each major dept. 
= 17 X $10,000 = 
$170,000



















$340,000

Each department to purchase at least one multiple-format (computer, audio, multiple-format video) portable projection device with computer to be checked out by faculty for classroom use.




•19 X $4,000













=

$76,000

2.6.02
Acquire--not develop--information technology materials for these X number of faculty who teach these X number of classes for X% of our total students.




•
Estimate 
10 site licenses @ $10,000 each



=

$100,000

2.7.01
Appoint and support, for one semester, a team comprised of one senior faculty member with extensive curriculum development expertise, and a technical staff member with production and network expertise, with the charge to: 


•
Replacement cost for part-time faculty member to teach four 
courses for 1 semester:
4 X $1,350 








=

$5,400


Replacement cost for staff member for 1 semester: 
=

$15,000 




















$20,000

2.7.02
Team to travel to sister institutions with extensive distance learning experience to research what has/has not worked for them with distance learning. 

Travel:  2 X 2 air fares X $200 each  






=

$  800


Car:














=

$  500


Lodging: 



= 5 sites for 3 days each X 90 for double room 


= 

$1350


Food:



= 5 sites for 3 days each X $40 X 2 





= 

$1200


Entertainment expenses:  









= 

$  500

















 


$4,350

2.8.01
All departments will need to hire--or make available through release time--at least one digital specialist within one year. 


•approx. 5 X $34,000 (for new hires)






=

$170,000



+ 4% for second year









=

$   6,800


+ 4% for third year









=

$   7,072
2.9.01
Create a new staff level of “Digital Technologist Resource”.


•10 staff with pay increases of $7,000 each 




=
 
$70,000










=



3.1.07
Associate Academic Dean for Technology and Faculty/Staff Development, the Facilitator for Faculty Technology Training, and the Director of MIS to plan and implement--including outsourcing--workshops in software required to carry on administrative business.  


•New Horizons: class on site for 15 people $1200 X 3

=

$3,600
3.1.08

Subsidize parking



•??


















??

4.1.01
Networked computer in each department for part-time faculty.



•10 network drops X $250








=

$2,500

4.1.03
Wire Boardroom.


•1 drop @ $250











=

$250

4.1.04
Wire X new classrooms (based on analysis of designated classrooms, section 2.6.01, above) and on designated majors classrooms.


•19 classrooms X $250 per drop







=

$4,750
4.1.05
MIS to identify/purchase software packages for scheduling, calendar, etc.    Associate Dean for Technology and Faculty/Staff Development and the Director of MIS to plan and implement training.



•
??














=

$10,000

4.4.01
Identify the information of most use to digital technologists and design dynamic database categories to present that information.

Capital equipment and software:







Low     High
Database server:  












$6,000 - 8,000

$10,000 would allow other kinds of dynamic information 

NT Webserver:   












$5,000 - 7,000
 









(11,000 at low end;  15,000 at high end)

Database software: 











$1,000
Unlimited Internet access license: 







$3,000
Software development tools:  








$500-750 -- 2,000
Labor:















Low     High
Consultant:  10-20 hours 










$750 - 1,500

to aid in software development tools @ $75/hour.

Mette:  1-2 hour commitment per day during registration


Download from AS/400 on daily basis during off hours 


and during registration time period.   


Calendar project:
4-6 weeks full-time programming


Course schedule project:  4-6 weeks full-time programming



















___________














Total range:
=
$16,250 - 22,500

Note: on the spreadsheet, the upper range of $22,500 is used and is split into $5,000 for the pilot program, and $17,500 for full implementation.

5.1.01
Identify and acquire the technology and resources to implement comprehensive digital student IT management system.


•
??



















??

5.1.02
Introduce business technologies into student services such as use of copier, printer and vending machines to make these services easier for students, including using student ID cards as debit cards.


•
??



















??

5.2.01
Provide training in use, maintenance, retention of College data.


(budgeted under section 3.1.07, above)


5.2.04
Barcode inventory control of equipment to allow departmental support staff to track equipment use and repair histories. 


•??



















??
5.2.05
Link Cashier’s office to Bursar’s office.


•??



















??

5.3.01
Purchase--not develop--forms automation software.  


•Site licenses












=

$10,000
5.4.01
Purchase commercially-existing software packages for alumni relations and donors


•Site license












=

$10,000

Provide training.



•Outsourced class











=

$1,200

5.5.01
Outsource training in software specific to administrative duties.




•10 administrative units X $3,000 per unit per year


=

$30,000
5.6.01
Support Admissions Office with information technology


•




















??

5.7.02
Director of Institutional Research to convene three focus


groups, including one student focus group.



•20 students @ $25 each










=

$ 500

6.6.01
SCSI Corps members trained in data backup procedures, etc., 
by MIS to accomplish upgrade to Windows ‘95 over a Summer.


•2 students @ $8/hr X 320 hours (20 hours instruction plus 
300 hours [150 computers X 2 hours per computer on average]).


















=

$5,120
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Appendix A.  

Assumptions of Report
•
The recommendations in this report are based on the three goals of the Strategic Information Technology Plan (accepted in 1993 by the Board of Trustees), and on a fourth goal proposed by me and accepted by the current 
Ad hoc Strategic Technology Planning Committee:

Goal 1:
Students will be able to use computers to improve the quality 
of their life to gain knowledge specific to their careers, and to 
excel in an information-based society.

Goal 2: All faculty, including part-time, will be able to integrate 
information technology into their courses.

Goal 3: Columbia College will be perceived by outside constituencies as 
a leader in the areas we teach.

Goal 4: All staff will be able to integrate information technology into their work, as appropriate, to serve students, faculty and other staff.

•
The most immediate, short-term, technology priorities are:   1) those initiatives providing college-wide information technology leadership, and 
2)  those providing immediate legal protection to the College.

•
Because the appetite for information technologies is addictive and over-enthusiastic usage brings with it uncontrollable support service needs, finding the significant minimum is key.  The recommendations in this report are made with this hope.  

•
Higher education is experiencing threats to its monopoly as the chief credentialing industry in American society (see Appendix D).   The quick response time of “virtual” universities and of the discipline-specific training programs offered by industry as well as their placing high value on serving their clients therefore make it increasingly unproductive for Columbia College to distinguish between academic and administrative information technologies because both serve Columbia’s mission.  Both increasingly-interrelated technology environments are built on a supporting infrastructure fueled by common resources composed of hardware and software, connectivity, and support services needing common planning and common coordination.  

•
Data processes supporting student recruitment and admission, registration, scheduling, fees, grades, advising, connectivity and events are all part of our teaching and learning mission and should be treated as a whole.   Our ability to provide services in these areas needs improvement as judged both anecdotally and by the unacceptable grades awarded Columbia in the “1996 Freshman Student Satisfaction Survey”.   The findings of that survey are kept in mind throughout this report.  

•
Several recommendations increasingly common to other institutions are left out of this report because of concern about the effect of uncontrollable support service needs upon a tuition-fueled college.   


Example:  I do not recommend that Columbia provide, in-house, for 
e-mail accounts and Internet access for students or for internal Web sites on our college-wide intranet for class purposes because, although worthwhile, that combination would require quantum leaps in technical support, teacher re-training and technical staffing that the College cannot support, and an increase in the legal issues to be handled by the College’s General Counsel.   


Example:  For similar reasons, I do not recommend wiring all classrooms, but designated ones (see sections 2.6 and 4.1) resulting from conscious decisions based on the identifiable needs of specific programs and curricula.   


Example:  I believe the College should be leery of formalizing class-related e-mail exchange between students and faculty--in spite of the fact that increasing numbers of academic institutions do this as a secondary teaching tool--because the technical support and staffing costs would compete with the primary technology needs of the majors departments. 

Appendix B. 

CONTEXT OF REPORT:  GENERAL PROBLEMS/ISSUES

•
Columbia College’s mission:  teaching communications arts within a liberal arts context.   The communications arts are undergoing continuous restructuring, with no end in sight.  This restructuring causes increasing technology expenditures that are increasingly difficult on a tuition-fed college.

•
Columbia College’s market niche:  career training in the communications arts.  Since 1980, the liberal arts colleges that have survived and thrived have moved closer to Columbia’s niche by focusing increasingly on career training and the professions  (see “Many Colleges Have Survived by Moving Away from the Liberal Arts...”,  in Chronicle of Higher Education, Appendix B).   Columbia, however, is experiencing pressure from within to move in the opposite direction: towards the model of a traditional liberal arts college.

•
Columbia College student portrait:  43% come from families with educational levels of high school, and below.   48% come from families with annual incomes of $20,000, and below.   76% are declared majors in the communications arts.   52% of new students, and 58% of transfer students, own computers.   These latter figures are expected to increase yearly, along with students’ increasing expectation for access to information technology.   The composite portrait of a Columbia College student is, therefore, that of a first generation college student with little backup educationally, socially, or financially.  What the student wants from faculty is preparation for life-long learning and a career in the communications arts.

•
Columbia College faculty portrait:  46 is the average age.   2016 is the average retirement date.   Faculty salaries are the largest budgetary expense (57%).   Columbia’s success has been built upon the full-time faculty in the communications arts departments.   They “teach what they do”--but what they do is increasingly out-of-date as their disciplines undergo digital transformation.   How these members of Columbia’s largest expense category, with 19 years left of service, can be supported in their efforts to retain their professionalism as the communications arts undergo revolution in order to provide our students with an education that will allow them to enter careers, remains a central question in need of answers and leadership.   

