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Committee Annual and Standing Charges

Standing Charges

1.  Present a written report to the Faculty Senate, as scheduled  

with the Executive Board, regarding (a) actions on the committee’s  

charges; and (b) a review of committee charges over the prior three  

years, and the implementation of past committee recommendations approved by the Senate.  Provide a brief monthly oral summary of  

activities to the Senate through the Senate Liaison.

2.  Work with the Senate Manager to maintain committee documents using Sharepoint software.

3.  Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals  

affecting campus technology, and report recommendations to the  

Executive Board within six weeks after receipt of any request for  

review.

4.  Serve as a sounding board, as requested, for the Vice President  

for Information Technology, and facilitate communication, as  

appropriate, with the Faculty Senate.

5.  If funds are available, conduct the software application  

process.  Submit the call for 2009-10 applications in spring 2009,  

and review and prioritize software applications for awards in the  

fall. The Senate Office will organize approved applications, notify  

applicants of the disposition of their requests, place the order(s),  

and distribute the software.

Additional Charges

6.  Make recommendations on the future status, organization,  

structure, and charges of the committee.  Is it necessary, is it  

effective, and how could it be improved?

7.  Make recommendations to improve the efficiency and sustainable  

impact of the replacement and disposal of the university’s  

technological equipment.

8.  Are universities turning to open-source software for  

administrative software needs?   Research the technologies used by  

our peer and aspirant universities.  Could open-source software save  

the university money?

Detailed Committee Activity

(For Each Annual and Standing Charge)

1, Software distribution for the fiscal year was not funded.

2. Effectiveness of the Committee

· The committee would be more effective if it were to have wider and deeper consulting relationships within the IT infrastructure. At present, there is little or no advance knowledge of changes to IT policy that may affect the way faculty conduct teaching and research. A greater degree of communication and integration among members of the committee and relevant IT groups would be helpful. This is particularly important now, since the monthly meetings for IT staff and academic unit system administrators have been eliminated. Open and consistent avenues of communication can save institutional resources by reducing duplication of efforts and averting technical difficulties. IT administration has expressed its agreement with this principle.

· The committee should create its own website, or implement a blog within the Faculty Senate website,  designed to communicate its findings and its concerns. This should be in the form of an easily-maintained blog that would involved no expenditure of resources, but would allow all faculty, not only those on the committee, to read the committee’s minutes and reports, to comment, and to suggest matters for the committee to discuss. 

· There should be a process clearly defined and uniform across the campus for the members of the committee to report back and consult within their constituencies. This presume that the current organization of the committee’s membership, by academic unit, would continue.

· The committee should have a charge to investigate new technologies and best practices within the academic community across the country and beyond, looking at potential future deployments of technology within our peer institutions and those we might aspire to emulate. We should investigate whether membership in an organization devoted to new teaching and learning technologies (such as the New Media Consortium (NMC) might be helpful. This is an international not-for-profit consortium of learning-focused organizations dedicated to the exploration and use of new media and new technologies. The cost of membership for an educational institution in NMC is $2,500 per year. For this fee, any member of the UNR community can have access to the resources, including discussion lists and consulting opportunities, of the NMC.

· The committee could be helpful during the current financial climate by suggesting ways in which technology might be deployed with greater efficiencies. For example, there may be resources deployed in one academic unit that could be effectively shared with another unit.
2. UNR Sustainability Practices in IT

· We feel that there are already sustainable practices in place within departments – there is internal redistribution within departments, just not visible to others. We do not feel that a formal process (more red tape) should be recommended as it would detract from the redistribution process.

·  A relationship already exists between IT and Surplus. If a piece of equipment is sent to surplus, surplus will notify desktop that they have received a specific piece of equipment. If the equipment is within the supported platform, the equipment will be transferred to desktop where it is refurbished and then available to faculty/staff for $60. Over the past 16 months, desktop has redeployed 170 refurbished PC and monitors back to campus as well as printers and scanners.

