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Introduction

Description of the engagement

The Academic Technology Strategy Project Team elicited input from a cross section of the twenty-three campuses of the California State University system to inform the academic technology strategy development process. A team consisting of a faculty member, a Chancellor’s office staff member and a consultant from Collegis’ Strategic Services unit facilitated a series of five focus groups at each of seven campuses and recorded the participant’s comments. The consultant was responsible for synthesizing the comments, identifying potential academic technology initiatives implied by stakeholder issues, and reporting back to the project team and the Academic Technology Planning Committee.

The primary focus of the project team was to identify stakeholder values and needs which would, in turn, inform the academic technology strategy development process. Secondarily the project team hoped to identify potential academic technology initiatives that would support the four overarching goals of the system-wide academic technology strategy. The four overarching goals, delineated by the Presidents’ Technology Steering Committee and the Chancellor, are:

1. Maintaining and improving the high quality of education provided by the CSU;

2. Meeting the access requirements of California residents eligible for admission to the CSU;

3. Providing high levels of student satisfaction with both the education they receive and the student services that support instruction, and;

4. Providing a mechanism by which the faculty of the CSU, both individually and collectively, can redesign their workload.

The purpose of the campus visits was to provide an opportunity for broader stakeholder input into the state-wide academic technology strategy development process.  This was to ensure that the eventual strategic initiatives included in the plan would reflect and support identified academic technology needs, and complement the efforts underway at the campus level.

Methodology followed

The Academic Technology Planning Team determined at the outset that it was imperative to consult with all 23 CSU campuses.  This effort was divided into two segments with seven campuses to be visited during the first round of information gathering and the remaining 16 campus visits be used to refine and validate the collected data and the products derived from them. Two members of the Academic Technology Planning Project Team and a consultant from Collegis were assigned to conduct the initial site visits and facilitate the focus groups. The facilitators were Dr. Vicki Casella, a faculty member from San Francisco State and Director of the Center for the Enhancement of Teaching, Lou Zweier, Director of the CSU Center for Distributed Learning, and Mike Reid from Collegis. The campuses visited were San Francisco, Long Beach, Pomona, San Marcos, Sonoma, Chico and Northridge.  These campuses were selected to provide representation of large/small, urban/rural, and north/south types of campuses.

The provost at each campus was asked to identify a contact person to coordinate the identification of participants for five focus groups. Campuses were asked to assemble two groups of faculty (one group of early adopters of technology and another of late to non-adopters), a group of academic technology support staff, a group of students, and the members of the academic technology planning group that had represented the campus at a Chancellor’s Office planning meeting in April of 2002. A background letter and questions for each group were provided to the contact person to distribute to participants in advance of the campus visit. Copies of the letters are contained in Attachment 1. Contact persons were also asked to arrange the logistics of space and schedule for the focus group meetings.

Each focus group met for 1.5 hours. The facilitators concentrated on guiding the discussion to ensure that all of the questions were addressed appropriately. This included probing participant comments with further questions to elicit the most complete understanding of the issues addressed possible. The facilitators also informally tested the groups’ consensus on certain key points.

On two campuses the focus groups were held in rooms equipped for technology supported group collaboration. In these sessions participants were asked to record their responses to each question on a computer at their seat. As their answers were typed they were displayed on a monitor that allowed everyone to see the responses of all participants. After a set time input was stopped and participants were asked to discuss and amplify on their responses. At the remaining five campuses participant responses were manually recorded on a laptop computer by one of the three facilitators.

Participants were asked to sign an attendance sheet to record who participated in each group. Because signing the attendance sheet was voluntary, the record may not be complete, but is included as Attachment 2.

Questions and themes addressed

A letter (see attachments) giving an overview of the academic technology strategy development project, the four over arching goals, the focus group questions and several statements to set the context of the discussions was distributed to the campuses with a request that it be given to each person invited to participate. There were four versions reflecting the different questions asked of each stakeholder group. The core questions were:

Faculty Questions

1. What challenges do you face in helping students achieve the learning goals you have established for you courses?

2. How have you used technology to try to address these challenges?

3. What is your vision of how teaching and learning will look in 2006?
4. What do you need to bridge the gap between where you are now and what you envision in the future?
Student Questions
1. How is technology being used in your courses?

2. How is technology being used to support other aspects of student life?

3. How would you like technology to be used?

4. What obstacles do you face in using technology to achieve your educational goals?

5. What support and/or resources do you need to help you overcome these obstacles?

Academic Technology Staff Questions

1. What challenges do you face in helping faculty and students use technology to achieve their learning goals?

2. What are some successful strategies you have used in supporting faculty and student use of technology for learning?

3. How do you envision using technology in the future to support faculty and students?

4. What do you need to bridge the gap between what you are doing now and what you envision in the future to support faculty and student use of technology for learning?

Academic Technology Planning Team Questions

1. What progress have you made in the strategic planning process for academic technology on campus?

2. What challenges have you faced in the planning or implementation of the academic technology plan?

3. How do you envision technology being used in the future to maintain and improve education provide by the campus?

4. What obstacles does your campus face in using academic technology in such a way that you could make such a vision a reality?

Summary of Major Themes

Faculty Support

Summary Analysis

The overwhelming majority of faculty that participated in the focus group activity uses information technology in some way in their teaching. There was strong agreement that the use of technology is beneficial. Most faculty participants expressed a belief that there was much more potential for technology than has been realized. Faculty indicated that cynicism among their colleagues about the value of technology as a teaching and learning tool, anxiety regarding the reliability and availability of technological tools, and insufficient institutional support for academic technology have impeded the full realization of the potential value of learning technologies.

Many examples of faculty use of information technologies were cited during the focus group activity including: 

· Enhancing presentations.  Use of presentation technologies – Microsoft PowerPoint® software coupled with computer projection equipment – has become relatively commonplace in lecture courses. Some instructors have developed multimedia presentations that include graphics, pictures, audio clips, and video clips in addition to their class notes.

· Web-based instructional support.  Web tools are being used to expand communications with and among students, publish course materials, and provide links to course related information resources such as MERLOT. In most of the cases cited, the web is being used to publish course information and supplemental resources. There were some examples of web capabilities being used to replace classroom activities such as online examinations and discussion groups.

· Hybrid courses.  Some instructors have developed hybrid courses consisting of a combination of classroom and online instruction. One example cited a course during the fall term that met in class twice each week and one day per week online. A few participants expressed the belief that hybrid courses will become more prevalent in the future as the desire to maintain classroom experiences meets the growing pressure to increase facilities availability to satisfy the demand of Title Wave II.  

