FACULTY SENATE (“First” Reading, December 13, 2007)

The issues and problems associated with faculty and staff “use” of the new CMS/Student Administration System (SAS) has been the subject of extensive discussion by the committee.  Various committee members have extensive experience in using SIS to facilitate the work that they do.  This discussion item was on the agenda of the March 16, September 26th, the October 5th and 19th, the November 6th, 16th and 30th meetings.  At the October 19th meeting Anne-Louise Radimsky met with the committee.  Professor Radimsky served as the “faculty liaison” to the SAS project during the 2006-07 academic year.  On March 16th and October 26th, the committee met with Jeanette Norton, the CMS project director.  During the November 16th and 30th meetings input was finalized which is represented in the following recommendations to be presented to the Senate for their approval and transmission to the President.

MOTION.  Recommended Process to Identify and Resolve Problems and Issues Relating to the Implementation of the CMS Student Administrations System (SAS).
The Faculty Senate recommends the establishment of a CMS Student Administration System Task Force.  Membership should include 1) representatives from CMS administration, 2) the Dean of Admissions and Records, and 3) faculty and staff representing those constituencies that have utilized the full range of SIS capabilities and require similar capabilities from the new CMS Student Administration System.  
The Faculty Senate recommends that the faculty members of the Task Force be recommended to the Senate by the Senate’s Academic Policies Committee and that the staff members be identified in consultation with the Senate’s Academic Policies Committee.
The Faculty Senate recommends that the charge of this Task Force should include the following:

· Develop a process for faculty and staff to communicate issues and/or problems.
· Development of an issue and problem data tracking system.
· Development and use of a process for the review, assessment and recommendation on how best to deal with each outstanding issue and problem.

· Identification of gaps in SAS functionality that could provide the same functionality as authorized in SIS and how such gaps can be mitigated.

· Identification of current work flow processes that have been significantly impacted by SAS and the development of processes that can minimize the increases in workload caused by SAS.  

· Development of an effective communication plan that includes but is not limited to the following:

· Ensuring that faculty and staff are made aware of the different levels and purposes of CMS access.

· Ensure that faculty and staff are informed of CMS updates.

· Provision for all faculty and staff to obtain the access that they need to effectively perform their work.  
· Ensure that faculty and staff are provided with security training appropriate for their level of access and consistent security requirements associated with SIS access. 

· Ensure that faculty and staff access is determined and authorized at the appropriate functional level.

· Ensure that decisions made on behalf of the faculty and staff regarding their information and access needs have been made with proper representation and provision is made for feedback and evaluation of this process.
· Develop an appropriate needs analysis process as the basis for the design and presentation of training to faculty and staff.  

· Provide for an on-going assessment of training effectiveness and needs.
What follows is a list of the “findings” of the committee which are the basis for the above recommendations.  These “findings” reflect the discussions of the committee relating to actual experiences related to the committee members or experienced by committee members.  

GENERAL CMS/SAS ISSUES AND PROBLEMS
· No publicly transparent process exists to receive issues and problems, to analyze these issues and problems, and to recommend how these issues and problems should be dealt with.  Such a formal and public issue and problem tracking system involving both SAS personnel and stakeholder representatives would be considered a “best practice” for this IT project. 
· Perception that issues and problems raised were viewed as anomalies and merely isolated complaints specific to the person or persons that raised the issues and problems. 

· Additional access capabilities have been developed but are not provided to faculty.  Access through the Faculty Center has been presented as the major SAS resource for faculty, with access to information beyond that provided by the Faculty Center rarely granted.  In fact, information about theses capabilities is not publicly available.

· Perception that access and informational needs were assumed without any understanding of actual needs.

· Little, if any, analysis was done of the variety of “business practices” used by faculty and staff that relied on data provided by SIS.
· Limitations in the SAS software provided by PeopleSoft/Oracle have been the explanation of the limited capabilities available to faculty and staff.  While such limitations do exist, the implementation of SAS “business practices” during the past year and a half has resulted in the inability of IT staff to understand and respond to the needs of faculty and staff during this “rollout” period. 
· Limited access and the apparent reduction in the equivalent information provided by SIS will negatively impact advising, retention, FTE management by departments and colleges, workload, program assessment.

· Perception that security concerns were being used as the basis for limiting access to needed information, even though the access required was no more than that which had been provided with SIS.  The specific security issues have not been clearly articulated, consequently the criteria used for determining access rights appears to be unpredictable.
· SAS/IT personnel making decisions as to whether a faculty and/or staff request for access should be granted.