· Printers


· IT has a cost comparison page already on its website that summarizes the cost of an inkjet versus a laser printer (http://www.it.unr.edu/hardwaresoftware/inkjetvslaser.asp). A networked departmental printer is an excellent workgroup printing solution. Individual inkjet printers should be discouraged because the cost of consumables is so high. Affordable single-user laserjet printers are a good solution for faculty offices.

· We should encourage departments to use recycled toner cartridges as well as recycle the old ones.

· It is suggested that departments implement a policy of common printer/cartridge use for both faculty and secretarial activities. This can facilitate increase availability, provide multiple options for printing, and potentially allow for bulk discounts (such practices are noted to a limited extend in some departments). 

Disposal of Equipment

· Educate users on Recycling Options.

· Explore the possibility of asking surplus to offer to collect used, obsolete, and/or no-longer-required computers/printers on a periodic basis.

· Both Desktop and Surplus already have a process in place to ensure that any confidential information is properly removed. Since all equipment should be processed through surplus this is not an issue.

· The disposal of electronic equipment is handled through EHS. They package, wrap and ship all scrap material to Raident Technology (www.raident.com) which is ISO-9001(International Organization Standards) and ISO-14001(Environmental Management Standards) compliant. In the past ESH was paid for the scrap material by the company, now they are being charged for shipping, etc. Printers in the past were sent to Raident Technology, however because of budget constraints this is no longer the process. Printers are not technically electronic equipment and are now going directly in the trash – no recycling. 

Peer institution 

· Contacted Arizona State University - ASU (Barry Rahal - 480.965.4228) https://webapp3.asu.edu/spms/public.aspx
· Printers/computers- typically receive computers that are 2 or more years older. They recycle many of them unless any problem.

· Cartridges are typically done by a separate department that also handles other non-IT related articles

· Requested ASU to send statistical information on IT related materials that they recycle and what benefits they have been able to realize for the university. Waiting for the information

Activities in progress 

· Determine the approach followed by outside institutions 

3. Open Sources Software

· Defining Open Source (OSS)

· Open source is mistakenly viewed as just “free software" when in-fact open source refers to software licensed under various licensing initiatives (i.e., Open Source Initiative Approved License) where the source code is available under terms that permit modification and redistribution without the payment of fees to copyright or patent authors. Fundamentally, open source software is a collaborative software development approach where the transparency of development and peer evaluation serve as the cornerstone to software development and ownership.

· ERP

· Open Source solutions in the Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) realm exist, but face significant operational issues that suggest such solutions would require large communities and adequate commercial involvement (i.e., Kuali Foundation) to compete against a shrinking number of vendors. Concomitantly, significant vendor consolidation of the ERP market suggests that HEI participation in open source development should be seen as a strategic necessity to avoid vendor over dependence.

· CMS/LMS

· The CMS/LMS (Course/Learning Management System) area has a more vibrant open source community than ERP. Probably due to the role teaching faculty have had in the development of CMS software from the early days and that such software has more direct relevance to faculty needs. Moodle and Sakai, two examples, demonstrate that there are powerful open source solutions that can compete with the largest CMS vendor.

· Productivity Software

· Productivity software usually refers to “Microsoft Office” type software such as word processing, spreadsheet and presentation software. Microsoft Office is the dominant productivity package on the UNR campus, but frequently is augmented with the Adobe Acrobat Product. A count of software licenses was not conducted for this report, nor is the annual total cost of retaining this product grouping known. Such licensing is usually based upon the number of enrolled students, as well as faculty and staff at the institution. Open source solutions exist, with OpenOffice being the most recognizable.

· The ubiquitous nature of proprietary application formats for productivity tasks, combined with end-user familiarity make adoption of non-Microsoft solutions a difficult undertaking. Faculty, administration, government entities and even the legal system often mandate the use of a proprietary format for submission, sometimes even specifying a vendor-specific font.

· Many, if not most, users do not tolerate even small changes to the configuration of their software—even moving from older versions of Microsoft software meets with substantial resistance. Another area of potential issue is the use of VisualBasic scripts and other proprietary extensions to the format that do not translate to open source software.