· Fully online courses.  There are many examples of fully online course offerings within the CSU. In some cases faculty members that have an intellectual interest in this mode of instruction have developed online courses, but more often the development of online courses appears to be tied to objectives to provide access to targeted populations. 

· Electronic communication tools.  Extensive use is made of e-mail for communication among faculty and students. E-mail is often used to receive and respond to student questions about course concepts, receive assigned student work products and communicate course information and updates. Faculty have used list servers and personal e-mail lists to facilitate group e-mail. Though there is general agreement that e-mail is a useful tool, the volume of communication can be overwhelming and has contributed to the workload concerns of many faculty members.

· Specialized instructional technology.  A wide variety of discipline specific uses of technology were discussed during the focus groups. Many requirements for specialized hardware, software and support were cited during these discussions along with the difficulties that have been encountered in meeting those requirements.

Five broad issues were commonly cited as challenges to effective use of information technologies by faculty:

· Pedagogy – Faculty have many questions regarding how to apply technology to the processes used in teaching and learning. Faculty development related to academic technology has focused on the tools and how they function, rather than on how to implement specific pedagogical methods. There is a need for models of effective pedagogical practices and documented research to establish the value of those models.

· Workload – Without exception faculty indicated that the use of technology had increased, rather than decreased, their workload. Development of technology based materials and time spent in electronic communications are the most frequently cited contributors to the increased workload associated with learning technologies.

· Reward, Tenure and Promotion – Faculty frequently stated that RTP processes do not value their efforts to improve teaching and learning through innovations with technology. To the contrary, many said that the time they devote to improving teaching and learning takes away from their time to conduct the kinds of topical research that are rewarded through RTP.

· Instructional Support – Institutions have not provided sufficient quantities or types of resources to support faculty in improving learning through the use of technology. Support structures often do not include sufficient staff to adequately maintain the hardware and software infrastructure. The need for instructional support staff that includes curriculum design, classroom implementation, media development and technical assistance was identified as necessary for faculty to effectively incorporate technology into courses.

· Policies – Administrative policies have not been adapted to accommodate the requirements and capabilities of technology enabled learning environments either at the campus or statewide level. Faculty cited policy issues as constraining opportunities for collaboration, structuring online courses and use and access to potentially valuable online materials.

Pedagogy

When asked about the challenges faced in meeting the learning goals they’ve established for their courses, faculty answers were much more likely to address specific learning issues than they were technology. Faculty are concerned with engaging students in learning, providing timely feedback, assessing student progress towards learning goals and developing critical thinking skills. They are also concerned about how to best redesign their curriculum and courses to effectively utilize the capabilities of learning technologies. 

One of the most commonly expressed faculty concerns was related to engaging and maintaining the interest of students so that they participate in learning. This is a long-standing issue that is relevant whether or not technology is being used. Faculty are searching for ways to stimulate student’s interest in the delving into subject matter so they will achieve mastery of course concepts and be able to apply them. A variety of methods were cited including in-class and online discussions, study groups, team assignments and multi-media presentations. 

Faculty expressed needs to improve and increase the use of assessment to evaluate courses, student entry-level skills and knowledge, and student achievement. They see technology as one possible means of improving assessment, but are unsure how to move from vision to reality. In addition to a lack of time to develop new assessment strategies, many faculties are unsure what assessment techniques are available and which are best suited to specific objectives. There was also an indication that there is a lack of agreement on how to establish appropriate course goals, which makes it difficult to determine how to assess progress.

Of primary importance to faculty is insuring that the instructional methods they use are pedagogically sound no matter how they are implemented. They see technology as “just another tool” (albeit a very powerful tool) to be used to meet the learning goals established for their courses. One challenge for faculty in this regard is that many have not had formal education or training in how to design curriculum and courses. Often individual faculty members have modeled their teaching styles and methods after those they experienced in their own studies. 

Many, if not most, instructors do not believe they have sufficient time or skills to redesign their courses to successfully integrate information technologies. It takes significant effort to convert course materials to electronic media, especially when working with physical materials such as written notes, slides, pictures, graphics, and sound and video recordings. Moreover, such conversions require a broad range of technical resources and the skills to utilize them. This is in addition to the expertise needed in instructional design that is necessary to assemble the resulting materials into an effective learning experience. In short, to successfully develop academic technology innovations on their own, an instructor must have content knowledge (their specialty), strong technical skills, instructional design expertise and loads of time. While a small minority of the faculty may be willing to undertake such a challenge to satisfy personal curiosity, it is unreasonable to expect this of the faculty in general.

Faculty have expressed a desire to collaborate with others in the development of course materials. They are especially interested in working with others within their discipline at their own campus as well as with faculty on other campuses. Faculty see collaboration as one way to reduce the high initial work load necessary to create technology based learning materials. 

Even where instructors have applied technology to traditional pedagogies there are questions about the effectiveness of what they’ve done. For instance, students indicated that some instructors that use PowerPoint® put their complete lecture notes in the presentation and merely read the slides to the class as they project them. Not surprisingly, students find it unsatisfying to participate in this type of a learning environment.  A related point made by students is that the pacing of lectures using PowerPoint® is sometimes overwhelming. There is a tendency by some instructors to move through the material much more rapidly when material is projected than they would while writing key points on a chalk or white board. A few faculty participants agreed with this perception and suggested that they are able to include more information in a given course through the use of presentation technology.

Faculty Workload

There is a consensus that current workload inhibits faculty from fully (or effectively?) exploring the use of technology to improve learning. With a load that currently averages nearly 50 hours per week of CSU related work, faculty are hesitant to take on additional time commitments. As it is faculty stated they are under pressure to do more of what they are already doing in relation to student contact hours and time spent on research. Some instructors expressed frustration that their current load does not allow adequate time to provide the individualized support that their students need to be successful. 

Use of technology has had the effect of increasing workload for faculty. The front-end load to learn to use the technology and prepare materials is a significant challenge for faculty. Once they begin teaching using technology faculty often find that the increased e-mail communication load is overwhelming. As one participant put it: 

“Workload is impacted [by technology] especially in relation to distance learning. Enthusiastic teachers often over extend themselves and wear themselves out.”

Instructors stated that increased demand to prepare for technology-assisted courses should be recognized through workload policies and that additional load credit should be given for the preparation of those courses. They also expressed a need to have production support staff to assist in the design and development of technology mediated materials. Faculty also suggested that the university should encourage collaborative development of course materials with discipline teams locally and among campuses within the CSU system.

Rewards, Tenure and Promotion

It was repeatedly stated that the RTP process does not include incentives for faculty to improve learning through innovating with technology. To the contrary, faculty stated that time spent learning, developing and implementing innovations with technology reduces the time available to do the types of things that are rewarded through RTP. To some extent student expectations regarding technology puts faculty in a catch-22 situation: failure to use technology can lower student evaluations of instructors (which is considered in RTP), but investing the time to incorporate technology adversely affects abilities to do research and publish (which are highly valued in RTP).