•
Two forces working against the continued professionalism of faculty within the communications arts:  1) lack of technological vision on the part of some Chairs, and  2) the success of the College.  The former brings little imperative to retrain;  the latter brings increasing administrative duties for full-time faculty, thus passing to professional staff and to part-time faculty the responsibility to retrain and to teach the communications arts as currently practiced.   

•
Full-time faculty are becoming less critical than staff to the success of the majors departments due to the changes in the communications arts since the time when faculty were active practitioners within their disciplines.   The result:  any communications arts department can operate quite well without any particular, high-salaried, senior faculty member, but cannot operate without its one low-salaried, digital facilities manager.

•
Columbia’s tradition has been to hire entrepreneurial, industry-seasoned, strong, visionary Chairs in the communications arts.  Increasingly, new hires for Chairs are those from inside Columbia.  This represents a shift to a new tradition and presents new leadership challenges.

•
Columbia houses two separate but complementary academic cultures: communications arts and liberal arts.  

•
As Columbia expands, departments hire faculty from traditional disciplines and administrators hire personnel from traditional institutions.  These new colleagues are sometimes innocent of the history of Columbia’s past success and the reasons for it, and some feel that its hands-on, practical focus on the communications arts and its alternative status need correction in order to correspond to their model of a legitimate liberal arts college.  

•
This conflict is reflected at the senior administrative level.

•
Plans to respond to the diagnostic testing-identified needs of students by increasing traditional remediation classes instead of by integrating math and writing into existing classes in the majors split the subjects of remediation from the disciplines of the communications arts.  This will result in moving the College towards a more traditional liberal arts institution.  

•
Administrative directives mandating that students increase the number of general education classes taken per semester will re-define the curricula of the majors concentrations and will move the College towards a traditional liberal arts institution.

•
Columbia is not administratively organized to provide student services.   The current service model (“our niche is so specialized that we don’t have to worry about service--besides, service is secondary to educational delivery, and extremely costly”) will be an increasing liability in an increasingly anytime, anywhere, anyplace higher education marketplace.  

•
The 1996 Freshman Satisfaction Survey states clearly that Columbia’s student services compare unfavorably to national norms. 

•
Columbia is not organized, nor faculty trained, to retain students for life-long learning in the communications arts.

•
Columbia has valued administrative decision-making that responded quickly to market forces.   It now values administrative processes that respond to internal constituencies and to internally-generated measures of reality.   The faculty-generated governance structure that mandates a numerical majority of faculty as well as a faculty chair on all standing committees places an increased and sometimes unnecessary administrative burden on the faculty willing to serve.   After accreditation, Columbia will quite likely experience a drop-off in faculty serving in governance, especially those from the communications arts departments.   How Columbia is to proceed with its current collegial decision-making processes--when both the successful integration of information technologies and the continued ability to compete in the higher education marketplace (especially in the communications arts) are associated with the ability to make rapid administrative decisions and structural changes--remains a question in need of answers and leadership. 

Appendix C.  

Individuals, Committees, Task Forces, AND Events contributing to THIS report

This exit report is the result of work with (but not the responsibility of) senior administrators, librarians, administrative assistants, chairs, full and part-time faculty, artists-in-residence, students, digital lab managers and digital technicians, including the following individuals, teams, interest groups and events:

AAHE Teaching and Learning and Technology Conferences 
(Scottsdale, 1995;  Phoenix, 1996)

AIICU Distance Learning Committee

Marcia Babler, Professor, Marketing/Communications Department

Billy Coles, Network Technician, MIS

Computer Registration Production Committee:


Peter Thompson, Associate Academic Dean, Chair of committee


Peggy O’Grady, Bursar


Brian Katz, Facilitator for Faculty Technology Support


Janet Talbot, Director Academic Advising


John Olino, Director Financial Aid


Marvin Cohen, Registrar


Deborah McGrath, Associate Provost for Student Affairs


Rhonda Fleming, Staff, MIS


Cynthia Wolflin, Programmer, MIS


Bernadette McMahon, Director MIS


Kathy Giblin, Academic Advisor


Avis Moeller, Associate Academic Dean


Steven Russell-Thomas, Associate Academic Dean

Digital Training Committee:


Peter Thompson, Associate Academic Dean, Chair of committee


Rebecca Courington, Chair Academic Computing Department


Bernadette McMahon, Director MIS


Patricia Olalde, Staff, Human Resources


Mary Schellhorn, Director Library


Paul Johnson, Director Human Resources


Brian Katz, Facilitator for Faculty Technology Support


Jeff Schiff, Professor, English Department

Mike DeSalle, Vice President of Finance

John Duff, President

Educom Conference, Philadelphia, 1996

Bert Gall, Provost

Interactive Multimedia Committee:

Dan Dinello, Faculty, Film/Video Department, Co-chair of committee

Doug Jones, Faculty, Radio/Sound Department, Co-chair of committee

Ira Abrams, Chair Film/Video Department





Jamie Ballanca, Artist in Residence, Academic Computing Department

Judd Chesler, Faculty, Film/Video Department

David Gerding, Instructor, Film/Video Department

Geof Goldbogen, Chair Academic Computing Department

Caroline Dodge Latta, Academic Dean, former Chair of committee

Jeanine Mellinger, Faculty, Television Department

Ed Morris, Chair, Television Department

John Mulvany, Chair, Art and Photography Department

Michael Niederman, Faculty, Television Department

Luke Palermo, Faculty, Television Department

Al Parker, Chair, Radio/Sound Department

Dennis Rich, Chair, Marketing Department

Don Smith, Artist in Residence, Film/Video Department

Peter Thompson, Associate Academic Dean, former Chair of committee

Brian Katz, Facilitator for Faculty Technology Support/Webmaster for Development

Mark Kelly, Associate Provost for Planning

Tim Long, Advisor, Academic Advising Department

Debra McGrath, Associate Provost for Student Affairs

Bill Mette, MIS, Webmaster for Technology

Terry Miller, Director of Admissions

John Mulvany, Chair of Art and Photography Departments

Special Needs Policy Committee:

Peter Thompson, Associate Academic Dean, Chair of committee

Laurie Ann Bender, Special Needs Coordinator, Academic Advising

Rebecca Courington, Chair, Academic Computing Department

Ann Fancher, Faculty, Interpreter Training Program

Darryll Jones, College General Counsel

Mary Schellhorn, Director, Library

Janet Talbot, Director, Academic Advising

Strategic Technology Planning Committee:

Jeff Schiff, English Department, Chair of committee

Barbara Iverson, Academic Computing Department, Educational Studies Department

Horace Jimerson, Instructional Media

Brian Katz, Photography Department, Facilitator for Faculty 




Technology Support

Bernadette McMahon, Management Information Systems

Jeanine Mellinger, Television Department

John Mulvany, Photography Department

Michael Niederman, Television Department

Shay Petit, Academic Computing Department

Gary Phillips, Library

Michael Rabiger, Film/Video Department

Mary Schellhorn, Library

Peter Thompson, Associate Academic Dean

Teaching, Learning and Technology Roundtable Action Teams & Interest Groups:

•Digital Technologists Interest Group:



Peter Thompson, Associate Academic Dean, facilitator of group

Kevin Cassidy, Facilities Manager, Art Department

Omar Castillo, Computer Technician, Journalism Department

Charles Celander, Production Manager, Film/Video Department

Emily Citaro, Graphics Digital Technician, Art/Design Department

Mosella Clair, Management Department

Marc Cohen, Interior Design Technician, Art/Design Department

Dave Dennis, Assistant Engineer, Radio/Sound Department

Steve Fukawa, Darkroom Manager, Photography Department

Richard Jura, Head Technician, Film/Video Department

Brett Johnson, Senior Engineer, Radio/Sound Department

Michael Johnson, Assistant Engineer, Radio/Sound Department

Brian Katz, Facilitator for Faculty Technology Support

Chuck Kite, Film/Video Department

Dennis Keeling, Video Cage Production Manager, Film/Video Department

Sharon Levine, Art Technician, Fashion Design, Art/Design Department

Alison McKinzie, Assistant Computer Technician, Photo Department

Matt McClintock, Graphics Digital Technician, Art/Design Department

Bill McMahon, Lab Manager, Academic Computing Department

Tom Nowak, Studio Manager, Photography Department

Matt Pedley, Lab Coordinator, Academic Computing Department

Shay Petit, Director of Operations, Academic Computing Department

Birgit Rathsmann, Film/Video Department

Ann Servedio, Equipment Center Manager, Television Department

Tom Shirley, Director, Digital Lab, Photography Department

Steve Skinner, Art/Design Department

Suzanne Silagi, Assistant Darkroom Manager, Photography Department

Cazz Smith, Assistant Production Manager  Film/Video Department

Don Smith, Artist in Residence, Film/Video Department

Tracey Steward, Assistant Director, Writing Center, English Department

Diego Trejo, Sound Studio Manager, Film/Video Department

Nick Vlahovich, Instructor, Film/Video Department


•Faculty and Staff Development Action Team:


Sue Manaois, Staff, Library, Chair of team 



Karen Cavaliero, Radio/Sound Department



Ann Foley, Director Institutional Research



Brian Katz, Facilitator for Faculty Technology Support



Bernadette McMahon, Director MIS



Louis Silverstein, Faculty, Liberal Education Department



Peter Thompson, Associate Academic Dean


•Website, Computer and Network Policies Action Team:

Mary Schellhorn, Director, Columbia College Library, Chair of team

Emily Citraro, Art & Design Lab Technician,  Art & Design Dept.