· GoogleDocs is not open source. This usually surprises people as GoogleDocs is frequently viewed as a way to get “free” productivity applications. For the purposes of this report GoogleDocs and other Web 2.0/cloud computing solutions were not considered. However, this is an important area of with significant potential and should perhaps be the focus of a future report.

· The use of frequently accessed forms (i.e., Travel Request, Leave Request in Portable Document Format (PDF) that then require installation of a non free version of Adobe Acrobat to save, extract or modify is another potential area for open source software. Rather than utilize forms based on a printer ready format, the use of true online forms with data based backbends might be an area of exploration. The cost of Adobe Acrobat licensing was not obtained for this report so the potential for savings is not known.

· Open source at UNR

· While cost should not be the driving force behind a transition to open source software, there certainly are good reasons to make the transition. “Free software isn’t about cost… [i]t’s about freedom” (Chudnov), and this is the freedom to more easily modify and study the software being used. The biggest value of open source is in the flexibility it provides to developers and users allowing them to customize, copy and reuse software: “Many firms now know that [open source] offers more flexibility than proprietary programs, the licenses for which often include restrictions on how they can be used” (Economist). Of course, to exploit this flexibility requires a large enough pool of talented developers.

· No quantitative analysis of software usage (open source or commercial) was undertaken for this report. However, there are some users of open source software on campus. One example is the use of Moodle, the following is a contribution by Kenneth Gibson kgibson@unr.edu
· The Moodle Example
· Justice Management Degree Program (JM) Info site: http://www.unr.edu/justicemanagement/
· Courses at: http://www.justicedegree.org/
· Program brochure - http://www.unr.edu/justicemanagement/documents/JusticeMgmt_09-final.pdf
· Commenced in November 2005 using Moodle, the MJM degree can be completed 100% online, All JM courses we develop are offered online.

· Reasons— Flexibility, complete control and customizability

· Our program uses LOA instructors from all over the country (content experts in a particular field). Our students are located all over as well, with only about 1/3 being in the state of Nevada. We needed a LMS that provided a comprehensive user “website” with a list of courses, syllabi, etc. (portions open to the public), as well as the ability to manage all aspects of the LMS. We also needed a way to easily grant course access to “non-UNR folks” (i.e. someone without a NETID). Doing so with the current setup at UNR (Blackboard/WebCT) is a red-tape nightmare. With Moodle it takes me 30 seconds.

· Finally, Moodle is 100% customizable. So I manage the custom CSS sheets, build custom PHP scripts for our needs – all pulling information out of the single database—powerful stuff. If some PHP-generated page isn’t looking right (or doing what we need) I can fix it. The Moodle support forums are rich with help. I can’t do that with Blackboard/WebCT.

· Program Marketing. 
For normal UNR online courses (Blackboard/WebCT) there is no “public” interface for programs. With Moodle there is. Head to http://www.justicedegree.org/ and you can see everything about our program right there. This is necessary for us, as we are a self-funded program and rely on enrollments for all salaries.

· Challenges
Support – I’m the sole support person responsible for managing the entire LMS installation, all course instructional design work, faculty LMS training as well as any other “tech support” thing with pops up on the site. I have been able to manage these duties via a ½ time (20 hr/week) LOB contract. That is pretty good—but also shows how easy the Moodle LMS is to use.

· Understanding “Total Cost of Ownership”

· When people hear the term ‘Open Source’ they often think ‘free’. And while open source software is ‘free’ as in ‘free speech’, it is also ‘free’ as in ‘free kittens’. That is to say, with any software product there are a variety of costs that go well beyond the licensing fees that separate open source software from proprietary software. When you total the costs of the various facets that are involved in running software you have what is commonly referred to as the ‘Total Cost of Ownership’ or TCO. The problem with TCO is that it is not a simple calculation:

· Commercial vendors such as Microsoft continue to use TCO as one of the biggest hammers wielded against Linux and open source, despite the fact that it’s virtually impossible for a single TCO estimate to match every possible usage case. (McAllister)