Many faculty are reluctant to embrace new learning technologies until they have both professional and pedagogical incentives to do so. Faculty who are facile with technology because of personal interest, are willing to experiment with creating new learning paradigms for students because of their desire for creative expression and belief in the potential benefits of new technologies. However, for the faculty at large it will be necessary to provide rewards and incentives that recognize the commitment of time and expertise that are necessary to develop effective technology enabled innovations. RTP will need to change to value the work involved in designing and implementing new instructional methods as highly as it does research and publication.

Academic Technology Support

 Faculty report that support for learning technologies is insufficient in terms of quantity and nature of services. Academic technology support tends to focus on faculty training programs, user help desk and component technology support. Some campuses have limited instructional design support.  Few, if any, areas of support are adequately resourced to meet the full demand for service. Even where weekday classroom and lab support is judged to be adequate, evening and weekend support is problematic. Campus participants indicated that technology support staff are knowledgeable and helpful.  However, there are not enough support staff to meet the needs and expectations of faculty.

One recurring theme cited by faculty is the need for more consultation between faculty and support staff. Faculty cited instances in which support staff made changes to software and/or hardware configurations without adequate consultation, leading to disruptions in the ability to use the technology as planned. 

Though faculty are generally satisfied with the technology available for their personal use, they identified the need to have more access to technology equipped classrooms and laboratories. The pervasive use of technology to support lectures and discussion has driven a growth in demand for “smart” classrooms. We were told that campuses have not been able to equip and maintain classrooms in numbers sufficient to meet the growth in demand nor has faculty, in most instances, been part of the decision making and design process  Faculty also cited the need for more, and in some cases larger, laboratory spaces.  Equipment and software in both classrooms and labs needs to be maintained in working condition. Computer hardware and software should be renewed on a regular basis to maintain relevance with the subject matter being taught.


There is continual need for faculty development programs that assess faculty needs, provide training in curriculum design and include a master teacher/coach model. More importantly, faculty need development opportunities that strengthen their conceptual understanding of when and how to apply technology to meet specific pedagogical objectives. Many instructors want development opportunities that improve their teaching skills by acquainting them with different teaching methods and how to apply them. They want a better understanding of how to design and use assessments to gauge students’ mastery of course material, and the effectiveness of the learning environment. Faculty are interested in improving the quality of instruction and want to integrate academic technology within that context. Faculty development programs need to be designed and scheduled to be sensitive to faculty workloads. 

Even with access to up-to-date technology and development opportunities faculty workload constrains the development of technology enabled course materials. They may have the equipment and knowledge, but they do not have adequate time. Faculty need and want support in the design, development and implementation of technology mediated materials. There is interest in collaborative development models that bring teams of faculty within specific disciplines together with teams of technology and instructional design specialists to develop reusable learning modules and materials that can be centrally housed and shared among faculty system-wide. 

Administrative Policies

A number of policy and procedural issues were identified which impede the use of academic technologies in both classroom and online environments:

· Faculty are constrained in the use of online materials due to copyright issues. In some cases they are unsure how fair use concepts apply to online materials.

· Intellectual property ownership is an issue for faulty concerned with protecting their rights to materials they’ve created. Some instructors have refused to put their materials online for fear that they will lose control and ownership of their intellectual property. 

· At one campus faculty indicated that a policy prohibiting competition with community colleges is restricting the development of lower division online courses.

· The academic administrative infrastructure is geared toward traditional unit-driven term-length campus classes. Sometimes the application of administrative “rules” to online courses seems absurd. Faculty expressed an interest in more flexible weighting and non-traditional scheduling of courses.  Faculty stated that administrative restrictions impede collaboration among instructional divisions on campus and between campuses within the CSU.

An issue of particular concern for the CSU is that the perceived barrier to collaboration across campuses acts as an inhibitor to distance programs that might potentially leverage faculty resources and increase student access. There are some subjects that do not generate sufficient enrollment on one campus to justify allocation of resources but that would be economically viable if enrollment from multiple campuses could be pooled.

Selected Comments from Participants

· I try to develop empathy toward others in my classes and technology actually creates a paradox with that. I need to learn to be better at facilitating the interactions.  Faculty
· Expectation for quality of presentation has increased tenfold with information technology in teaching.  Faculty

· The amount of information presented in the class has doubled due to the use of technology. The rate of presentation is so fast it creates problems for the students in processing the information.  Faculty
· Knowing that students have achieved their learning goals - how do I really know they're learning what they need to learn?  Faculty
· Challenge:  Depth of learning - how to inspire students to be curious, go deeper, seek missing evidence and possibly disconfirming evidence.  Faculty
· Challenge:  If all of the professor’s notes and ideas are in the PowerPoint® slides my mind may drift elsewhere.  Student
· Challenge:  With PowerPoint®, sometimes you only get to see a whole diagram, and not how the parts are built up into the whole, and how it fits together conceptually.  Student
· Worry: The human element will be destroyed by classes that meet only in cyber space. There is a place for electronic classes but only when the pedagogical need is apparent or when distant practitioners need certification updated.  Faculty
· Workload is impacted especially in relation to distance learning. Enthusiastic teachers often over extend themselves and wear themselves out.  AT Planning Team
· Workload: "C" codes are antiquated and do not reflect the realities of technology. Presume that technology will reduce workload. Don't build prep time in as part of credit for activity. Fewer and fewer faculty are willing to develop classes that use computers.  Faculty
· Stop expecting us to learn all the technology in our spare time. My friends in private industry are well paid to attend workshops on "company time." The Chancellor's office is willing to spend dollars on hardware but not on people.  Faculty
· Faculty incentives are insufficient to promote wide spread adaptation of technology and fail to recognize the front-loaded nature of interactive development.  AT Planning Team
· Faculty review (tenure and promotion) committees need to understand the commitment in terms of time, resources, course redesign and pedagogical issues that is required of faculty integrating technology.  AT Planning Team