Paula Eubanks, Career Advisor, Career Planning & Placement Dept.

Brian Katz, Facilitator for Faculty Technology Support

Matt McClintok, Art & Design Lab Technician,  Art & Design Dept.

Bill Mette, Programmer Analyst, Management Information Systems

Shay Petit, Faculty Network Engineer, Academic Computing Dept.

Gary Phillips, Computer Services Librarian, Columbia College Library

Stephanie Sullivan, Secretary, Art & Design Department 

Peter Thompson, Associate Academic Dean

Appendix D.  
Threats to Columbia 

from other Institutions of Higher Education
Examples of competition for Columbia College:  

1)  
Illinois Institute of Art--a national for-profit franchise with a Chicago branch competing in Columbia’s specialty areas, including advanced computer animation with high-end equipment.  The IIA student population, presently around 300, is projected to be at 1,800 by Fall ‘98.

2)  
Jones Intercable’s International University--offers complete degree programs using the Internet.   The International University hires “content experts” (not “faculty”) to design curricula, and “facilitators” (not “faculty”) to deliver it.   At present its major market is Southeast Asia, but it is expected to turn its focus to the US in 1997-98.

3)  
University of Phoenix--the second largest private institution of higher education in the United States, and growing.  Uses both Internet and physical sites in 20 states.


ETC.

Appendix F:  
CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

DRAFT JOB DESCRIPTION 

The Dean of Information Technology reports to the Provost and will be responsible for the management and development of a new organizational unit combining all academic information services, resources and technologies at Columbia College, including the Library, Instructional Media, the Academic Computing Department, and the technology initiatives of the Continuing Education and Human Resources.

Responsibilities include:  managing the College’s academic information resources; overseeing the evolution of its academic information services;  coordinating efforts to apply information technologies to teaching and learning;  managing the technological development and technical support of educational outreach and adult extension programs;  developing initiatives to enhance local, national and international access to Columbia’s academic programs by overcoming barriers of scheduling and distance;  developing partnerships with business, industry and government;  maximizing the use of distance and asynchronous learning approaches and other non-traditional academic delivery systems;  coordinating efforts to train/retrain faculty, staff and administrators;  and leadership in improving administrative functions through the use of information technologies.

The successful candidate for Dean of Information Technology must evidence demonstrated leadership and managerial experience as a chief information officer, senior librarian, or director of a computer center.  The Dean will have:  the professional degree(s) appropriate to those positions;  senior level experience in a urban college or university;  experience with state-of-the art technology;  
a commitment to traditional library and information technologies;  a demonstrated expertise in Internet and intra-net usage policies, supervision, and security;  and a commitment to and a capacity to work within an educational environment comprised of strong programs in the arts, media and communications.  

Appendix G:  

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY Success Factors:

Vision,  Planning,  Management,  EConomics

(The following are my notes from a presentation by academic Chief Financial Officers at the Educom Conference in Philadelphia in 1996).

1.
Vision
•To improve institutional effectiveness...

•...by utilizing new and improved information technologies,

•...in conjunction with re-engineering initiatives.

2.
Planning
In times of rapid architecture and technological change, when the need for a viable plan is greatest, the tendency within academia is to abandon planning.  If the one thing we know with certainty is that things will increasingly change, then the one thing we must absolutely plan for is change.

3.
Management
Critical management factors:

Leadership of CIO

Building infrastructure:
If the life cycle is only 5 years, or wiring is a max of 15 years, then what we mean by infrastructure has changed from traditional definitions.

•The infrastructure imperative is to build those things that allow us to manage the changing technology.

•Standards and resource allocation systems that allow us to manage the changing technologies is the real infrastructure.

3 Types of Infrastructure:


1. 
Social infrastructure: critical mass of faculty, staff behind the changes.


2. 
Political infrastructure: collective resolution of Board and Administration 


behind the changes.


3. 
Financial infrastructure: the will to understand the new economic forces 


driving the new technologies.

4.
Economics

Characterized by increasing value--the value of technology is increasing over time.

Advancing human potential:

Democratization

Teaching

Productivity

Collaboration

Learning

Community

Advancing computer potential:

80’s





90’s

pc’s





portable

graphics interface

Interactive multimedia

LAN





Internet

VGA monitors




E-mail




groupware

Hard drives



appliances (network as HD)

Increasing demand:

Accept the fact of unlimited demand--that no matter how much is given, it will always be taken to its limits by a given group.  Academia is experiencing increases in:

•Numbers of users

•Communication & collaboration

•Level of usage (e-mail with students, alumni)

•Research, teaching, learning

Financial plan:

Lower prices but conflicting trends:

Users want more distributed computing

Price per MIP down.

Support costs are up:


•Heterogeneous environment is expensive.


•More expensive to support because computers are more mission critical.


•Life cycle cost of ownership is increasing because of support costs:



End user operations  
22%



Administration        
13%



Capital cost



14%



Technical support  
15%


•When you have different kinds of computers (Dell, Apple, IBM), 




different operating systems (OS/2, windows, apple), different word processors 
(Word, WordPerfect), and e-mail = many possible combinations to trouble 

shoot and support.  Therefore: adopt standards, and increase training.


Central computing costs less.

Higher costs:

Understanding Life Cycles:

Accepting obsolescence:


End of a computer’s life isn’t always obvious (compare auto with its odometer to 
a computer...).


Replacement is a new ballgame: autos are more expensive, computers are 
less.  The auto is fundamentally the same upon replacement; the PC is 
fundamentally different upon replacement:

Categories

1990







2000

Processor

8086







pentium 8th generation

speed



8mhrz






600

memory


360kb







64mg

storage       

10 mg






8,320 mgs

CD-ROM










yes

Outside link









yes

A generational approach to life cycles: to stay a generation behind means:

1980’s: 
2 generations require replacement every 6 years

1990’s: 
2 generations require replacement every 4 years.

Personal Computer Life Cycle Taxonomy classes:  

Personal and technical  support   

annual expense
cannot be adhoc

Software 








1-3 years



cannot be adhoc




Hardware 








2-5 years



cannot be adhoc

Wiring 









10-15 years


can be adhoc

Physical plant 







30+ years


can be adhoc

Asset management

“Buy as little for as short as possible”


$





Car    Computer

$1,000 year        



$6,000 for 6 years        
best      worst

$2,000 for 2 years    
worst    best

$2,400 for 3 years         
saves money                 $2,100 for 3 years      stagnation

=$800 year










=700 year

$2,400 for 3 years        
expanding



$2,700 for 3 years         Progress















= 900 year

Financial Forces

“Spend more because it pays more”

Value: 




up

Demand: 



up

Price : 




down

Cost benefit: 


up

Spending: 



up

We do not have another asset in the institutional mix that has a cost benefit ratio that is improving every year.

We are at a point in time in the IT era where these are better relative investments.

Corporate Spending in IT

Corporate spending has doubled in the last 5 years.

Educational spending has not.

Financial Game Plan:

“There’s no problem as daunting as the bottom line.”

Build a business case:

The IT Business Case: “You only buy once, then you replace”

Old






New

cost justification


cost analysis

cost based decisions

cost benefit decisions

minimizing cost


maximizing ROI

cost savings




cost deferral

Acquisition strategies

Replacement strategies

Abandon legacy economic assumptions:

Financial Mythology:

•Myth: Marginal cost of supporting another software package, hardware platform or 
standard is small.

•Myth: Upgrading old equipment with new processors, memory, and disks is cost 
effective.

•Myth: It’s impossible to do cost benefit analysis of IT investments because the value 
can’t be measured.

•Myth: Higher education is leading the info tech industry in setting standards and 
functional requirements (new homes is larger as an industry).

•Myth: Faculty and departmental secretaries are cost effective departmental support 
personal.

•Myth: Distributed computing environments mean an end to central computing 
authority and college wide standards.

•Myth: It’s a cost effective strategy to amortize and recycle personal computers on 
campus until they die.

•Myth: IT investments can be effectively managed through an ad hoc funding 
process.

•Myth: Emerging technologies and services will be cash cows for educational 
institutions.

Recyle:

•Move old technology off campus, not from one department to another.

•Use leasing first as a recycling tool and second as a financial tool.

•The value of leasing is that it changes the focus from “if” we’ll recycle technology 
to “how will we do it well?”

•Leasing allows public institutions the option to recapture the salvage value 
without paying for  it.

•Leasing allows institutions to shift recycling costs to the vendor.

Appendix H.  
DEPARTMENTAL TECHNOLOGY PLANNING GUIDE
October 2, 1995

Dear (chair):

The new position of Associate Academic Dean of Technology and Faculty/Staff  Development is a joint creation of the President, Provost and Academic Dean. The focus of the position is to assist our faculty in their efforts to upgrade their professional skills and to assist them in the integration of technology within teaching and learning.  This position is therefore one of faculty advocate for the appropriate integration of technology into all our departments with the goal of providing our faculty with the professional support they need so our students continue to get the education they deserve.  

With this focus in mind, it seems to me that the first two tasks of this position are to assist faculty in assessing the technological expertise necessary to meet the challenges of their disciplines now and as we approach the year 2000, and to begin the process of finding the best ways of assisting them in the re-training necessary to reach individual and departmental goals.  In order to provide this assistance, I need to be educated as to where you and your department are in this process.  

The following questions were designed to help departments position themselves  in relation to the ongoing changes in our disciplines.  They were written by the Academic Subcommittee of the Technology Planning Committee. I commend their document to you as another example of the exceptional work issuing from the Technology Planning Committee.  

