
Senate Committee on Information Technologies (SCIT) 
February 10, 2020 
Minutes of the Meeting 
 
These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported in these minutes reflect the views of, nor 
are they binding on, the senate, the administration or the Board of Regents. 
  
[In these minutes: Welcome and Introductions; Classroom Technologies] 
 
PRESENT: Geoffrey Ghose (chair), Keith Brown, John Butler, Nancy Carpenter, Michelle 
Driessen, Santiago Fernandez-Gimenez, Bernard Gulachek, Gustav Kuhnen, Zachary Riffle, 
Daniela Sandler, Yoichi Watanabe, Matthew Weber 
 
REGRETS: Jonathan Koffel, Timothy Nichols, Robert Rubinyi, Whitney Taha Frakes 

 
GUESTS: Eve Raymond, service owner for academic technology spaces, Office of Information 
Technology, Mark Bergen, chair, Classroom Advisory Subcommittee, Jeremy Todd, director, 
Office of Classroom Management  
 
ABSENT: Pinar Karaca Mandic, Cassandra Scharber, Carlos Soria 
 
OTHER: Tom Chase, Jennifer Goodnough, Sarah Hurley 
 
1. Welcome and Introductions 
Professor Geoffrey Ghose, chair, welcomed committee members and guests, and then introduced 
the meeting speakers and topics. He noted that the meeting topics were prompted by questions 
from committee members including: 

● What is the decision-making process around which discipline/unit/faculty get access to 
rooms? 

● What is the process when a requested room is not available? 
● How equitable is the assignment of classrooms among various schools and units? 

 
2. Classroom Technologies 
Eve Raymond, service owner for academic technology spaces, Office of Information Technology 
(OIT), began by explaining that the primary function of her area is responsibility for the software 
applications in University computer labs. She gave the example of AppsToGo, which is designed 
to assist faculty in creating more flexibility around where and how they hold classes, and how 
students can access the course work. AppsToGo virtualizes software, Raymond explained, 
allowing students to access class content and “attend” class without having to be in the physical 
classroom or lab. 
 
Bernard Gulachek added that the AppsToGo platform can be likened to students having 
computer labs on their laptops or in their backpacks. The classroom can be accessed from 
wherever the students are and with any kind of device they have. Nancy Carpentier asked if the 



platform worked for all system campuses. Gulachek said yes, it is a system-wide service and, if 
faculty chooses to use the AppsToGo product, it will work on any campus.  
 
Daniela Sanders asked if there are any types of software that will not work on the AppsToGo 
platform. Raymond explained that there are some for which special arrangements need to be 
made so that they are compatible with AppsToGo, and a limited number of applications/software 
that do not currently work with AppsToGo. She added that OIT is working on creating 
compatibility for them by negotiating with the vendors regarding licensing. John Butler asked if 
there is a list of applications that are currently supported. Raymond said she and her team have 
been gathering information and will have that list soon. 
 
Sanders asked if the University has a policy in place to address student accessibility and 
affordability, saying if faculty increases their use of such technologies, is the expectation that all 
students have computers to access online classes? Is the University moving toward a future 
where it will be expected that all students have their own laptop/computer/device, and if so, how 
will the University support those students who need assistance? Sanders applauds the idea of 
AppsToGo and wants to ensure that accessibility for all students is addressed.  
 
Raymond explained that AppsToGo and similar “virtual attendance” software are not meant to 
replace computer labs; both options for attending class remain available. She added that she 
would like to have further discussions with faculty and administrators around providing access 
for students who may not have their own devices.  
 
Michelle Driessen asked what the current percentage of students bringing a device to class is. 
Phoebe Johnson answered that, based on most current research data, it is over 80%. Gulachek 
noted that the percentage would most likely be higher for students that have access to devices 
versus the percentage of those who provide their own. 
 
Ghose asked Raymond if OIT was concerned that problems could arise from numerous students, 
computers, platforms, operating systems, and viruses linking into the University’s technology 
system for a single class. He suggested in a lab or classroom, where the environment is better 
controlled, network safety and performance outcomes may be better. Raymond responded that 
the only thing changing is the delivery method; it is still a unified system with everyone on the 
same platform, and students would have the same security responsibilities that they have in a 
physical classroom.  
 
