Kansas State University

Information Resource Management Council Meeting

Thursday, September 20, 2007
Hale Library Room 503

1:30 – 3:00 PM
Minutes

Members Present:  Timothy Bower, Lynn Carlin, Betsy Cauble, Lori Goetsch, Mike Haddock,  Monty Nielsen, Michael North, Ralph Richardson, Harvard Townsend
Members Absent:  Will Baldwin, Rick Baybutt, Bill Borth, Al Cochran, Tony Crawford, Fred Damkroger, Mark Hollingsworth, Gary Leitnaker, Larry Moeder, David Rintoul, Jane Rowlett, Bruce Shubert, Cheryl Strecker, John Streeter
Visitor: James Lyall
I. Welcome/Introductions.  Chair Haddock opened the meeting at 1:33 p.m.
II. Minutes of May 17, 2007.  Motion to approve by Lori Goetsch, seconded by Harvard Townsend.  Minutes approved.
III. Announcements.  There were no announcements.
IV. Discussion/Update Items
A. Information resource and information management policy-making process and the role and purpose of IRMC. 
Interim Vice Provost for Information Technology Services Lynn Carlin led a discussion regarding the role and purposes of the IRMC, what has worked well, and what could be improved.  The notes below reflect that discussion.
Purpose
Recommend IT policy

Provides input into IT policy from broad range of users

What’s Working?
Broad representation on group

We’re presented with necessary information to implement – proactive

Dissemination of information

FSCOT participation has been healthy – refining policy before Faculty Senate has helped

Increase faculty buy-in to alleviate tension – why is policy happening and the role/relationship with shared governance 

Issues/Concerns/ Suggested Improvements
Scope

What do we mean IT vs. IRM?

Scope and authority – should there be a broader charge – not just information policy for VP-ITS

Who is responsible for campus-wide/enterprise information policy

Information, technology, or both?

No mechanism to develop technology standards

Connection between FSCOT and IT vs. IRM 

IRM policy governs creation and management of information, information services (presentation, sharing, retention)

IT policy = technology standards and architectures

Make-Up
Participation in IRMC in dropping

Who is/was appointed and why?  

Bring the islands together to talk and work together

Policy Analysis
Could improve policy analysis – identifying issues and impacts

Too much information is provided at times

Need balance of amount of information with “right information”

Need information necessary to make good decisions

Inconsistent with what comes to the IRMC – need a policy framework, identify gaps, and address them systematically

Need more clarity around need for policy

Need framework for articulating policy – need, background, implications

Tensions between policy need and implementation 

Need mechanism for resolving impacts of policy
B. Revised draft of the "Proposed Data Classification and Security Policy and Standards". 

Harvard Townsend announced that the revised version of the policy and standards has not yet been finalized.  Tentatively, it is planned that IRMC will receive the revised draft for review by the October meeting.   Harvard, Lynn and James are working to simplify it.  The revised draft will likely have fewer classifications and contain the outline of a plan on how to accomplish implementation.
V. Other business as needed.  
Betsy Cauble asked that there be future discussion of the retention of student records by faculty.
VI. Adjournment.  Meeting was adjourned at 2:40 p.m.