I am sure you will want to add additional questions to their document.  Such questions might relate, for example, to the relative technological expertise of full-time and part-time faculties, how technological inequalities that might exist between part-time and full-time faculty members teaching separate sections of the same course might be equalized, your assessment of the technological supports required for different levels of faculty technology use and comfort, departmental hiring policies in relation to technological expertise, how your faculty and advanced students might use the new Columbia network to connect with faculty and students in other departments, etc.   

It would be of help me if you could, within the next week or so, make notes on the particulars of what your department has done, is doing, will do.  You have, no doubt, been undergoing this self-examination for some time with your senior full-time and part-time faculty and with your outside advisors. I fully understand that your answers will be incomplete, even fragmentary, since many of our disciplines are undergoing drastic changes and we are all struggling to know where we are being taken and how best to respond.  

I also understand that this will be the first of many conversations between us.  These I look forward to, very much--this continuing dialogue between faculty identifying their professional needs and administration providing the support for faculty to fill those needs.         








Karen Hurley from the Academic Dean’s Office (extension  ---) will arrange a time for us to get together, at your earliest convenience, in your office.   



Respectfully,

Peter Thompson

Associate Academic Dean of Technology and Faculty/Staff Development 


TECHNOLOGY planning QUESTIONNAIRE 

So that the College can more effectively engage in the planning processes so necessary to our future success, we are asking each department to prepare a three-year action plan to address their technological needs as their discipline is subject to the technological change brought by the digital revolution. In some departments, the changes might be small, but in most of the disciplines which we teach, the changes are dramatic. It is clear that in order to remain a viable educational alternative to students, we must prepare them for the world in which they will work.  This means that we must re-assess what we have been doing and how we have been doing it--in light of the revolutionary changes in the way information is handled.

The purpose of the following list of questions is to provide some focal points for your department to use in order to assess the inevitable changes that we will all face in the near future as technology continues to change the way we do what we do. It is hoped that you will use these questions as triggers to engage a wide-ranging, and creative discussion of what the strengths, and weaknesses of, opportunities for, and threats to your discipline are as it exists today--and as you envision it to be in five years.  It is probable that senior full-time and senior part-time faculty will need to be consulted.  We encourage you to obtain the perspective of non-academic, outside consultation.  We will do our best  to provide such outside consultation within our  fiscal resources.   Where feasible, faculty and staff of the College might also be able to provide applicable help. 

How has digital technology impacted (changed) your field now and how will it impact it in the future?

1.
What are the four most important changes that have already taken place in your field due to the introduction of digital technology?

2.
How will the computer continue to alter your field and the way work is done in it as digital technology evolves and improves?

3.
What effects do digital communication technologies (local area networks, The Internet, World Wide Web, desktop publishing, paperless publishing, multimedia, satellite/fiber-optic/cable communications, etc.) have on your field?

How has your department already begun to address the changes in your field?

1.
How has your department changed or expanded  its  curriculum to address technological change in the last 5 years?

2.
How has your  department  changed or expanded its faculty support to address technological change in the last 5 years?

3.
How has your  department  changed or expanded its physical plant to address technological change in the last 5 years?

What will be the long-term effects of digital technology on your field?

1.
How do you envision technology altering the way your field relates to, or interacts with other fields in the future, and especially, other fields taught at Columbia?

2.
What present aspects of your field will become radically different, or economically obsolete in the foreseeable future?

3.
What job skills related to your field will become radically changed, economically obsolete, or unnecessary, in the foreseeable future?

4.
What new job skills will be needed in your field due to technological change in the foreseeable future?

5.
Describe new  economic opportunities that will become available in your field due to technological change in the foreseeable future?

How has your department started planning for future technological change?

1.
List curricular changes planned for the next 3--5 years that address technological change in your field.

2.
What plans do you have to support the faculty retraining  in order to address the shift in job skills necessitated by technological change over the next five years?

3.
What plans do you have to remodel or expand your physical plant in order to address technological change over the next five years?

Appendix I.  

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR SPECIAL NEEDS STUDENTS 

FOR ‘97-98 ACADEMIC YEAR
TO:

Bert Gall, Provost












July 15, 1997 




Mike DeSalle, Vice-President of Finance




Caroline Latta, Academic Dean

FROM:
Special Needs Students Policy Committee:


Laurie Ann Bender, Special Needs Coordinator, Academic Advising



Rebecca Courington, Chair, Academic Computing Department



Ann Fancher, Faculty, Interpreter Training Program



Darryll Jones, College General Counsel (ex officio)



Mary Schellhorn, Director, Library



Janet Talbot, Director, Director, Academic Advising



Peter Thompson, Associate Academic Dean

RE:

SPECIAL NEEDS INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 








RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ‘97-98 ACADEMIC YEAR

1.
HISTORY OF THE COMMITTEE AND ITS CHARGE:

Starting in February, the members of this committee were charged by the Associate Academic Dean to research the information technology needs of Columbia’s Special Needs student population in light of the “reasonable accommodation” to their needs mandated by the Americans with Disabilities Act, and to write recommendations to:  


1) 
Provide for the base-line information technology needs of Columbia’s 
special needs student population.

2)  Protect the College legally.

2.
GENERAL CONTEXT FOR THE WORK OF THIS COMMITTEE:

•
Columbia is mandated by law to “reasonably accommodate” the needs of its special needs students.

•
The majority of our special needs students are learning disabled (85% of special needs population).

•
All of the special needs students who requested services are now being served with the exception of the orthopedically and visually impaired students.  All would benefit by the following equipment:  printed material magnifiers (closed circuit TV and hand-held), printed material digital scanners with speech output, computer screen enlargement software.

•
Orthopedically and visually impaired students (4) are not being served.  These students (3 visually impaired, 1 orthopedic) need the following technologies:  computer screen voice-synthesized reading software and hardware, sound-enclosed Braille printers with software, cassette tape players and headphones.  They also need speech-recognition hardware and software (see heading number 5, below).  

3.
RECOMMENDATION OF THE COMMITTEE FOR A DEFINITION OF 
“REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION”:


“Reasonable accommodation of the general-productivity, non-discipline specific, needs of Columbia College’s Special Needs students will be satisfied by ensuring that the following base-line digital and non-digital equipment and software is available for use, on-site, and in combinations appropriate to the specific sites within which it is housed:


•
Printed material magnifiers (closed circuit TV and hand-held)


•
Printed material digital scanners with speech output


•
Computer screen enlargement software


•
Computer screen voice-synthesized reading software and hardware


•
Sound-enclosed Braille printers with software


•
Headphones.”

Important:  it will be noticed that the discipline-specific needs of this student population are not addressed under “reasonable accommodation.”  This is an issue that must be explored by the Chief Information Technology Officer with the Chair of each department over the coming academic year.

4.
RecommendED SPECIAL NEEDS CENTER AND staffing

The Committee strongly and explicitly believes that we need to establish a small Special Needs Center with staff within Student Services because most of the recommended equipment would be unused or unusable or unsecured without a separate, sound-tolerant space with trained, service-oriented individuals taking responsibility for this equipment and its use.   We therefore recommend the following staffing:

1)  Special Needs Coordinator specially trained with experience in dealing with special needs populations.  Ability to train and maintain.  Must have experience with adaptive technologies.  

2)  Assistant:  grad student in special ed (from DePaul, etc.)
 with special expertise in computer instruction to be hired.

Special Needs Coordinator:












$28,000

Assistant:

















$25,000

TA (2)









2X$ 1,700 per semester:

  $3,400












TOTAL:






$56,400

2.
RECOMMENDATIONS WHERE THIS EQUIPMENT SHOULD BE HOUSED:

The Committee thinks it unreasonable to expect our students to journey to a resource center off campus.  Additionally, and importantly, we have been unable to locate any such off-campus resource interested in a joint venture with us.  

The budget, below, therefore assumes on-site locations at Columbia as an interim move, and eventual housing within the Special Needs Center: 

1.
Space requirements for each type of equipment:

Printed Material Magnifiers: 


Space on table or cart required for printed material magnifiers: 

21 wide X 18 deep--therefore a normal computer footprint.

Computer Screen Enlargement Software: 


Installed in computer--therefore a normal computer footprint.

Computerscreen Voice Synthesized Hardware and Software: 


Installed in computer with small black box synthesizer that can rest 

alongside computer easily--therefore a normal computer footprint.

Braille Printer and Software:


If soundproofed, the printer can be placed in a general purpose lab or in 
the Library.


Needs to be associated with a computer work station with paper loading 
and storage facilities.

2.
Recommendations where equipment be placed:

What:
Printed material magnifiers (closed circuit TV and hand held). 

Where:
Library 2nd floor reference and periodicals area, 




Additionally:  Special Needs Center.

What:
Printed material digital scanners with speech output.

Where:
Library AV area.




Additionally:  Special Needs Center

What:
Computer screen enlargement software

Where:
One or two available in each general purpose digital lab, Journalism 

lab, English lab.




Additionally:  Special Needs Center

What:
Computer screen voice-synthesized reading software and hardware

Where:
Place in Writing Center.




Need trainer and facility before installing. 




Eventually: also in Special Needs Center.


What:
Sound-enclosed Braille printers with software.

Where:
For now: general purpose lab with the understanding that the 


Braille printer(s) will be moved to the Special Needs Center.

What:
Headphones.

Where:
Library and Writing Center.