· Apparently no analysis was made of the full range of SIS capabilities provided to faculty and staff.  Consequently, there appears to be no equivalent range of capabilities provided by SAS.
· Apparently SAS provision for the “business practices” of Admissions and Records and Financial Aid has created has limited the capabilities needed by faculty and staff.  For example, SIS provided for the ability to make changes to the database and then to undo these changes without effecting other elements in the database.  
· With the approval by the Senate of a new undergraduate advising policy, an increased amount of developmental advising will be needed, which will require a greater number of faculty and staff to have access to a wider variety of student information.
· Perception that whoever is responsible for decisions regarding access does not want faculty and staff to know what additional information is available beyond the limited information provided through the Faculty Center.
· Much of the work required of faculty and staff now takes longer (adding significant hours to the workload) and in some cases requires staff in other units to perform some of the needed tasks.  In one case, a significant amount of overtime was needed to complete the work.

TRAINING

· Training was not designed to inform faculty and staff users of the way in which attendees would need to perform their specific work responsibilities with SAS.

· Training was apparently designed to merely walkthrough the various design capabilities of SAS without relating these capabilities to actual work done by faculty and staff.

· Little, if any, of the training involved attendees in actually using SAS to perform their work.

· Whatever communication planning was done relating to training failed to effectively identify what specific types of training were offered and why those contacted should attend.  Low response rates were apparently viewed as a lack of interest and/or a lack of need.  

· Training, Email and written communications used non-academic language to describe SAS capabilities and to identify the types of training available.  

· Little, if any, assessment was done concerning the effectiveness of the training provided.
Approved unanimously by the Academic Policies Committee, November 30, 2007.
BACKGROUND

(Provided by the Academic Policies Committee):

CMS/SAS was expected to bring many improvements in the way that information is processed and transmitted to various endpoints on the campus.  In fact, the Chancellor’s Office / Board of Trustees have publicly noted how CMS/SAS was expected contribute to improved advising, retention and fewer units to degree(.  However, the Committee has identified a number of problems the faculty and staff have encountered in there attempts to do their work and carry out their responsibilities after the conversion from SIS to SAS.  These problems represent what Committee believes are examples and that a comprehensive outreach to users would identify the full extent of the problems and difficulties that faculty and staff are having with this conversion.

The Academic Policies Committee has identified four major areas that encompass these problems and difficulties.

1. Access (Faculty and Staff)

2. Communication and Representation (How problems are dealt with and how information is disseminated)

3. Training (Training sessions targeted for the appropriate audience)
4. CMS system problems and issues (Action lists that include System bugs, wish list items, etc.)

These problems and difficulties have directly impacted special programs, advising at all levels, faculty workload, and management of FTES.  Some of these problems have created faculty governance concerns, namely, the negative impact on the faculty’s academic responsibilities by decisions made without an understanding of these responsibilities and with little if any consultation.  

The two entry points to access information in CMS/SAS are:

1. The Faculty Center provides basic functions for all instructional faculty, and also basic advising functions.  The link to this access is available on the Faculty tab in CMS, and is also referred to as Faculty Self-Service.
2. The HR/SA Access allows a user greater functionality and much broader access to information.  The link to this access is available on the Employee page. 

The differences between these two levels of informational access are similar to the differences that existed between information available through CasperWeb and SIS.  For many, CasperWeb access was a sufficient.  However, for a large number of users on campus, SIS was needed.  While the Faculty Center is essentially the replacement for CasperWeb, there appears to have been no systematic attempt to determine how to replace the needs SIS users.

During spring 2007, meetings were held that included discussions of the needs for access to different types of information.  General guidelines that were discussed and recommended during these meetings included the following:

· Faculty (and staff) should maintain the level of access that was available to them in SIS, but agreed that they would need to go through appropriate training and have their initial access approved by their department chair and dean.  Once the department chair and dean approved this access, it should be granted.

· The Faculty Center would provide information for basic instruction (personal class lists, etc.).

· Since all faculty are considered advisors on some level, faculty that complete the appropriate security training would have access to basic advisor information in the Faculty Center.  

· For faculty with extensive advising responsibilities and for faculty and staff associated with academic programs that also have extensive advising responsibilities (e.g. the Liberal Studies Program), the Faculty Center would not be sufficient.  The greater functionality and broader access would be needed.  It was noted that different types of “access roles” would be created to meet specific informational needs. The need for this access should be determined by the faculty in consultation with their department chair.  Approval from the department chair and the dean would be required, along with necessary security training.  