· Technology supports multiple intelligences (Gartner) but I don't have the time. Also RTP does not reward the time spent incorporating the technology and takes time away from the types of things I must do to get rewarded.  Faculty
· When software changes, it can change the preparation for the class, but that work is not recognized.  There is a tendency to think that once the course has been created, that it's done. In reality, it's always changing.  Faculty
· Getting support in real-time when a class is meeting and having a problem is not available because of lack of resources.  Faculty
· I use SPSS, but no one in our labs knows how to use it. I must use a lot of time after class with students to help them use it.  Faculty
· How can I create a virtual organization that my students can use as a case study as they move through the curriculum? I don't know where to go to get the support to put something like this together.  Faculty
· IT is not flexible enough to meet the needs of unique discipline needs.  They won't install packages for departments.  We have to distribute the software ourselves.  The standardization is too rigid. Faculty
· Need more support resources. Would like to have a curriculum design resource in our department of nursing.  Faculty
· I could not get tech support for even the most minimal things so I had to forget doing some things I had already developed.  Faculty
· Sometimes copyright issues get in the way. Don't have a campus policy on intellectual property.  AT Staff
· Many faculty want to hide things behind passwords because they are afraid that others will come in and take their content ideas.  AT Staff
· Policy decision not to compete with community colleges is restricting online classes for lower division courses.  Faculty
· [We need] CSU policies to allow collaboration across campuses and to assist students to pick and choose courses from across the system.  Faculty
Student Academic Support

Summary Analysis

 Like faculty, students requrie support services to assist them in achieving their academic goals. These range from assistance in negotiating the administrative bueracracy to improving their writing skills or learning to use new software. Five general themes related to student support services emerged during our discussions:

· Student Preparedness – Students come to CSU without sufficient academic skills in reading, writing and math, and may also lack adequate study and research skills. Many students do not possess sufficient technology skills to meet expectations for the use of computing and communication tools.

· Access to Technology – A number of students do not have computers and/or network access in their homes. Campus computing resources are not always adequate to meet the needs of all students and access to specialized resources is difficult. Students are resistant to additional fees to provide more access to technology.

· Student Workload – Many students have outside commitments that compete with school for their time.

· Student Support Services – Students want their business interactions with the university to be simple. A majority of students want online access to as many services as possible. Students also want to know what technology support is available to them and how to access it.

· Accessibility – Students with special needs require accommodation to access the services and educational programs of the university. Legally and ethically, technology enabled courses and services must be as accessible to students with special needs as to the rest of the student population.

Preparedness

Faculty are concerned with the number of students that enter the CSU without being adequately prepared for college level work. Student preparedness was one of the top three challenges cited by faculty during the focus groups. This is not to say that all students are under prepared, but those that are contributing to a significant skills gap that must be managed by the instructor. Faculty cited four areas in which students often have skills deficiencies:

· Basic academic skills - reading, writing and math.

· Technology skills - basic word processing, spread sheet and presentation software. Also preparation for specialized technology for specific disciplines.

· Study skills – organizing and managing study time.

· Information literacy – access, validate and use information.

Some faculty members have devised methods of improving student basic skills. We were told of online writing labs, peer writing reviews, orientation programs, computer based remediation programs and mentoring programs. There is an expectation among some faculty that information technology can play a significant role in academic skills remediation. One suggestion was made to provide access to computer based remediation programs before students begin their first term in the CSU. Some faculty expressed a need to work with middle and secondary schools to clarify the general education requirements for entry into CSU and to work with those institutions to develop programs to better prepare students for college.

 One of the more surprising findings from the focus groups was that students are not adequately prepared to deal with the technology requirements in their courses. This was confirmed in comments from faculty, students and staff. Though the discussion about technology skills was introduced much like the other issues of student preparedness, it developed into a more complex set of problems. In fact, there are a significant number of students that come to campus without the requisite personal productivity software skills. Faculty state that these can be addressed through remediation programs in much the same way as academic skills deficiencies. 

Another, more difficult, issue related to technology skills expectations is that many courses have incorporated the use of software packages that provide specific discipline related functionality. Examples include statistical packages in math and social sciences, page layout software in journalism, and recording and mixing software in music. Often instructors make assignments that require students to use these tools and the students have not received any prior training in the use of the software. Much of this specialized software is highly complex and it is not intuitive to use. Students stated that they should receive formal training when there is an expectation to use specialized software. They do not want to be expected to learn it on their own or to have to vie for the time of lab staff to train them. 

As a final note about technology preparation, students commented that they were expected to use instructional management systems (WebCT and Blackboard) without any initial training. They are of the opinion that some additional orientation and training should be provided for those products.

Access to Technology

Though much has been done to upgrade and improve the technology infrastructure on CSU campuses many issues combine to make student access to technology problematic.

· All campuses have too few open lab resources to meet demands during peak periods. This problem becomes more severe as ever more instructors give assignments that require computer access.

· Configuration, support management and licensing constraints prevent many discipline specific software tools from being generally available outside of departmental labs.

· Departmental labs are often available for a limited number of hours, further restricting access to specialized software.

· Specialized software is too expensive for students to buy even when they have computers with sufficient capability at home.

· Incompatibilities between home and campus computers make it difficult to move work between environments.

· Last mile bandwidth limitations, especially for those without cable or DSL providers, make access to campus resources too slow to be effective and create inequality in the access capabilities of students.

· In many cases campuses do not allow connection to the campus network via the internet making it impossible to access many network resources from home.

· On one campus students residing in one particular dorm must dial-in to the campus network because there is no backbone access in the building. Students in that dorm are limited to 25 hours per month of dial-in connect time. Students in dorms with backbone access have no access limitations.

Besides the difficulty in gaining access, students also complain about the high cost of printing on campus. High per page print costs are an irritant to all, but are especially difficult for students who don’t have the option to take the work home.

There is considerable sentiment among faculty participants for providing laptops to every student. Overlooking the logistical and financial implications, there is a belief among the advocates that providing each student with a laptop would eliminate many of the current compatibility and availability problems. Not all faculty agree, but there were far more arguments in support of a laptop program than against it.

Technology support staff and faculty also tend to favor a mandatory technology fee for students as a way to create a revenue stream to support technology investments. This was not a popular idea among students, though some did say that if a good justification could be made and there was an assurance of accountability they would vote for a technology fee. On the other hand there were students that would oppose any additional fee no matter what the intended use.

Student Workload

Students often have family, work and other commitments that compete with school work for their time. Students expressed concerns with their own time management skills and self discipline. When there are time conflicts students may not adequately prepare for class or may miss class entirely. In some cases students try to make up for missed class time through faculty office hours or updates from study team members. If an over committed student is involved in team assignments or study groups their time conflicts can impact the entire team.

Student Support Services

Students’ expectations for enrollment services can be easily summarized. They want their interactions with institutional process to be uncomplicated, information to be well organized and easy to find, to be able to locate contact information for their peers and to be able to do it all online. There were some students who were less enthusiastic about online services, but they were in the minority of those who participated in the focus groups. Some campuses have not implemented online access to student support services such as registration, grade access and degree audit. The students at these campuses clearly stated their desire to have online access to support services.