3.
RecommendED BUDGET FOR non-digital equipment AND digital 
hardware & software TO BE available Fall semester ‘97:


Printed material magnifiers (closed circuit TV):






$3,590


Printed material digital scanner with speech output




$12,000


Computer screen enlargement software








$7,000



Computer screen voice-synthesized digital hardware/software



Software: 
















$2,000



Hardware:
















$5,575



PCs:


















$4,000















PC






$2,000


Braille printer



Hardware:
















$4,260



Software:
















$   890


Cassette tape players and headphones









$     85


Video camcorder















     500
   













TOTAL:  




$41,900


Expendables:  Braille Printer Paper  ($41.50 per thousand sheets)

4.
RECOMMENDED BUDGET (ABOVE) WITH SPECIFIC minimum non-
digital equipment AND digital hardware & software COSTs 
AND SUPPLIERS :

PRINTED MATERIAL MAGNIFIERS (Closed circuit TV):

Name: 
Aladdin Personal Reader






2 @ $1,795 each

$3,590

Use: 

Magnifies already printed material onto a closed circuit 




TV screen.

Specs: 
magnification 5X-25X, focus control

Provider: Telesensory 




455 North Bernardo Avenue




Mountain View, CA  94043-5274




800 804-8004

PRINTED MATERIAL DIGITAL SCANNER WITH SPEECH OUTPUT:

Name:
“The Reading Edge”

Specs:
Integrated single unit incorporating scanner, speech synthesizer,




speaker, moveable keypad , optical character recognition software.

Use:

For blind and visually impaired individuals.

Provider: Xerox Company








2 at $6,000 each
    $12,000

COMPUTER SCREEN ENLARGEMENT SOFTWARE:

Name: 
“ZoomText for Windows”




No site license for Windows; therefore each:
$356 

Specs:
1 manual with each software package

Use:

An overlay program that can be used to enlarge




the text of any word processor.

Provider: AI squared




P.O. Box 669




Manchester Center, VT  05255




(802)362-3612

Cost:  7 general purpose labs: 1 in each place



Journalism lab, Management lab, English lab











20 @ $356









$7,000

COMPUTERSCREEN VOICE-SYNTHESIZED READING SOFTWARE & HARDWARE:

Software:
Name: 
“Jaws for Windows”




Site license for education:   5= $2,000 list price





$2,000




10= $3,200




Software Maintenance Agreement cost= 10% of license cost




Then get next 2 upgrades at no extra price.

Use: 

Text generated by a visually impaired student on a computer 




screen is placed into a form to be spoken by a synthesizer with 




individually-chosen rates of speed and degrees of loudness.




v. 2.0 will work with Windows 3.1 and ‘95.

Provider: Hinter-Joyce




11800 31st Court North




St. Petersburg, FL  33716




800 336-5658
Hardware:
Name: 
Dectalk










5X $1,195 each


$5,575

Use:

Synthesizer that speaks text. 

Specs:
Speakerbox 3X5, uses software drivers, adjustable with




9 clear voice options, able to speed up or slow down.




External (“Decktalk Express”: self contained, plugs into serial port) 



and internal (“Dectalk PC” does have card) options.




Manuals On disk; Quick reference guide (print and/or Braille)




Training Cassettes.  Computer set-up: takes 300k of ram, 




2 megs of HD.

Provider: Hinter-Joyce




11800 31st Court North




St. Petersburg, FL  33716




800 336-5658















1 for Center:



$4,000
















PC






$2,000

BRAILLE PRINTER

Software:

Name:
“Duxbury”




C14. DBT Win v. 10













$595




Site license available for 5 times the price





C16. DBF Learning and Proofing Braille Fonts





 295 Provider:

Duxbury Systems

435 King Street

P.O. Box 1504

Littleton, MA  01460-4504

(508) 486-9766


Hardware:
Name:  
“ET Braille Embosser”












$3,695




shipping


















110




Viking Sound Enclosure













395




shipping


















 60

Specs:
Double sided printer, 11 1/2” wide; 40 characters 




margin to margin (standard in Braille);  speed: 60 characters 



per second per page side, 120 characters per single page 



double side.   Sound proof case built in.  Can use normal 



computer paper (20 lb).  Recommend 100 lb paper.




Interfaces with any standard RS-232 serial or parallel port.

Provider: Enabling Technologies Company




3102 S.E. Jay Street




Stuart, FL  34997




800 777-3687

1 in lab to be eventually moved to Center:









$4,500

Paper




$41.50 per thousand sheets

CASSETTE TAPE PLAYERS AND HEADPHONES (for cassette manuals)

Generic player



















60

Generic headphone

















25

VIDEO CAMCORDER

Generic





















500

5.
SYNTHESIZED SPEECH AND VOICE RECOGNITION TECHNOLOGY

The Committee recommends not purchasing this technology until a Special Needs Center is created because of high noise levels, and high staffing/training requirements.   At the time when these requirements are satisfied, the computer should have the following software:  Office, Netscape Navigator.  The costs and specs will be as follows: 

Software:
Specs:
“Dragon Dictate” Power edition, V. 2.5 







$1,695




(60,000 active words).














Does not work with Windows 3.x.  



Applications supported: Microsoft Office 95, Word 6.0,




Excel 5,0, Access 2.0, Netscape Navigator




Comes with 120,000 word on-disk dictionary, with



 the 60,000 most used words kept in RAM.




Up to 64,000 custom words and phrases may be added.

Provider:

Freedom of Speech, Inc.

1524 Fairfield Road South

Minnetonka, MN 55305

(612) 544-3333

Hardware:

Microphone 

(included with “Dragon Dictate” software package and dependent


upon sound board capability).
SoundBlaster 16 Sound Card













1000

Provider:




















?

System requirements:




486/66 MHz PC.  Pentium preferred.




Industry standard 16-bit sound card.




RAM: 16MB; (8MG dedicated; 20 MB recommended)




Harddrive: one user: 42MB; additional user: 14 MB.

PC





















2,000

6.
Recommend guidelines for training-the-trainer.

Recommendations to be made by the Chair of the Academic Computing Department.  Trainer must be knowledgeable in the adaptive technologies that we provide. 

Training times for students:
Printed Material Magnifiers:  











2 minutes

Computer Screen Enlargement Software:  







4 hours

Computerscreen Voice Synthesized Hardware and Software: 


2 hours

Braille Printer and Software:











?

These times assume that students do not have to be trained in any of the personal productivity software overlaid by the special needs software and hardware.  

Manuals and cassettes must be available on site for students.  This might include, for the latter, inexpensive tape recorders with headphones that can be checked out. 

Appendix J.
WARNING ON IMPLEMENTING DISTANCE LEARNING AT COLUMBIA

Issues of concern to the Federation of Private Illinois Colleges and Universities:

1.
Emergence of a new highly competitive era in higher education because of two factors/threats:   increase in competition among institutions of higher education (ex: growth of “multi-universities);   private companies creating their own undergraduate and graduate programs which are able to change quickly as technology itself changes. 

2. 
In terms of Distance Learning (DL) equipment investment, no one in higher education is quite sure what to invest in because the Telecommunications Act of 1994 has opened the field for acquisitions and mergers and, therefore, for many new combinations of both access and delivery technologies.

Issues of concern to the institutions on the FIICU Distance Learning Committee:

•
Higher education must become much more service oriented.  
In terms of DL, it must move into areas traditionally called “consumer affairs” in industry (with complaint mechanisms, investigators, etc.)

•
Two things must not be lost from sight: cost effectiveness, and that DL requires a campus cultural change.

•
Quality will winnow out the high competition in DL, and therefore there must be a focus on training faculty, media savvy, and on the collaboration of curriculum designers and graphic designers.  All institutions which do have DL emphasized the increased demand for high production values by DL students, and all have made the institutional commitment to hire full-time people devoted to satisfying this demand.

•
Partnerships and collaboration among institutions of higher learning are both cost and resource effective.  Examples: merging two colleges into a partnership for mutually agreed upon courses;  using compressed video to share resources with sister institutions;  converting from quarter to semester to allow for more collaborations between institutions;  experimenting with 7-year BA programs to tap high school students, etc.

•
Institutions must recognize the differences between undergraduate and graduate DL offerings in order to be successful.

•
DL is a way to access non-traditional students.

•
DL trend:  students taking DL courses at a many institutions but intending to graduate from one.  

•
DL must figure out what to do with “lifelong learners”.   Lifelong learners are much less interested in “transformational education” with which traditional higher education concerns itself, and with which private industry does not encumber itself.

•
Higher education must work closely with accrediting agencies in order to educate them (agencies can actually tune-in to DL classes to evaluate).

Technological sophistication among institutions on the Committee:
Most of the institutions were quite technologically sophisticated.  Two typical examples:

•
Institution #1:  has 8 microwave channels delivering distance education to a 40 mile radius around Chicago.  On air 4000 hours each semester, with uplink to satellite, both nationally and internationally.  Offers one full degree program via the Internet.  

•
Institution #2:  offers 70 interactive video courses per year, plus many courses substantially using the Internet.  At the distance learning committee meeting, approximately 20 institutions were represented.   DL technological sophistication ranged from “cutting edge” to “haven’t started”.   All except two institutions (a college of nursing, and Columbia College) reported that their faculties were somewhat divided philosophically on the issue of DL--but that all were quite comfortable with what they termed “traditional” technologies”:  e-mail, listserves, and fully incorporating the World-Wide Web into courses.   For Columbia College, these are not traditional technologies, but radical ones.

Appendix L.
 Digital Technologists as Knowledge Workers

5/28/96

TO:

Bert Gall




Caroline Latta

FR:

Peter Thompson

RE:

DIGITAL TECHNOLOGISTS 

PRESENT SITUATION AND problem:
A new stratum of staff has emerged at Columbia College: the Digital Technologist.  

