FSCICT Minutes
November 14, 2016
Attending: Steven A. Hauck, II, Jean-Eudes Dazard, Carol Fox, Angelina Herin, Leonardo Madureira, Michael Rabinovich, Todd Wojtkowski, Matthew Bentley, Filomena Pirozzi, Paul Iversen, Sue Workman, Arnold Hirshon, Chris Sheridan
Meeting Minutes: Hauck
10:00 am meeting called to order
Discussion and approval of Minutes from September meeting:  Jean-Eudes Dazard requested a change to the minutes to reflect that SOM has used Blackboard in its graduate courses in Basic Sciences, just not for medical students.
September meeting minutes approved with this change.
Discussion of minutes from October meeting: Dazard notes that there is a typo under item 4. Dates should be Deans.  
October meeting minutes approved with this change.
Consent agenda from October meeting accepted without further discussion.
Consent agenda for this meeting accepted without further discussion.
Introduction of Chris Sheridan to lead discussion of changes to the University’s enterprise content management system
Chris Sheridan:
· University web pages are our front door to the world and the start of opinion-making from the outside.
· The reality of the University’s decentralized web sites has led to a wide range of undesirable issues. Examples include:
· Sites from former faculty members that point to other institutions
· Sites that have little to identify themselves as being connected to CWRU
· Existence of multiple sites for the same units/departments leading to split PageRank scores rather than large unified ones.
· Several years ago a committee was set up to identify a pathway to improving the University web experience.  That process eventually led to the selection and contracting with Terminal 4.
· That committee lacked technical expertise to evaluate the possible products.
· 90 sites on campus have moved into T4.
· In 2015 T4 started experiencing serious reliability problems, apparently other problems were becoming apparent to users earlier.
· A new request for proposals (RFP) was released earlier in 2016 because T4 has not been meeting the contractual and technological requirements of CWRU.
Sue Workman:
· CWRU is by far T4’s largest customer
· A group of university staff in UMC and UTech derived a list of needs (listed on slide 7 of the presentation)
· Flexible, scalable solution that can evolve easily
· Secure and Stable environment
· Intuitive interface for end users
· Ease of creating and updating content
· Thorough documentation and training
· Strong customer support 
· Campus Buy-in
· 8 organizations, including Terminal 4, were invited to propose.
· Hannon Hill, Sitecore, OmniUpdate, Terminal 4, WordPress, Acquia, Adobe, Pantheon
· 3 finalists were chosen from among those 8 organizations
· Each gave extensive presentations on Campus
· Representatives from each school and from UGEN attended these presentations and individuals that viewed all three provided feedback.
· Currently, CWRU is working on cost-estimates for each of the 3 finalists.  Costs include those beyond those from the vendors, including on-campus staffing for migration and operation, storage, and other items.
· Next, a vendor will be selected and there will be negotiation.  Once a contract is completed, communication with broader campus will ensue as will processes to ensure the governance and migration processes.
Discussion of CMS Topic among committee
Madureira: What is the impact on each school?
Workman: Plan is to make migration as simple as possible for everyone.
Sheridan: Weatherhead is not actually in T4 at the moment, but is participating in the process.
Iversen: Classics is using WordPress now and it is simple to use.
Workman: WordPress has had its own security issues lately.  There are several schools that are not in T4.
Hirshon: The idea of the entire campus being on the same system is to be applauded.  KSL volunteers to go first in any migration.
Hauck: It was stated that 3 years from the time a contract is signed may be the ideal period for migration from T4 to another product, is that solely for currently enterprise managed sites or all sites on campus?
Sheridan: We realize that there are a range of issues of moving the entire university from the systems they are already using.  Hopefully, if we make a system choice and support that are great then everyone will want to come into the new system on their own.

FSCICT Charge Revisions
Hauck: Per discussions at the September meeting I have made the minimal set of changes to the wording of the charge to reflect that the CTO no longer exists and cannot provide a member to the committee and to update the name of ITS to University Technology.
The proposal was approved without dissent.
Discussion of FSCICT Priority Setting for remainder of academic year
Hauck: Following up on our September meeting discussion, I’d like to complete our discussion of topics to focus on this year proactively while leaving space for timely topics such as today’s discussion on the content management system.  At the September meeting we provided the UTech strategic plan for information.  The committee also asked UTech for a discussion of its organizational structure, especially in light of centralization.  That discussion occurred at the October meeting.  Returning now to the discussion I personally have a few priorities that I have mentioned previously:
· Governance
· Budgeting
· University data usage for decision making.
Committee discussed what is meant by data in this context, including research data, sensitive health data, financial data, and other University data.
Workman added that a review by her VP UTech Cabinet advisory group, which is made up of her direct reports, several faculty including Hauck, and Roger Zender from KSL noted that the capital request from UTech was very low where it came to classrooms.  This is the same capital request reviewed by FSCICT at its October meeting.  She noted that it would be important to have FSCICT be a part of the discussions of how to go about the modernization of classrooms on campus.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The meeting adjourned at 11:00 am.