Mark Bergen asked about current demand from faculty and what OIT predicts for future demand. 
Raymond said the growth in demand is slow and that advertising the availability of AppsToGo 
has been minimal. She invited support from senate governance in getting the word out to more 
faculty, and added that the goal is to see the entire instructional community using AppsToGo in 
the future. 
 
Santiago Fernandez-Gimenez noted that AppsToGo is also being used by administrative 
personnel and asked if there were any limits to throughput (which is the rate of successful 
message delivery over a communication channel) that might, with wide-spread use, cause a 



bottleneck. Johnson said OIT will use data, as use of the program grows, to estimate future needs 
accordingly. She added that there are a number of universities who have implemented this 
service on a larger scale and the University of Minnesota is learning best practices from those 
institutions.  
 
Next, Mark Bergen, chair, Classroom Advisory Subcommittee (CAS), explained the work of  
the subcommittee and noted that it reports to the Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
(SCEP) and advises the Office of Classroom Management (OCM). He said current topics being 
considered by CAS include: 

● Monitoring and gauging classroom use so that better allocation decisions can be made in 
the future 

●  Studying and interpreting what classroom demand may look like in the future 
● Assisting the University in becoming more strategic and equitable as it looks at active 

learning classroom needs, and accessibility 
● Connecting with units, departments, and groups who have concerns about similar issues 

as CAS and to share information and best practices 
● Reviewing changes to buildings on campus, such as the change to security measures in 

the Health Sciences buildings, and how that affects students, faculty, and staff, 
particularly those with disability accommodations needs  

 
Driessen asked Bergen to share an example of a recent initiative that CAS had advised OCM on. 
Bergen said the committee visited active learning spaces across units and campuses to better 
understand those classroom elements that are most in demand. Keith Brown, also a member of 
the CAS Subcommittee, added that the subcommittee is considering: 

● Creating a comprehensive list to better catalog the active learning spaces at the 
University 

● Creating an active learning spaces taxonomy, as the committee has found that there is not 
a common language when referring to these spaces 

● Finding ways to better engage faculty in the discussion of what types of classrooms are 
most needed 

 
Sarah Hurley, SCEP member, said that in the Health Sciences buildings, she has noticed the 
inequity of access and support across the different lab environments. She said establishing a 
baseline of what can be expected in a classroom environment would be helpful; for example the 
types of computers that will and will not connect in a given room would be a good start. 
Regarding accessibility, she added, it’s important to consider even very small details, such as 
microphones that don’t require constant pressure with a thumb or finger to make the microphone 
operational.  
 
Bergen said he feels there is a great deal of receptivity from OCM for suggestions like those 
provided by committee members. He then asked if there is information that CAS can seek out 
and provide to OCM so that faculty, students, and staff have a better picture of  what learning 
spaces are available. He noted that there is a lot of information on ASTRA, the University's room 
scheduling site, and questioned: “Is it the right information?”  
 



Committee members discussed at length what type of classroom and technology would most 
likely serve the greatest number of classroom needs. The three most frequently recommended 
items were: 

● Moveable tables and chairs 
● Ability to bring own laptop in and project it in the space 
● A learning environment that is somewhere between the state-of-the-art spaces and the 

older, outdated-feeling classrooms 
 
Sanders suggested designing rooms that have the most-often requested elements, but not all the 
bells and whistles. Could modest rooms with less costly features mean that a greater number 
could be created? She recommended consultation across disciplines so that rooms could serve 
the needs of multiple departments and units.  
 
Bergen said OCM is seeking feedback from faculty, students, and staff on state of the art 
classrooms to answer the following questions: 

● What are the basic elements that every room should have? 
● What features are “really nice” but not used very much? 
● What necessary items are not in the room but should be? 
● How can we create rooms that meet needs across disciplines and units? 

 
Next, committee members discussed the best ways to provide information to OCM around 
classroom elements that are not working. Bergen and Jeremy Todd, director, OCM, were both 
very interested in assessing the best timing to gather such information. Suggestions from the 
committee included: 

● Place a z-link in the classroom so that when something isn’t working, a report can be 
made immediately 

● Scannable barcode in room to link comments and/or photos of the problem directly to a 
database with room information 

● Change some of the questions in Student Rating of Teaching (SRTs) so that information 
can be tied directly to a specific room or rooms 

● Faculty do not like to submit technology requests to help@umn.edu - provide an 
alternative method that elevates the importance of the problem  

● Make it easy to report the technology problem as it happens, not a few weeks or months 
later 

 
Johnson said she understood committee members’ hesitation about contacting help@umn.edu. 
However, she added, valuable data can be tracked, situational as well as trending, when requests 
are made to help@umn.edu. She noted that OIT is in the process of moving from the current 
technology help platform to a new one, and said they will discuss a faster process of intake to 
identify exactly where a problem is occurring as it is reported.  
 