Most students have e-mail accounts from private internet service providers. Though most campuses provide university e-mail accounts to each student, students often don’t use their campus accounts. Because students aren’t using their campus accounts, instructors that want to use e-mail to communicate with their students must devise a way to collect personal e-mail addresses in order to create class e-mail lists. Faculty would like to have an automated method of capturing student e-mail addresses.

Students expect the university to provide support for the use of the technology necessary for their classes. The primary issues expressed by students relative to technology support is that they aren’t sure what services are available to them, and they aren’t sure how to find out. 

Accessibility

In order to meet the legal and ethical requirements technology deployment strategies need to include specific accommodation for students with special needs. Audio and Video resources need to have captioning - to allow for dissemination to the deaf. Tools for developing online texts need to be capable of alternative display in large character sets to accommodate impaired vision. Web and screen readers are needed to allow visually impaired students access to visual media. Computer facilities must be accessible to those with mobility impairments. While some of the technical capabilities to achieve accessibility are available on CSU campuses they are not always used.

Summary Comments from Participants

· Many students that have been admitted are unprepared for University level work (specifically math and English skills).  Faculty
· In the college of engineering we always face the problem of deficiency in math and writing skills. We must provide tutorial service to prepare them to do college level work.  Faculty
· Many students come to us from high school with out basic computer literacy. Suggest computer literacy requirement (or remediation) for all incoming students.  AT Staff
· When shown how to use productivity applications the students generally get it quickly, but there has to be time dedicated to providing the learning experience.  AT Staff
· Students are not trained to use the technology properly. Need a place for students to go to be trained initially. For instance, how can you separate good and bad information? How do you use WebCT if it is used in your courses?  Faculty
· Teachers make assignments that require the use of technology that we do not know.  Student
· Students do not have basic study skills.  Faculty
· Time management skills of students are a major issue. They are really inconsistent.  Faculty
· [I’m] not sure where to begin the research.  Student
· One instructor banned Internet research because no one cited a book (all internet) for a report.  Student
· Sometimes its hard to determine if information online is accurate.  Student
· [We should] Provide students with criteria for evaluating sites and information.  Faculty
· Mismatched standards between on-campus and home systems for students [is a problem]. Students don't always have the software they need. Location and number of labs does not provide adequate access for students. [There is] Insufficient access to specialize resources.  AT Staff
· Students receive assignments to create a project that is no longer written, don't have the physical resources to meet the demand during peak periods.  AT Staff
· Different levels of technology access. Variability of availability of component technologies among students affects their ability to cope with assignments.  Faculty
· The types of software we would like to use are often quite expensive. Students do not have access from off campus. Students need to have the skill to practice within the discipline. This is a very serious problem in some disciplines.  Faculty
· [We] Can't use campus resources for many things unless you are on campus. For example can't use oracle from home. [I] Would like to be able to access from home. Would save me 110 miles of driving (roundtrip) to come to campus to use it.  Student
· The assessment of learning goals is time consuming and students have limitations with work and family that are the main reasons that they don't want to put in the time that it takes for basic work.  Faculty
· Students don't have time to meet as team members and resist using technology for team meetings.  Faculty
· The greatest challenge relates to preparation -- students are often too busy with work or other non-class related distractions to fully complete course readings or assignments.  Faculty
· Distance Learning/Online Classes can be very successful for some students -- and may supplement the traditional course offerings to accommodate complicated student schedules.  Faculty
· We want to encourage faculty to use the services of the NCOD to caption videos used in class to benefit the deaf and heard of hearing student.  AT Staff
· Challenge: Making materials accessible as well. What needs to be done to make the material usable to everyone that needs access to them?  Faculty
· Every page on the web must have parsable media that can be delivered in a variety of forms.  Faculty
Resources

Summary Analysis

- Each group of participants was asked to tell us how they would like to see technology used and what was required to make what they would like to see a reality. The overwhelming majority of answers identified resources or resource dependent services. While their responses provide a clear picture of the resources that would be required to implement their ideas, there are only hints that institutional priorities and culture might need to change before the resources would be committed.

Cultural considerations aside, there are many resource related issues that must be addressed in planning for academic technologies in the CSU:

· Facilities – Needs were identified relative to the number of technology equipped classrooms and labs, the configuration of classrooms, and the management of rooms.

· Technology – Concerns were expressed regarding the availability of resources and planned periodic replacement of technology.

· Support Staff – In line with the needs identified elsewhere for support of students and faculty, management and availability of support staff were identified as issues.

· Leverage – There are clearly ways in which the CSU can use its status as a system to leverage the acquisition and use of resources.

Facilities

From the perspective of many faculty and academic support staff too few technology equipped smart classrooms are available on CSU campuses. Smart classrooms have been minimally defined to be rooms with a computer projection system, network connection and computer or laptop connection. The number of instructors that have expressed interest in using smart classrooms has outstripped campus efforts to equip them. Faculty indicated that they can’t count on having access to an equipped room from term to term and that this impacts their ability to present prepared course materials. In some cases classroom management exacerbates the problem when instructors that do not use the technology are assigned to teach in a technology equipped room, while another instructor that relies on the technology is assigned to a room that is devoid of technology. 

Faculty also is concerned with the design and configuration of technology equipped classrooms. The majority of smart classrooms are conventional classrooms in which equipment has been installed. Frequently little consideration is given to how the design of the room, ambient lighting or placement of equipment will effect the way the room can be used. Faculty cited a number of issues related to lighting, location of equipment and seating layout that have not been adequately addressed in many smart classrooms. The primary issue is that faculty wants the technology to enhance, not restrain what they can do in the classroom.

While many of the issues cited with the design of facilities are, in part, attributed to the difficulties associated with retrofitting existing facilities, this is not always the case. Similar issues have been raised about the design of new buildings, suggesting that additional care must be taken during facilities planning to be sure that architects use appropriately qualified classroom and laboratory design specialists and faculty consultation to insure that facilities design matches intended use.
Students, staff and faculty all expressed needs for better access to computer labs. Faculty indicated that labs sometimes have too few machines to accommodate the number of students in class. In some cases the rooms themselves are not large enough to accommodate the minimum number of students that must be scheduled. Students echo the sentiments of faculty, and also indicate a need for more open lab facilities in which they can work outside of class. Staff echoes the concerns of faculty and students and also adds that some laboratory facilities are not staffed to allow maximum utilization of those facilities.

