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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF MEETING
JANUARY 8, 2002
 
[In these minutes: 
Welcome, Approval of December 4, 2001 Minutes, Presentation by Steve Fitzgerald entitled ‘Twin Cities
General Purpose Classroom Technology Upgrade Plan Status – Spring Semester 2002’]
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota
Senate or Twin Cities Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported in these minutes
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration or the Board of
Regents.]
 
PRESENT: 
Phil Goodrich, Chair, Eric Celeste, Yosef Cohen, Nancy Herther, Robert McMaster, William Peterson, Jacob
Elo, Ryan Osero
 
REGRETS:  Jeff Johnson, Mark Bellcourt, Thomas McRoberts, Ashutosh Jaiswal
 
ABSENT: 
Stephen Crawley, Linda Jorn, Josephine Crawford, Stephen Downing, Haesun Park, April Schwartz
 
GUEST(S):  Steve Fitzgerald and John Knowles of Office of Classroom Management
 
OTHER(S):  John Fuller, Bernard Gulachek, Myron Lowe, Nancy McGlynn, Scott Ruud
 
I).  Professor Goodrich called the meeting to order and welcomed all those present.  The meeting was held in
a technology-upgraded classroom in room #54 of the Architecture Building.
 
II).  Committee members unanimously approved the December 4, 2001 minutes.
 
III). 
Professor Goodrich distributed to Committee members a statement regarding the ‘General Purpose Classroom
Technology Upgrade Plan’. 
After today’s presentation by Steve Fitzgerald of Classroom Management Committee members will decide if
it wants to support the statement or not.
 
Next, Steve Fitzgerald of the Office of Classroom Management conducted a brief PowerPoint presentation
titled ‘Twin Cities General Purpose Classroom Technology Upgrade Plan Status – Spring Semester 2002’. 
The presentation explained what the Technology Upgrade Plan is all about, and gave Committee members a
status update on efforts to date. 
Additional information concerning the Classroom Technology Upgrade Plan can be found at the following
URL: http://www.classroom.umn.edu/
 
The Office of Classroom Management was formed two and a half years ago as the central point of contact
and primary point of responsibility for all central classroom issues. The major issue before the Office of
Classroom Management is technologically deficient classrooms that are not adequate for teaching and
learning.
 
A comprehensive plan was developed to deal the central issue at hand and it has two phases:
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Phase I deals with “immediate” classroom needs.  The goal of Phase I is to empower the instructor with
some technology. 
The baseline for the classroom technology infrastructure would mean “projection capable” classrooms
with user-friendly laptop interface capabilities and an internet capable instructor station.  Additional
goals for Phase I includes faculty support and life cycle and replacement cost funding. The plan started
in fiscal year ’00 and is supposed to end in ’04 with all 300 central classrooms equipped with this basic
technology infrastructure.

1.

Phase II deals with “future” classroom needs.  Phase II would allow student connectivity in
approximately 60% of central classrooms. 
Phase II was to start in fiscal year ‘03/’04 and be completed in ’06.

2.

 
Attributes of a projection capable classroom include:

Has basic technological infrastructure for teaching and learning
Has data/video projection capabilities
Has internet connectivity at instructor’s station
Has VCR and/or other input device
Has user friendly laptop interface/control system
May have other modular “add-on” capabilities
Is considered the new “baseline” for general purpose classrooms

 
To reiterate, “the bottom line goal of Phase I is to provide faculty with classrooms containing up-to-date
teaching tools from which to choose in designing the pedagogy of their individual courses.”
 
The cost for the Phase I technological upgrade is approximately 7 million dollars and annual recurring costs
are about 1.5 million dollars. 
Annual recurring costs include life cycle maintenance and equipment replacement costs excluding NTS costs.
 
Although the Technology Upgrade Plan virtually has universal buy-in and is endorsed by most departments,
colleges and various governance committees, the plan is significantly behind schedule.  Phase I issues 
include:

Funding is a major problem. 
On the positive side, however, innovative, leveraged funding discussions are being conducted with
various colleges and departments across campus to accomplish goals set forth in the Technology
Upgrade Plan.
The goal to have all central classrooms upgraded with a basic technology infrastructure by ’04 is in
jeopardy.
Installed technology cannot be orphaned.  Recurring life cycle/replacement costs must be supported. 
There must be recurring funds set aside for maintenance and repairs.

 
Phase II Issues include:

The impact, timing and cost of wireless technology
Future campus-wide needs
All current technologically upgraded classrooms that are wireless now may face interference issues

 
Central classrooms are viewed as a ‘common good’.  Mr. Fitzgerald stressed that classrooms are at the heart
of the University’s teaching and learning mission, and that central classrooms are the resource where the
University earns 60% of its tuition income.
 
To conclude, the main problem is that the Office of Classroom Management cannot install technology
upgrades fast enough to meet the demand for rooms, and the solution to this problem is FUNDING!
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Next, Committee members engaged Mr. Fitzgerald in a brief exchange concerning technical capabilities of
general-purpose classrooms. 
Mr. Fitzgerald reminded Committee members that because the Office of Classroom Management needs to
support all colleges and departments it tends to use a ‘common denominator’ approach to its installations and
solving any problems that arise as opposed to an exclusionary, more limited types of strategies.  Following 
this interchange, Committee members were given a hands-on demonstration of the technical capabilities of
room #54 Architecture as well as two other rooms in the building that have been upgraded.
 
After the demonstration, Committee members focused their attention on the ‘Statement Regarding the
General Purpose Classroom Technology Upgrade Plan’.  After some discussion, Committee members 
unanimously moved to amend and approve the statement concerning the General Purpose Classroom
Technology Upgrade Plan. 
At the end of the fifth paragraph the following sentence was added to the statement:  This Committee feels 
that this upgrade is a small investment for a great return.
 
IV).  With no other business, Professor Goodrich adjourned the meeting
 
                                                                                                Renee Dempsey
                                                                                                University Senate