In the past, the Digital Technologist position was similar to a Darkroom Technician or Interior Design Technician--that is to say, persons in such positions were staff who dealt with equipment that was relatively inexpensive, durable and unchanging.   The Faculty were the experts, and the Staff were the operationalizers of Faculty expertise.

Within the last five years, however, knowledge of the communications arts disciplines as practiced outside academe has required more teaching than the faculty alone can provide.  This has occasioned an increased teaching burden on the Digital Technologists.   They are also increasingly important to the on-going business of most departments--so the extent that if the Digital Technologists were to suffer blue flu, most full time faculty would be hard pressed to step into their shoes.  This could mean, operationally, that the work of some departments would almost stop.   A concern over this danger has been expressed in a number of venues within the College, including within the Interactive Multimedia Committee, the Technology Committee, and the Chairpersons’ Council.  

Implications:

•
Implications for Student/Digital Technologist relations:  

In the technology-based departments, advanced students and graduate students must still obtain technical and content advice and project signoffs from full time faculty--but in increasing numbers they go to Digital Technologists to double-check the technical advice that they received from faculty and also for support in realizing the project.  Because the technology is new, not all faculty are fully competent in this area;  indeed, many are lagging far behind Digital Technologists in competency.  

Said differently:  Digital Technologists are becoming more and more relevant to the education of students due to revolutionary changes in technology and in disciplines.  The traditional boundaries between staff responsibilities and teaching and the role of teacher has disappeared.   On the basis of anecdotal evidence, 50-70% of a Digital Technologist’s time is spent instructing if we define instruction as helping someone solve a specific computer-related problem.  This permeable boundary places an increasing burden for both content and project decisions on the Digital Technologists who are already overworked, under appreciated, underpaid.    

•
Implications for Faculty/Digital Technologist relations:  

Digital Technologists know the value of what they have to give students, faculty and departments.  Of that group, only students tend to be fully cognizant of it, too.  Technical staff, as an example, are still locked out of (or are only recently being included in) the faculty meetings of departments.   We are treating this level of staff person as we treat those who work in an equipment cage:  distributors of stuff --when in reality they are also increasingly called upon to instruct, to do research, and to advise faculty on the future technical directions of their media--and this in addition to all the cage responsibilities which are much more complicated.  They need a different level of training to perform their tasks and that training must be ongoing.  Ongoing professional development is a requirement of this position.  Every new piece of software that comes out they must know it first because they install it, and they get it in Summer.  In Fall, they must get the faculty up to speed on the software.  This means they have no real down time.   Over the next five years, there will not be a shortage of faculty members, but there will be a shortage of digital technologists who provide both technical expertise and instructional leadership.  

•
Implications of Salary on the Retention of Digital Technologists:   

Digital Technologist staff members are underpaid in relation to their expertise and importance to the college.  The average annual salary for a beginning Digital Technologist is circa $23,000.  The average annual salary of those who have served over one year is circa $24,000.   They often have not only graduate degrees in the arts, but have undergraduate work in other fields (see the enclosed profiles).  Increasingly, these skills are prime skills in the marketplace.  As a college, we are therefore increasingly in danger of loosing the technologists who know our students, our faculty, our curriculum, our disciplines.   To replace an experienced Digital Technologist could quite possibly take six months for the process of hiring and bringing that person up to speed.  This is clearly a threat to the well-being of the college.  A staff person could, quite legitimately, withdraw their role as teachers in the classrooms and in the open labs--which, as presently practiced, lies between 50-70% of their duties depending upon department and depending upon the time within the semester.   If they did withdraw their teaching services, the College could not meet the student demand for computer-assisted courses.  

JOB DESCRIPTIONS:

At this point it would be helpful to differentiate between two kinds of Digital Technologists, and do it by the criterion of expertise.   The following is a description of actual duties and a first attempt to set minimum standards of knowledge:

•
Digital Facilities Manager:

Job requires interpersonal skills and maturity.  Must know expertly at least six applications (for example: Photoshop, QuarkXpress, Adobe Illustrator, Freehand for an Art Department Digital Facilities Manager;  and Photoshop, Painter, QuarkXpress, PageMaker, Adobe Illustrator, Freehand, MacroMedia Director, Premiere, and 3-D modeling application programs for a Photography Department Digital Facilities Manager, etc.),  and be expected to stay current with this software expertise.  Must have industry-wide connections with vendors and sales representatives.  Can represent the college in negotiating best price options.  Has the expertise to do aggressive independent research and report on this to faculty.   Exercises a considerable level of decision making within prescribed policies and procedures.  Can teach both faculty and students.  Can help develop new courses in the area.  Research the Internet and interactive multimedia and their impacts on curriculum.  Utilize the Internet as a research and scholarship tool and instruct students and faculty in its use.  Maintain security.  Maintain equipment, including network and links to other departments as feasible and maintain those links, and integrate the department with other departments as feasible.  Troubleshoot technical problems.  Assess the need for outside repairs.   Choose and oversee repair vendors.   Consult for each department’s annual capital equipment budget proposal and administer the annual budget in this area.  Education:  minimum of a BA degree and 3-5 years of years of experience in a similar job environment, and/or teaching experience, or an MFA degree with a minimum of 2-3 years of relevant workplace or teaching experience.   Undergraduate and graduate education should be directly supportive of their present job requirements.   Teach the junior Digital Technologists, and supervise them.

•
Digital Technologist: 

Competent in at least one computer platform, knowledge of a minimum of two applications (for example, Photoshop and QuarkXpress), and at least a BA degree.  Responsible for management of student employees working in digital imaging and output.  Tutoring and advising students in software.  Work with Digital Facilities Manager to maintain equipment and operating procedures of the facility.  

Recommendations:

1.
Recognize the roles of the Digital Facilities Manager and the Digital Technologist in the College, now, and recognize that these roles will increase as more students come to us with increased knowledge of computers and as computers increasingly mediate the disciplines taught at Columbia.  This is particularly critical within the next five years during which time there will continue to be a lag between faculty teaching responsibilities and their computer expertise.

2.
Increase their pay, perks, honors, visibility, recognition, and lower their working hours to 40 hours/week.  Of these, pay and recognition are the most crucial.  

3.
Utilize the Digital Technologists formally in their teaching role in advanced courses and in team-teaching situations, where appropriate.  
4.
Establish a higher salary range, beginning, at a minimum, of $27,000 for Digital Technologist, and depending on experience, up to circa $40,000-$50,000 for Digital Facilities Manager.
5.
Establish a Digital Technologist minor in the Academic Computing Department which is not only an important career direction for students, but could be a source of future entry-level Digital Technologists for the College.  

Appendix M.

 JOB POINT FACTORS FOR DIGITAL TECHNOLOGISTS

The factors below are to be laid out in degrees or grids.   I believe that these factors--as opposed to the traditional job category method-- will facilitate a more accurate understanding of the crucial importance of digital technologists to the survival of the College--an understanding currently veiled by both the use of traditional job categories and by the recent changes in technology whose implications in terms of the shifting relative importance of faculty and staff within the majors departments are not yet fully understood.   

Knowledge: 

8 degrees  (“Basic knowledge” up to “deep and comprehensive knowledge”)

Experience: 

7 degrees  (“No experience” up to “10 or more years experience”)

Supervision received: 

5 degrees (“Close supervision” up to “Policy direction only”)

Analytical skills: 

7 degrees (“Routine repetitive tasks” up to “Work extremely broad in scope”)

Financial responsibility:  


Grid: 6 levels of responsibility (“Does not participate” up to “Directly 
Participates”) versus 3 levels of Budget Volume (“Under 100,000”, 


“100, 000 - 1 mil”, “over 1 million”)

Impact of actions:


6 degrees (“Minimal” to “Major”)

Supervision exercised: 

Grid  (6 levels of Diversity (“No Supervisory Responsibility” to “Supervises Four or More Functions”) versus Complexity: 4 levels of Nature of Work Supervised (“Highly standardized” to “Nature of Work Supervised is highly technical and complex”).

Human Resources: 

6 degrees (“No responsibility for human resources management” to “Coordinates the management of human resources in more than one department”).

Internal Contacts: 

Grid  4 Levels of Contact (“Within own unit” to “Across other units”) versus 4 
Nature of Contact (“Routine info exchange” to “Diplomatic negotiative interactions”).

External Contacts: 

Grid:  4 Level of Contacts (“Extremely infrequent” to “High”)  versus 4 Nature of Contact (“Routine info exchange” to “Diplomatic, negotiative interactions”).

Physical effort: 

6 degrees (“Sedentary and physically undemanding” to 
“Position requires continuous physical effort”)

Team participation: 

Grid: 4 Levels of Participation (“Start up, part of a team” to “Self managed team”) versus 3 Scope of Team Tasks (“Intra-team”, 
“Inter team”, “Across multiple 
teams”).

Change: 


5 degrees (“No change in nature of job” to “Change is the nature of job”).

Creativity: 


5 degrees (“None required” to “Must generate ideas”).

Appendix N.

  COLUMBIA COLLEGE’S “WORLD-WIDE WEB SITE, COMPUTER & NETWORK USAGE POLICIES & GUIDELINES”

Approved by the Columbia College Council on March 7, 1997

WORLD WIDE WEB SITE POLICY

1.
Scope and Purpose

1.1
To support the mission of Columbia College by providing Internet users with good quality, well presented and current information on the College, and by facilitating and enhancing the teaching and learning experience at Columbia which  includes providing its faculty, staff and (eventually ) students with Internet research and publishing skills.   