Technology

Most of the general academic information technology needs have already been referred to in earlier sections of this report. However, the specific needs of many academic disciplines have often been overlooked in system and institutional discussions. We heard from faculty from a variety of departments that identified requirements for specialized software and hardware. In some cases the disciplines have technology requirements that are not computer related and they are frustrated that technology discussions focus only on information technologies. Others expressed computer related needs that, because of their specialized nature, are not included in general institutional technology discussions. In either case faculty want academic technology discussions to be expanded to include discipline specific as well as general institutional requirements.  Some of the issues uncovered in these focus group sessions relate to the limitations of the software and hardware currently on the market. Faculty discussed features they would like to have available to them that publishers have not included in the commercial packages.  This includes the capability to handle special fonts and/or mathematical symbols, fully accessible video and audio files, alternative assessment tools and more comprehensive, flexible testing/grading systems.

Of special concern to everyone is the need to establish plans and budgets for the periodic renewal of technology resources. We heard frequent comments about the advanced age and limited capabilities of some of the equipment and software in use on the campuses visited. Only one campus, San Marcos, cited a clear plan for the periodic replacement of computing hardware. Even San Marcos is concerned with how to provide for the replacement of equipment that is not covered in their lease program. It was interesting to note that several faculty felt that the refresh money could be better spent in other ways as they were comfortable with the level of computer they had and would prefer to be asked as to whether or not they needed an upgrade.

The potential impact of the failure to plan for equipment replacement will continue to grow as more faculty and academic programs increase their reliance on technology as a foundation tool for instruction. 

Support Staff

Many issues were identified regarding support for academic technology all of which hinge around providing adequate numbers of staff with appropriate skills that are managed effectively. It is impossible to determine from the discussions how many staff will be required to adequately meet service needs, but we do have clues to the types of staff that are needed:

· Technologists – to plan, deploy, and maintain the myriad of technologies that constitute the academic technology infrastructure including the network, application servers, desktop computers, software, multimedia equipment and specialized laboratory equipment.

· Faculty Development Professionals  – To assess faculty needs and develop and administer training and development programs to support faculty in acquiring new knowledge and skills in academic technology and teaching/learning methods.

· Instructional Designers – to assist faculty in establishing learning goals, restructuring their courses to achieve those goals and coaching faculty on the use of new learning methods and tools.

· Media Specialists – to redesign and convert materials for digital presentation.

· Programmers – to work with groups of faculty to develop instructional software components that are not available from other sources.

· Help Desk Technicians – To provide an immediate source of support for faculty and students that encounter problems while using the technologies.

Based on the comments of the participants it is recommended that the organization of technology support resources be reviewed in light of the emerging requirements for academic support. Campuses need to assess support needs across the institution and design institutional support models that match those needs. Centralized, distributed and hybrid delivery models need to be evaluated to determine the most effective mix to balance service needs with resources. Governance and reporting lines for technology should be reexamined to ensure that those structures reflect the growing impact that the technology support organization has on the academic mission of the institution. 

Leverage

Faculty and staff stated that CSU programs to license and distribute software are beneficial to campuses. Campus stakeholders stated that they prefer that the chancellor’s office not pass the cost back to the campuses however. There is general agreement that opportunities to leverage the buying power of the system should be exploited wherever possible.

Campus faculty and staff envision ways other than group purchases to capitalize on the CSU’s status as a system. Some faculty expressed a desire for system sponsored collaborative efforts within disciplines to develop and warehouse learning modules. Faculty who suggested this model expressed a desire to leverage resources and reduce the front-end individual course development effort. It was suggested that this might be positioned as an expansion of the MERLOT concept. It was implied that these activities might be located at a CSU design center that houses technology and support staff to enable collaborative course development efforts among campuses. Some faculty also expressed a need for system-wide collaboration on the development of new instructional tools, or the augmentation of commercial products.

Some campus support staff would like to see the chancellor’s office operate server farms on the 4-C Net backbone to host learning management systems, streaming servers, and/or shared instructional applications.  They suggested that this would provide multiple advantages by leveraging systems management and physical resources. 

Summary comments From Participants

· Computer classrooms too small, many classes have over 35 students.  AT Staff
· There is disconnect between the number of students required and the size the facilities will accommodate.  Faculty
·  placed TV's in each classroom… …The TV is not useful for teaching because it is in the wrong location in the room and it is prohibitively expensive to move it.  Faculty
· Size of the classroom is also an issue in teacher preparation program for multiple subject credentials. Must enroll 40-45 students for financial viability, but labs only have 30 stations.  Faculty
· I use a lot of technology in the classroom while I'm teaching. I have to kill all but two banks of lights to make the display visible. When I go to write on the board, the students can't see it. We need to have spaces designed for the technology that is being used.  Faculty
· More of the classrooms need to have equipment in them for using multimedia (projector, video player, internet connection, etc).  Faculty
· Two-thirds of classrooms are high-tech classrooms. Our difficulty is that central scheduling does a poor job of matching faculty to the type of room they need.  AT Staff
· Not enough resources available for open use. And computer in labs are locked down so can't use what we need.  Student
· Increase in the number of students and technology needs and faculty but no increase in the staff needed to coordinate.  AT Staff
· Don't have ability to provide 24x7 support though this is a 24x7 technology and organization.  AT Staff
· Technology in learning program was designed to help faculty use technology and put in their programs. The complaint we hear most frequently is that they do not have the time to design. They would like to have a production model that would have us [academic technology support] doing the work.  AT Planning Team
· Faculty would like to use digital images to replace slides But don't have the time to learn how to use the tools necessary to convert the images and to actually perform the conversion. Don't have sufficient support resources to do this work for the faculty.  AT Staff
· Lack of support staff to help with development efforts in laboratory materials.  (We have a fair amount of resources in terms of technology and development environments, but not enough time to develop these.)  Faculty 
· Provide sufficient support to give all faculty who are interested, support for transforming their materials.  AT Planning Team
· We have not used the idea that we are 23 campus system very well and taken advantage of the leverage implicitly available.  AT Staff
· We need more seamless ability and university level support to collaborate and team teach within and without the system.  Faculty
· [We could use] System-wide server farms for academic applications (LMS, local applications).  AT Planning Team
· It would be good to add a quote related to faculty requesting shared development of materials.
Technology Considerations

Summary Analysis

A variety of ideas were presented during campus discussions to improve access to and usability of campus technology infrastructure. Likewise, faculty have suggested improvements to the function and usability of learning technology tools.

Infrastructure

Most campuses are struggling with the issue of technology standards. This has taken the form of a debate between those who use technology and those who support its use. Support staff wants to implement standards as a means of reducing the cost of maintenance, simplifying user support and facilitating interoperability between systems. Many technology users argue that standards encroach on their freedom of choice and are a barrier to the use of some specialized applications. There was no discussion in relation to de facto standards already in place (e.g. network connectivity and productivity software). Much of the standards debate is concerned with the choice between Mac and PC platforms.