· Because the “business practices” and associated information needs of faculty, staff, and department chairs vary quite a bit, more time would need to be devoted to gaining a better understanding of the specific nature of these needs.  

After the change from SIS to SAS, a number of faculty and staff were informed that they would no longer have the access to information resources needed to perform functions that had been carried out previously with the information provided by SIS.  Some of these issues may seem minor, but the consequences have been to increase significantly the hours needed to accomplish these tasks and to negatively impact the management and oversight of certain programs run.  

One example that may seem minor is faculty access to student schedules (this capability is not available in the Faculty Center, but is available in HR/SA).  Not having this access can add many hours to a faculty member who has to manage the scheduling student teaching.  Other examples include having access to a student’s audit trail, or the inability for programs or departments to now enroll students in targeted class sections (including overriding registration dates) and for faculty or staff to have access to student information relating to classes required by specific programs that are offered by more than one major area.  Lack of access to graded class rosters has also been a major issue, as has the ability to have access to class sections rather than being required to look-up class section information one student at a time.

These are just a few examples that have been identified by the Committee.  The Committee believes that a concentrated effort to more thoroughly understand the informational needs of faculty and staff associated with programs requiring management, oversight and/or advising of students would certainly identify a much longer list.  The list should include the campus-wide informational needs of faculty, staff, department chair needs, et al. working in the colleges, departments, programs and academically related units.  

The Committee has identified the following problem areas associated with access issues:

· Many Department Chairs are not aware of HR/SA access.  

· Department Chairs are unaware of the differences between what is available through Faculty Center and HR/SA access.

· Faculty have not been informed that HR/SA access exists.  Training sessions have focused only what is provided by Faculty Center access, and have not included information about the variety of informational needs and what different types of access are available.

· No training modules have been set up to address faculty needs beyond the Faculty Center.

· In some circumstances, faculty members have been told that they would not be allowed access to information that had been available to them using SIS.

· The criteria used to determine the type of access to be granted has not been clearly articulated.

· The process and persons involved in making decisions on access are unknown.  There has been no user (faculty and staff) involvement in this decision making process.

As a consequence of these issues and problems, the committee is concerned that there may be FTES loss because department faculty, staff and chairs as well as college deans do not have the information they need to manage enrollments and section offerings.  Mentoring programs have already been affected, which includes the inability to evaluate the progress of “at risk” students and intervene as needed. In addition, there is evidence that academic programs, advising quality, and faculty workload have been negatively impacted.  Assessment at all levels (department, special programs, government grants, etc.) would seem to also be affected by the restricted access to needed information.

The Committee is concerned that the lack of consultation in identifying and resolving these issues impinges on the rights and responsibilities of faculty.  Faculty through their appropriate representative bodies should be consulted on decisions that affect their ability to do their job.  By limiting access to essential resources, faculty are inhibited from effectively carrying out important and necessary parts of their academic responsibilities.  

The restrictions on providing appropriate access are examples of a larger issue. Across the campus, departments, programs, faculty, staff, etc. have used SIS in different ways.  We need to work together to systematically identify the scope and specifications of these different uses and how best to accommodate the variety of comparable SAS needs of these users.  

The Committee believes that an effective process for eliciting issues and/or problems associated with SAS should be established.  This process should be effectively communicated to the various SAS user communities.  The process should systematically record, assess and address these issues and/or problems and report these results to the user community.  In addition, we need to more effectively ascertain the training needs of the various user groups and consequently to more effectively address how SAS can be used to facilitate the work of faculty and staff.

As with any system (particularly a new one), the Committee believes that these issues will need to be addressed on an on-going basis.
Approved unanimously by the Academic Policies Committee, November 30, 2007.
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( *	August 2, 2005 Memorandum from Chancellor Reed to CSU Presidents (AA-2005-21)


Subject: Facilitating Graduation (22 Items for Campus Plans for Facilitating Graduation)


IV. Strong Advising Strategies and Practices





Items 14.  Campus Provision of a rich CMS Information and Communications Environment for Major Advising…





Initial Implementation for items 14, 15, and 16.  Campus needs for advising vary by student characteristics, by academic program emphases, and similar variables.  At the same time, campuses vary in approved schedules for implementing key features of the Common Management System, especially the Student Administration module.  Accordingly, campuses are encouraged vigorously to review their advisement practices as a part of the campus review of policies and practices called for in AA-2005-21; to identify practices that may be suitable for adoption at other California State Universities; and to contribute to a consensus that will be sought in 2005-06 as to best practices and next steps in advisement for undergraduates.
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