Todd said that whenever a technology update or major furniture change is made in a general 
purpose classroom, two weeks into the semester, a survey is sent from OCM to all instructors 
(approximately 3,000) with the following three questions: 

● What is working? 
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● What is not working?  
● If we changed something that you miss, what was that? 

 
Todd added that the survey has an approximately 20% response rate. OCM reviews the feedback 
and addresses any issues it can in upcoming maintenance projects. If the situation cannot be 
addressed within the scope of an upcoming project, Todd said, the instructor is emailed directly 
to see if the problem can be addressed locally.  
 
Matthew Webber said that when he experiences a problem in a general purpose classroom, he 
contacts the unit administrator, not help@umn.edu or OCM. Todd said that OCM frequently 
works with departmental schedulers though they are not always the same person as a unit 
administrator.  
 
Ghose asked Bergen to share information on two things: 

● Are there instances in which units with more extensive funding have preferential access 
to desired classrooms? 

● Are there well-equipped classrooms that are underused because they are within a unit or 
department (and the rooms feel off limits to other units) 
 

Bergen said these questions come up at CAS frequently. He said certain schools have more 
resources; funding is not happening uniformly across all departments and units on campus. 
Often a learning space will be designed and built to meet the specific needs of a certain unit, and 
therefore may not serve the needs of other units. He added that many rooms are available should 
an instructor schedule class before 10:00 a.m. and after 2:00 p.m., the time of heaviest demand 
for space. Bergen noted that at a resource-constrained university, it’s imperative to design 
classrooms that meet actual needs and as such, input from faculty members is very important. 
 
Next, Jeremy Todd shared information and statistics from the OCM.  

● General Purpose Classrooms on the Twin Cities Campus 
● Classroom Utilization Dashboard  
● OCM 2018-19 Year in Review Report  

 
He reported on recent projects that involved changing teaching spaces into active learning 
classrooms, and how greatly the requests are nuanced from department to department. He added 
that many of the recent projects OCM has worked on have involved partnerships, one of the 
many reasons he sees the need for a common terminology and taxonomy around what an active 
learning classroom is.  
 
Todd said the work that CAS is doing around this common terminology is critical. He added that 
a proactive approach of categorizing essential classroom needs of instructors and communicating 
that information during the room and building design processes will yield better results.  
 
A lengthy discussion followed around how the OCM does its work on a constrained budget. Tom 
Chase said that the OCM’s request for a $7.4 million budget seems entirely reasonable for an 
institution that supports 50,000 students. He asked what faculty could do to show support for 
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OCM’s request. Todd said that senate governance support is very important, and added that it’s 
necessary to show how OCM’s request lines up with institutional priorities. Todd reiterated the 
importance of faculty feedback and a common language and taxonomy around active learning 
classrooms. He said when faculty uses a shared terminology and makes specific requests, 
securing funding is easier and usually more successful. 
 
Driessen shared that she was on a subcommittee of the Academy of Distinguished Teachers 
(ADT) that focused on general purpose classrooms. She said her understanding is that the unit 
that lobbies the legislature for the funding gets to determine what goes in the classroom(s); so 
individual units are making decisions that affect the entire campus. She said it appears there is a 
disconnect between what the campus needs and what one unit is allowed to decide.  
 
Ghose then asked: If you start with what is considered a “basic” classroom, and made the 
minimal changes that the committee has suggested today how many of the 500+ classrooms meet 
these new wished-for requirements (movable tables and chairs, some way for instructor to 
project): 
 
Todd said of the 340 general purpose classrooms at the University: 

● 100% of classrooms are projection capable 
● 99 have tables and chairs 
● Over 100 classrooms have tablet arm chairs 
● Over 200 rooms have movable furniture 

 
In the interest of time, Ghose adjourned the meeting.  
 
Geanette Poole 
University Senate Office  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