Common user authentication services are not in use at many campuses. Students are required to have multiple IDs and passwords to access the different systems they must interact with for course and campus services. This is a complication that irritates many students. The situation is exacerbated on some campuses where the lack of standard access methods extends to the copy and print services that require students to have different access cards depending on which department they are in. The students expressed a desire to have a single card for access to card based services and single ID password combination to authenticate their access to all campus network services.

Campuses are in various stages of experimentation and deployment of wireless network technologies. Many stakeholders see wireless as breakthrough technology that eliminates the last barrier to mobility. Faculty expressed a desire to use wireless as a way to provide access in the classroom while maintaining the flexibility to reconfigure the room at will. Not all students are equipped to benefit from wireless technology but those who addressed wireless technology see it as a positive direction for the campuses to take.  Those responsible for the security of the campus network and security of the resources on it are apprehensive about the potential security risks inherent in wireless technology. However they are supporting its deployment.

Another access issue of concern to faculty and students is the bandwidth between home and campus. The “last mile” issue is seen as a barrier for anyone wishing to work from home, but especially for those engaged in online instruction as either a student or a faculty member. There was desire expressed for free or subsidized home access to high-speed connectivity for faculty. Several participants also suggested that the system office should play a role in negotiating subsidized rates for high-speed access for students.

Most campuses do not allow remote connection to the campus network via the internet. This limits remote use of campus resources that require a local campus IP address (library services, campus file servers, etc).  Some have modem banks that can be used to access the campus network from off-campus however the bandwidth issue limits the usefulness of this mode of connection. Students and faculty expressed a desire to be able to access campus service from home and to be able to do so via high-speed connections.

Learning Technology Tools

Faculty expressed mild discontent with the functionality and ease of use of the learning management systems (WebCT and Blackboard). Generally the tools were judged as not user friendly enough for either the instructor or the student. Some faculty are also not satisfied with the functionality of the embedded tools in these systems. In disciplines that require special notation, for example math and foreign languages, faculty are especially dissatisfied with the inability of the LMSs to accommodate the required symbols. One student complained that WebCT did not support the browser (MS Explorer 6.0) on her Macintosh. 

Some faculty expressed a desire to have the Chancellor’s office either build a CSU learning management system or adapt one of the commercial products to include the range of functionality and ease of use desired.

Summary Comments from Participants

· Inconsistency in the tools and methods used in different departments require students to learn more than one way of doing the same thing.  Student
· Don’t want to have any one company own us and our students (standards).  Faculty
· This is a PC campus and I am a Mac user. If I use this classroom I have to call in for a cart. There is only one Mac cart for the whole campus.  Student
· We need access to computers from various parts of campus (i.e. I need different passwords for the business lab, engineering lab, Jerome hall, etc.)  Student
· How do you solve the security issues related to wireless.  Faculty
· I would like to see more access to wireless technology.  Student
· Blur the boundaries between wired and wireless. Ubiquitous Computing can only be supported by Ubiquitous Access.  AT Planning Team
· Unequal access to bandwidth. 15-18% of students coming in have high-bandwidth connectivity at home. The rest don't. As we promote technology on the campus the need for bandwidth at home grows.  AT Staff
· Low bandwidth connections (56K) limit the content you can deliver to learners online.  Faculty
· Access issue for ALEKS is the speed of the connection. It is an online web based course so connection speed affects students’ rate of learning.  Faculty
· The technologies are not that good, not like they need to be, and faculty have to put in a lot of effort to do what they do. We can't expect all of the faculty to put in the time that is necessary.  AT Planning Team
· Online technology doesn't support standard notation for mathematics.  This kind of support for specialized notation is need (music is another area).  Faculty
· Online discussion spaces have been great for doing peer evaluation in the arts.  But the tools need to be improved, and we need interactive chat or dialog space (MOO or MUD, synchronous).  Faculty
· WebCT and the tools in it are still kind of kludge. There are gaps between the capabilities and the ability to access them. It will get better but it is still far from perfect.  Faculty
Next Steps and Recommendations

There are several possible planning implications that have emerged from the focus group activity that the Academic Technology Planning Committee and Technology Steering Committee should consider.  

1. Having the groups provide their input has raised expectations. This summary report and individual campus summaries will be available to the participants, but they are now aware that strategy development process is underway and many participants asked how to find out what the outcomes will be. They’ve been informed of the ATPC website so it is important to maintain current information on the site.

2. This report is based on rhetorical information from a limited subset of the stakeholder groups. Most of the participants were active users of academic technology and it is not at all clear that their opinions are shared by the majority of their peers. It might be useful to conduct additional study to measure the level of consensus on key points that might be used to support any of the initiatives in the Academic Technology Strategy before moving to implementation.

Attachment 1

Letters to Participants

Faculty Letter

Subj:

Participation in Academic Technology Planning Process

The CSU has embarked upon a year-long Academic Technology Planning Process to allow us to continue making progress toward:

· Maintaining and improving the high quality of education provided by the CSU;

· Meeting the access requirements of California residents eligible for admission to the CSU;

· Providing high levels of student satisfaction with both the education they receive and the student services that support instruction; and

· Providing a mechanism by which the faculty of the CSU, both individually and collectively, can redesign their workload.

To ensure that the planning process has input from every campus, the project team will be visiting each campus conducting information gathering sessions with faculty, students, technology support staff and administrators.  I would appreciate your taking the time to be a part of this process by attending a faculty focus group meeting on *insert day, date, time and location of meeting.

During this session you will be asked to respond to the following:

· What challenges do you face in helping students achieve the learning goals you have established for your courses?

· How have you used technology to try to address these challenges?

· What is your vision of how teaching and learning will look in 2006?

· What do you need to bridge the gap between where you are now and what you envision in the future?

As you reflect on these questions, please consider these dimensions:

· Changes you would like to make for yourself

· Opportunities for collaborative work with other disciplines, programs and/or campuses

· Future developments and uses of technology

· Support and/or resource needs to achieve your goals

· Changes in the administrative infrastructure 

· Changes in the technology infrastructure

Thank you for participating in this process.  It is important that our voices are heard.  Please RSVP to this invitation by contacting *indicate contact number or address.
AT Staff Letter

Subj:

Participation in Academic Technology Planning Process

The CSU has embarked upon a year-long Academic Technology Planning Process to allow us to continue making progress toward:

· Maintaining and improving the high quality of education provided by the CSU;

· Meeting the access requirements of California residents eligible for admission to the CSU;

· Providing high levels of student satisfaction with both the education they receive and the student services that support instruction; and

· Providing a mechanism by which the faculty of the CSU, both individually and collectively, can redesign their workload.

To ensure that the planning process has input from every campus, the project team will be visiting each campus conducting information gathering sessions with faculty, students, technology support staff and administrators.  I would appreciate your taking the time to be a part of this process by attending a technology support staff focus group meeting on *insert day, date, time and location of meeting.