1.2
Content provided should consider several audiences including:  


potential students, Columbia College undergraduate and graduate students, alumni, full-time and part-time faculty and staff, as well as the general Internet community.

2.
Organization OF THE WEB SITE

2.1
There shall be a prime point of entry to official Columbia College World Wide Web pages.

2.2
The site shall contain information for the entire College.

2.3
It is recognized that there will be variations in development timelines among the departments, programs, and units.

2.4
Site organization and arrangement of information shall be topical rather than reflecting the College organizational (administrative) structure.

2.5
A single set of files with Columbia College official and updated information shall be maintained centrally.  Examples of centralized information are: College calendar, admissions requirements, tuition and fees, general studies requirements, official College statements and policies, catalog of course descriptions, class schedules.

2.6
The purpose of centralizing designated files is to ensure consistency of information, to simplify the updating of information, and to avoid duplication of effort or contradictory information.

2.7 
Assuring development and on-going maintenance of central files (2.5) and upper-level pages is the responsibility of the Academic Dean.

2.8
The Home Page is an index type of document at the highest level in the information hierarchy.  Upper-level pages shall have common design elements and present a consistent look and feel.

2.9
Templates shall be developed and made available for the use of departments and programs to provide a consistent and recognizable format.  

2.10 
A contact person (Content Provider, see 3.5) must be identified for each page posted.

2.11
All pages linked to the Columbia College Web site must conform to established guidelines and policies. These documents will be published and posted on-line.

3.
RESPONSIBILITIES

3.1
Responsibilities are as follows:

3.2
Computer and Web Site Steering Committee:


This Committee shall ensure that the overall college-wide purpose is being met by the use of College computers on the college-wide Network and on the Web Site, and that a consistent and appropriate College image is maintained.   The Committee will have primary responsibility for implementing and interpreting the “World Wide Web Site Policy” and the “Computer and Network Usage Policy.”  It will develop and recommend new policies and revisions to current policies as needed and appropriate, and will submit these to the College Council.  The Administrative Officer of this Committee is the Associate Academic Dean for Technology and Faculty/Staff Development.  The 16 voting members of this Committee will include 6 faculty to be initially appointed and thereafter elected by the CCFO, 2 faculty-at-large to be appointed by the Administrative Officer, and the following 8 members of whom 1 must be a faculty member:  two members of the Webmaster Team, Director of Management Information Systems, Director of the Library, a representative from the Roundtable Web Site Interest Group, a representative from the Teaching and Learning Committee, the Associate Provost of Student Affairs, one chair to be selected by the Chairpersons’ Council.   

3.3
Webmaster Team:


The Webmaster Team is responsible for the development, management and on-going technical maintenance of documents published on the Web site.  Centralized Web development and technical maintenance are two discrete functions.  Therefore, the Webmaster is a team composed of two or more individuals whose responsibilities include:  supervising day-to-day operations of the site, maintaining quality and consistency of site appearance, publishing HTML documents provided by Content Providers, functioning as liaison to Content Providers, and providing avenues for Internet and World-Wide Web training and support to faculty, staff and administrators.  The Webmaster Team reports to the Associate Academic Dean for Technology and Faculty/Staff Development, and is represented on the Computer & Web Site Steering Committee (3.2), and is a member of the Teaching + Learning + Technology Roundtable Web Site Interest Group (3.7).   These responsibilities enumerated above do not include review of information content unless a complaint is brought to the attention of the Webmaster Team.   In such a case, the policies set forth in the “Columbia College Computer and Network Use Policy” shall obtain.   

3.4
Section Coordinators:


Section Coordinators are the senior administrators (or their designates) of departments, organizations, and other entities who are assigned responsibility for gathering, organizing, and ensuring development of information to be published as Web pages.

3.5
Content Providers:


Content Providers are any members of the college community who develop content for the Web site.   The Content Providers are responsible for the integrity and the accuracy of their information.  A standard disclaimer (5.1 or 5.2) must be included with any published document.

3.6
Management Information Systems Department:


Technical management of the computer network and Web site is the responsibility of the Management Information Systems Department (MIS).  MIS maintains the Web server and browser applications for all Internet and internal Webservers, and provides link management support.  The MIS Department is represented by its Director on the Computer and Web Site Steering Committee.

3.7
Teaching + Learning + Technology Web Site Interest Group:


This interest group can encourage the development of home pages, encourage individuals and groups to collaborate rather than to duplicate work, and provide a forum on how the Internet and World-Wide Web can be used as a teaching, learning, and researching tool.  Its charge can be examined at any time by its own members and extended, amended, or terminated.

3.8
Office of the Dean of Students:



Recognized student groups are encouraged to develop information for the World-Wide Web site providing that such information supports the mission of the College and follows College policy and guidelines.  The Office of the Dean of Students is responsible for the review of the applications of these groups.  Pages posted by student groups shall include a disclaimer (5.2). 

4.  
PUBLISHING ON THE WEB

4.1
The typical publishing process on the Columbia College Web Site is as follows:  a Content Provider wishes to publish information on the Columbia College World-Wide Web Site and makes available that information in HTML format.  The Webmaster Team publishes it in the appropriate location on the College’s Web Site.

4.2
Individual (personal) home pages and class-related pages may be linked to the parent pages of a department.  Links are approved by the department.  

4.3
All Content Providers are responsible for the content of the pages they publish, and must comply with Columbia College policies and state and federal regulations.

4.4
Departmental units may design their own procedures for content development and review within their units consonant with the “Computer and Network Usage Policy” and the “Web Site Terms and Conditions of Use” (below).  

5.
Disclaimer

5.1
The following standard disclaimer is a link to be included with the address of the author of a page: 


The information contained on this World-Wide Web Site (excluding third party pages) is intended to be as accurate as possible.  However, in the event the information on this site conflicts with the information contained in the printed Columbia College Catalog, the Columbia College Student Guide, and other official printed documents of the College, the information in the printed documents shall prevail.

5.2
All faculty and staff personal pages and student group pages will contain a link to the text of the following standard disclaimer for personal pages: 


Postings to Columbia College’s World-Wide Web Site by individuals and student organizations reflect their own thoughts, interests and activities.  They do not implicitly or explicitly represent official positions and policies of Columbia College Chicago.  Individual page maintainers assume responsibility and liability for the content of their documents.  Please address all comments and other feedback to the owner of the page.  For further assistance, contact webmaster@colum.edu.

6.
Style and design POLICY

6.1
Top-level Web pages must conform to the College’s design specifications, including that the identification “Columbia College Chicago” will appear on all such Web pages.  

6.2
Web pages must be tested and usable in a variety of browsers, one of which must be character cell (text).

6.3
Graphics must not impede usability.

6.4
When using graphics or images, parallel text should be provided, as appropriate.

6.5
Information provided must be accurate.

6.6
Each document must include navigational links to the College’s Home Page and to a topical home page.

6.7
Each document must include a footer stating person responsible for page, e-mail and phone contact information, and date last updated.

7.
Acceptable Use of Computing Resources

7.1
The World-Wide Web site exists on the college-wide computer Network.

7.2
The conditions in the documents entitled “Web Site Terms and Conditions of Use” and the “Computer and Network Usage Policy” are operable for the Web site.  

7.3 The conditions in the document entitled “Computer and Network Usage Policy” is operable for the college-wide Network since it is an integral part of our shared resources, and misuse of the system (i.e. loading illegal software, spreading viruses, altering Network settings, etc.) by one user can have unintended, wide-ranging consequences for the system and its users.

WEB SITE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF USE

RESTRICTIONS AND RESERVATIONS

WWW.COLUM.EDU is owned and operated by Columbia College Chicago and contains information which is posted and maintained by the Columbia College Computer and Web Site Steering Committee.  The information contained herein is “official information” as that phrase is defined in the Columbia College Chicago Computer and Network Usage Policy [provide hyper link to Policy page].  WWW.COLUM.EDU and the Columbia College Chicago Computer and Network Usage Policy page are the only electronic sites at which official information can be found.  Users may not modify, copy, reproduce, republish, upload, post, transmit or distribute in any way any material from WWW.COLUM.EDU including code and software.  Users may download material from WWW.COLUM.EDU for personal, non-commercial use only.

DISCLAIMER

Columbia College Chicago has provided links and pointers to Internet sites maintained by third parties, including sites controlled or operated by Columbia College Chicago employees acting in their individual capacities and not as agents of, or within the scope of their employment by Columbia College Chicago.  Neither Columbia College Chicago, its trustees, officers, agents, or employees operate nor control in any respect any information, products or services on these third-party sites.  The materials the third-party sites are provided “as is” and without warranties of any kind either express or implied.  To the fullest extent permissible pursuant to applicable law and with respect to Internet sites maintained by third parties, Columbia College Chicago disclaims all warranties, express or implied, including but not limited to, implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose.  Columbia College Chicago does not warrant or make any representations regarding the use or results of any information or materials contained in third party sites in terms of their correctness, accuracy, timeliness, reliability or otherwise.

LIMITATION OF LIABILITY

Under no circumstances, including, but not limited to, negligence, shall Columbia College Chicago, its trustees, officers, agents, or employees be liable for any direct, indirect, incidental, special, or consequential damages that result from the use of, or the inability to use the information contained in any third-party site accessed from WWW.COLUM.EDU.  All users specifically acknowledge and agree that Columbia College Chicago is not liable for any defamatory, offensive, or illegal conduct of any third party.  If you are dissatisfied with any information accessed via WWW.COLUM.EDU, or with any of the terms and conditions stated herein, your sole and exclusive remedy is to discontinue using WWW.COLUM.EDU.