· The only area where open source software clearly reduces TCO is in regards to licensing fees, which can be as high as 20-25 percent of TCO (Wheeler). While this is certainly not a small amount of savings, there are other costs to consider when transitioning to open source, including: hiring new staff skilled in these different technologies, re-training existing staff, and migrated data from existing platforms. A case study documented that transitioning from a licensed Course Management System to an open source one showed reasonable difficulty in transferring existing content into the new system (Smart). Essentially the cost of the license should not be considered as the heart of IT cost related to software:

· Software costs only begin with the acquisition of a license, free or otherwise. Software configuration, the linchpin of both security and performance, is not an off-the-shelf product; it is a site-specific process, requiring a lengthening list of skill that is only partially offset by continuing improvements in management tools. Application development, the gateway to IT value, is a laborious process on platforms lacking rich and mature APIs or portfolios of code libraries and development aids. (Baltazar)

· Because of the complexity of estimating TCO, and the difficulty in calculating costs of large transition projects, transition to open source software should not be a chosen based solely on the interest in cost savings. 

· Certainly this does not mean that a future of broader implementation of open source solutions at UNR should not be considered. Numerous universities have made the transition to open source technologies despite resistance, and seen what they perceive to be benefits (Loftus). 

· The TCO perspective usually only views the adoption in exclusive terms—you are either proprietary or you are open source. In fact, just as we see on campus today, open-source and proprietary solutions exist simultaneously. However, open source solutions tend to live “outside” of the notion of supported platforms and are usually not supported in a consistent and egalitarian manner.

· Concluding comments

· While cost should not be the driving force behind a transition to open source software, there certainly are good reasons to make the transition. “Free software isn’t about cost… [i]t’s about freedom” (Chudnov), and this is the freedom to more easily modify and study the software being used. The biggest value of open source is in the flexibility it provides to developers and users allowing them to customize, copy and reuse software: “Many firms now know that [open source] offers greater flexibility than proprietary programs, the licenses for which often include restrictions on how they can be used” (Economist). Of course to fully exploit this flexibility requires a large enough pool of talented developers.

· Open-source brings to the table the ability of individuals, organizations and government to participate in the development of strategically important software. Viewing “open source is a strategy not a product” (Buswell 2009) is an important distinction. While TCO is an important aspect it is frequently not calculated in an appropriate way. Open source software reduces the acquisition cost to near zero but does not mitigate the support costs. Active participation in open source software may in fact in increase the non-licensing associated costs in TCO calculations. However, an open source approach, can be described as “investing in people not vendors”, while positioning the university as not as a dependent consumer of large ticket IT products but an active developer of needed solutions.

· Due to personal and professional time constraints and the “iceberg” like nature of an examination of open source software we acknowledge areas that require additional or extended examination.

· We suspect the use of open source software at UNR is more extensive than we know. Our limited contact with open source users on campus is a weakness of this report. It may prove useful to conduct a campus survey to determine the extent of open-source software deployment.

· Similarly, we know many other institutions are strong supporters of open source software as well as participants in the formation of key protocols (e.g. CalDAV) but we did not seek out their perspective sufficiently. We think this needs to be explored further and in conjunction with faculty who already participate in these areas. We believe further exploration of open source policy and usage on other campuses such as Arizona State University (ASU), Colorado State University (CSU), other select institutions and the NISHE system is warranted.

· Recommendations

· That further examination of open source software by the Technology Committee continue.

· That one or more Technology Committee sponsored forums (brown bags or similar) be conducted where faculty who are helping to develop, or who are using open source software may meet to share their experiences and insights.

· That from the above forums the specific institutional experiences of the participants be compiled and reported by the Technology Committee.

· That, if sufficient faculty support and interest are indicated, there be an examination of the potential for joining strategic consortia involved in the development of standards, protocols and applications. Specifically; Kuali membership and participation be considered(ERP), Sakai membership and participation be considered(CMS), W3C membership and participation be considered (Standards).

· That a cost/benefit analysis be performed, perhaps by a subcommittee of the Technology Committee, to examine replacing high traffic PDF forms. The development of accessible HTML forms with a database foundation may be funded by reducing the number of Adobe Acrobat license.

· That standards based Web 2 /Cloud solutions be examined as alternatives, including open source derived cloud solutions such as OpenGoo.
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