During this session you will be asked to respond to the following:

· What challenges do you face in helping faculty and students use technology to achieve established learning goals?

· What are some successful strategies faculty are using to enhance learning?

· How do you envision technology being used in the future to accomplish their learning goals?

· What do you think faculty need to bridge the gap between where they are now and where they would like to be in integrating the use of technology into their teaching?

As you reflect on these questions, please consider these dimensions:

· Student expectations on the use of technology and how well those expectations are being met

· Changes you think faculty need to make to use technology in their teaching 

· Opportunities for collaborative work with other disciplines, programs and/or campuses

· Future developments and uses of technology

· Support and/or resource needs to achieve your goals in supporting faculty

· Changes in the administrative infrastructure 

· Changes in the technology infrastructure

Thank you for participating in this process.  It is important that our voices are heard.  Please RSVP to this invitation by contacting *insert contact number or address.

Student Letter

Subj:

Participation in Academic Technology Planning Process

The CSU has embarked upon a year-long Academic Technology Planning Process to allow us to continue making progress toward:

· Maintaining and improving the high quality of education provided by the CSU;

· Meeting the access requirements of California residents eligible for admission to the CSU;

· Providing high levels of student satisfaction with both the education they receive and the student services that support instruction; and

· Providing a mechanism by which the faculty of the CSU, both individually and collectively, can redesign their workload.

To ensure that the planning process has input from every campus, the project team will be visiting each campus conducting information gathering sessions with faculty, students, technology support staff and administrators.  I would appreciate it if you, as a student at *insert university name, would take the time to be a part of this process by attending a focus group meeting on *insert day, date, time and location of the meeting.

During this session you will be asked to respond to the following:

· How is technology being used in your courses?

· How is technology being used to support other aspects of student life?

· How would you like technology to be used?

· What obstacles do you face in using technology to achieve your educational goals?

· What support and/or resources do you need to help you overcome these obstacles?

As you reflect on these questions, please consider these dimensions:

· Successful uses of technology to enhance your courses

· Future developments in technology and its use in education

· Personal changes you need to make to ensure successful participation in learning

· Changes that faculty/department/administration need to make to help you be a more successful student

Thank you for participating in this process.  It is important that our voices are heard.  Please RSVP to this invitation by contacting *insert contact number or address.

AT Planning Team Letter

Subj:

Participation in Academic Technology Planning Process

The CSU has embarked upon a year-long Academic Technology Planning Process to allow us to continue making progress toward:

· Maintaining and improving the high quality of education provided by the CSU;

· Meeting the access requirements of California residents eligible for admission to the CSU;

· Providing high levels of student satisfaction with both the education they receive and the student services that support instruction; and

· Providing a mechanism by which the faculty of the CSU, both individually and collectively, can redesign their workload.

To ensure that the planning process has input from every campus, the project team will be visiting each campus conducting information gathering sessions with faculty, students, technology support staff and administrators.  As a member of the campus Academic Technology Planning Group, I would appreciate your taking the time to be a part of this process by attending an focus group meeting on *insert day, date, time and location of meeting.

During this session you will be asked to respond to the following:

· What progress have you made in the strategic planning process for academic technology on campus?

· What challenges have you faced in the planning and/or implementation of the academic technology plan?

· How do you envision technology being used in the future to maintain and improve education provided by the campus?

· What obstacles does your campus face in using academic technology in such a way that you could make this vision a reality?

As you reflect on these questions, please consider these dimensions:

· The degree of success of the academic planning process on your campus

· Opportunities for collaborative work between disciplines, programs and/or campuses

· Future developments and uses of technology in teaching and learning, academic support services and student support

· Support and/or resource needs to achieve your goals in supporting faculty

· Changes in the administrative infrastructure 

· Changes in the technology infrastructure

Thank you for participating in this process.  It is important that our voices are heard.  Please RSVP to this invitation by contacting *insert contact number or address.

Attachment 2

Focus Groups Participants
“We were shocked to learn that the architect designed two large classrooms with skylights (one a computer lab classroom) and two medium classrooms with glass bricks in the wall.”  Staff





“[We need] Support teams to work with faculty to research availability of resources, and to help design and develop pieces so that faculty don’t have to do everything themselves.”  Faculty





“Using technology takes much more time. Communications have increased due to e-mail and this has increased the amount of time dedicated to each class. Students expect instant response.”  Faculty





“Faculty that are feeling pressure to incorporate technology are not getting the kind of training to understand what is possible, how to start and how to move up in the use of technology.”  Faculty





“Give credit for some of the long hours people have put into using technology in their programs.” Faculty





“Most PhD programs do not cover teaching and learning. It is sometimes difficult to approach the issue with faculty.”  Faculty





“Getting students involved in their own learning has been a problem.”  Faculty





“The rate of presentation is so fast it creates problems for the students in processing the information.”   Faculty





“The physical structure of the classrooms is not well designed. I’m limited in my ability to move around the classroom.”  Faculty





“I have trouble getting assistance when I need it. We need more people who can provide faculty with support.”  Faculty





“Currently the academic infrastructure is system-driven rather than objective driven… I can't enroll students in an online class beyond the physical capacity of the classroom.”  Faculty





“The main challenge I face is getting students to understand the main concepts I am teaching and transferring them to new, slightly different contexts.”  Faculty





“We need more smart classrooms. The frustration for me is I’m able to use a smart classroom one semester but don’t have access the next semester and must redo my presentations.”   Faculty





“Our students have many needs for access to resources and technology in a way that can help them to participate in the process. Many come long distances, don’t have sufficient technology and can’t get access to it.”  Faculty





“It makes me angry when I’m required to print out a 20 page document at the current prices.”  Student





Report of Academic Technology Planning Focus Groups




















“Wireless makes it easy to move things to different spaces. Allow more impromptu activities.”  Faculty





“Eliminate some of the minor issues (e.g. multiple copy cards, multiple passwords…).” AT Planning Team





“Technology is not consistently funded. We have labs now that include equipment that is 7 years old. We’ve primarily funded refresh through budget dust.”  Faculty





“Technology in Physics has always meant instrumentation. Will this plan cover that?” 


 Faculty





“Student basic skills, learning skills, discipline and motivation are poor. Secondary education is not preparing students for us.”   Faculty





“We get students in our introductory classes that do not have the basic computer skills to operate in our programs.”  Faculty





“Many of our students work and they have difficulty negotiating between the demands of their work schedule and the demands of their courses.”   Faculty





“Holds on records are sometimes difficult to track down. It took me two days even though I went to the department that the system indicated placed the hold.”  Student
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