BULLETIN BOARDS

WWW.COLUM.EDU may include bulletin boards and chat rooms which allow feedback between users and between users and Columbia College Chicago via the Webmaster Team.  Except for information posted to the bulletin boards by the Webmaster Team, Columbia College Chicago does not control the messages, information or files delivered to bulletin boards.  Columbia College Chicago neither accepts nor assumes any obligation to monitor the bulletin boards.  It is a condition of your use of the bulletin boards and this Web site that you do not:

1.  Restrict or inhibit any other user from using and enjoying the bulletin boards.

2.  Post or transmit any unlawful, threatening, abusive, libelous, or defamatory information of any kind, including without limitation any transmissions constituting or encouraging conduct that would violate any local, state, national or international law.

3.  Knowingly post or transmit any information, software or other material which violates or infringes upon the rights of others, including material which is an invasion of privacy or publicity rights or which is protected by copyright, trademark, or other proprietary right, or derivative works with respect thereto, without first obtaining permission from the owner or right holder.

4.  Knowingly post or transmit any information, software or other material which contains a virus or other harmful component.

5.  Post, transmit or in any way exploit any information, software or other material for commercial purposes, or which contains advertising.

LICENSE TO COLUMBIA COLLEGE CHICAGO

By posting messages, uploading files, inputting data or engaging in any form of communication through the bulletin boards, you are granting Columbia College Chicago a royalty-free, perpetual, non-exclusive, unrestricted, worldwide license to (1) use, copy, sublicense, adapt, transmit, publicly perform or display any such communication and (2) sublicense to third parties the unrestricted right to exercise any of the foregoing rights granted with respect to the communication.  

This agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of Illinois without giving effect to any principles or conflicts of law.  If any provision of this agreement shall be unlawful, void or for any reason unenforceable, then that provision shall be deemed severable from this agreement and shall not affect the validity and enforceability of any remaining provisions.

COMPUTER AND NETWORK 

USAGE POLICY

1.  INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

1.1  OFFICIAL POLICY:  THE EDUCOM CODE:  

This document constitutes Columbia College Chicago’s official policy regarding the use of College computers and network resources.  Columbia College Chicago adopts and adheres to The EDUCOM Code with respect to Software and Intellectual Rights.  That code states:

Respect for intellectual labor and creativity is vital to academic discourse and enterprise.  This principle applies to works of all authors and publishers in all media.  It encompasses respect for the right to acknowledgment, right to privacy, and right to determine the form, manner, and terms of publication and distribution.

Because electronic information is volatile and easily reproduced, respect for the work and personal expression of others is especially critical in computer environments.  Violations of authorial integrity, including plagiarism, invasion of privacy, unauthorized access, and trade secret and copyright violations, may be grounds for sanctions against members of the academic community.  

1.2.  USAGE IN GENERAL:  

Access to Columbia College computer and network resources imposes certain responsibilities and obligations and is granted subject to College policies, and local, state and federal laws.  Computer and network resource use should always be legal, ethical, reflect academic honesty and community standards, and show restraint in the consumption of shared resources.  It should demonstrate respect for intellectual property; ownership of data; system security mechanisms and individual rights to privacy and to freedom from intimidation, harassment and annoyance.  Appropriate use of Columbia College computer and network resources includes instruction, independent study, research, community service, and official work of the offices, units, recognized student and campus organizations and agencies of the College.  While Columbia College does not prohibit the use of College computer and network resources for private endeavors (in accordance with the policies outlined below), private usage must never hinder or burden the appropriate uses outlined above.

1.3.
OVERSIGHT:  

The Columbia College Webmaster Team will have primary responsibility for implementing this policy.  Except as provided below, neither the Webmaster Team nor Columbia College will assume nor accept any responsibility or obligation to monitor, approve, or regulate the content of data, files, or communications stored, created, or communicated using Columbia College computer and network resources.  Instead, the Columbia College computer and network resources shall be available as a limited public forum computerized bulletin board, subject to only minimal regulation by Columbia College designed to ensure access by authorized users. 

2.  DEFINITIONS

2.1.
AUTHORIZED USE:

Authorized use of Columbia College-owned computer and network resources is use which is consistent with the education, research, and service mission of the College.  Such use includes instruction, independent study, research, community service, communications with professional colleagues and official business of individual departments or units.  The term “authorized use” does not preclude use of computer and network resources for private endeavors provided such endeavors do not violate this policy or burden the uses outlined above.  The College reserves the right to extend, limit, restrict, or deny privileges and access to its computing resources.

2.2.
AUTHORIZED USERS:

Authorized users of Columbia College-owned computer and network resources are (1) current faculty, staff, administrators, and students of the College (hereinafter, the “Columbia College Community”) and (2) any other individual, group or business entity granted permission by an individual department chair or unit director responsible for the particular computer or network resource, provided such use is otherwise in compliance with this policy and does not unduly interfere with use by current faculty, staff, administrators or students.

2.3. 
COMPUTER AND NETWORK RESOURCES:

Computer and network resources include all electronic data storage, retrieval and communication apparatus owned by Columbia College Chicago, including hardware and software.  For purposes of this policy, computer and network resources also include all electronic databases made accessible via Columbia College but owned by other entities.  These databases include on-line services to which Columbia College subscribes on behalf of and for the benefit of the Columbia College Community.

2.4.
OFFICIAL INFORMATION:

Official information is communication concerning Columbia College rules, regulations and policies posted to Columbia College’s Web Page by the Columbia College Webmaster Team.  Only official information shall be legally binding on the College or represent official Columbia College policy.  No other information contained or found in Columbia College computer and network resources shall constitute official information.  

3.  RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES
3.1.
IN GENERAL:

Each person exercising the privilege of using Columbia College computer and network resources accepts certain implied obligations necessarily imposed so that all authorized users may equally enjoy the privileges made available to each individual authorized user.  Users are expected to accept limitations or restrictions on computing resources (storage space, bandwidth, time limits, etc.).   Such restrictions are designed to ensure fair access for all users.  The failure to meet the obligations imposed by this policy may result in revocation of the privilege to use Columbia College computing and network resources.  

3.2.  
PRIVACY:

Each user of Columbia College computer and network resources is entitled to a reasonable expectation of privacy.  Except when the Columbia College Webmaster Team has probable cause to believe a particular use violates local, state or federal law, the College shall not seize or inspect data, files, or communications made by authorized users or impose disciplinary action upon authorized users based upon the content of any electronic data, file or communication maintained by an authorized user.  Authorized users should be aware, however, that local, state, or federal law may provide access to any or all data, files or communications stored, received, created or communicated via Columbia College computer and network resources, as in the case of the issuance of a subpoena duces tecum on behalf of any party to litigation, including Columbia College.  In such instance, the data, files or communication may be used by any party, including Columbia College as defendant, as allowed by law.  

3.3.
ACADEMIC FREEDOM OF SPEECH:

Columbia College establishes its computer and network resources as “limited public forums.”  This means that, except as stated below, authorized users may not be censured based upon, or otherwise limited in, the content of data, files, or communication stored, received, or communicated via Columbia College computer and network resources provided such information is related to authorized use as defined herein.

3.4.
ILLEGAL SPEECH:

Except for Official Information, Columbia College exercises no editorial control over the content of information created or published via Columbia College computer and network resources.  Except for Official Information, the content of information created or published via Columbia College computer and network resources shall be the sole and exclusive responsibility of the author of such information.  Nevertheless, when it is brought to the attention of the Columbia College Webmaster Team that a user is using Columbia College computer and network resources in violation of this policy or local, state, or federal law, the Webmaster Team will screen problems and direct them to appropriate existing administrative bodies for resolution. 

3.5.
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS:

All users must comply with local, state, and federal laws regarding ownership of intellectual property.  Although Columbia College accepts no responsibility or obligation to regulate, approve or otherwise exercise editorial control over non-official information published via its computer or network resources, the College reserves the right to remove any material from its computer or network resources when such material is in violation of local, state or federal intellectual property rights.  

4.
SPECIFIC PROHIBITIONS   

4.1.  
HARASSMENT:

No user may use Columbia College computer and network resources to harass any other person.  For purposes of this policy, harassment shall include, (1) using the computer and network resources with the intent to annoy, terrify, intimidate, or threaten another person, (2) using the computer and network resources with the intent to repeatedly communicate with another person (except via listserv to which the other person voluntarily subscribes) after that person has informed the user to no longer contact him or her, or (3) using the computer and network resources to disrupt or damage official College functions.  When it is brought to the attention of the Columbia College Webmaster Team that a user is violating the prohibition against harassment, the Webmaster Team  will screen problems and direct them to appropriate existing administrative bodies for resolution. 

4.2.
COMMERCIAL USE:

No user may use Columbia College computer and network resources for private commercial gain.  

4.3.
MISREPRESENTATION:

No user who creates or maintains an individual web page using Columbia College computer and network resources may represent the information contained therein as official information nor may such user represent that he or she is acting on behalf of Columbia College.

4.4.
VIOLATIONS OF COPYRIGHT:

No user may use, publish, copy or  store copyrighted material via Columbia College computing and networking resources without the permission of the copyright owner.  

5.
SANCTIONS

5.1.  
Upon notice and determination that an authorized user has violated this policy, the Columbia College Webmaster Team may take such actions as will prevent future violations by directing them to appropriate existing administrative bodies for resolution.  
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