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Faculty Senate Chambers, DH Hill Library


Committee Members Present

Sam Averitt and Steve Keto, Co-chairs tc "Sam Averitt and Steve Keto, Co-chairs "  
Kristin Antelman, Justin Daves (for Michael Vasu), Pete Evans, Mike Ferguson, Lou Harrison (for Tom Miller), Barbara Kirby, Rick Liston, Dan McWhorter, Harry Nicholos, William Scott, Dan Steen, John Tector

Technical Advisors and Guests

Donna Barrett, Mardecia Bell, Nancy Burgart, Rhonda Conlin, Shawn Dunning, Alan Galloway, Dan Green, Gwen Hazelhurst, Cecile Hinson, Jim Holland, Charles Hunt, Susan Klein, Robbie Little, Stan North Martin, Joe McCoy, Bill Padgett, Scott Payne, Saroj Primlani, Greg Sparks, Joe Sutton, Jennifer Van Horn, Fay Ward, Jeff Webster, Jason Young

Call to Order

Steve Keto

Review of Minutes

The committee unanimously approved the September 10, 2003 minutes: http://www.ncsu.edu/it/uitc/minutes/09-10-03minutes-fw-jd.doc
Presentation
HR IT Career Banding Project Update—Jay Biggs, HR Compensation Analyst 

Jay Biggs, standing in for Kathy Lambert, provided a handout and additional information about the new IT career banding project that will affect SPA IT staff at NC State in the upcoming year (2004). The Office of State Personnel approved a career banding option in 2001, and it has already been implemented by the state’s ITS department. It is being done for IT positions at UNCW and UNCCH, and has already been implemented for law enforcement positions at NC State.  HR has been working on the implementation for NC State IT staff with a campus committee over the past year. 

Jay explained that the new banding system will reorganize and reclassify IT positions into much larger categories than currently exist. Current narrow job classifications will be joined into wider bands that allow more flexibility and career development for employees. The reclassification process will give managers more control and responsibility.  

Jay discussed the major points in the handout. Within each career band, there are three levels: Contributing, Journey, Advanced. Contributing is entry-level, Journey is intermediate to senior-level skills,  Advanced is the expert level. Most people will function in the Journey level. 

The Journey Market Rate for a band is established by averaging the salaries being paid for similar jobs in the geographic area.  A graph described what the salaries for an individual band would look like. The bottom line represents minimum salary; max is the top line. The Journey Market Rate is across the middle. An employee can enter at the Contributing, Journey or Advanced level, depending on skills, education, experience. When a person gains new competencies and uses them in the current position, they move up through the band and salary range. People can increase their income and the breadth of their job without moving to a new job or getting promoted, for example,  to management positions.

The manager will determine a person’s salary and placement along the continuum (from Contributing to Advanced) in accordance with HR. Business needs and budget determine what the manager can afford to pay. The most important goal of career banding, according to the HR handout, is “to facilitate the university’s efforts to recruit, develop, and retain a qualified, motivated, and diverse workforce.” Another goal is efficiency on the job, contributing to the success of the organization and giving opportunity for employees to develop and move up. 

Three families of IT jobs were listed on the handout: 1) Business and Technology Applications, 2) Networking, 3) Operations and Systems. Each of these families have three bands—Technician, Analyst, Specialist. Within each there’s a description of work, and competencies are listed for the three levels. Much depends on where a person matches up. Human Resources has put together grids listing competencies and showing the different levels, to make it easier to identify how an employee can be slotted. 

Jay pointed out that one key HR responsibility is training—to make sure this process makes sense, and that managers are able to use it and to explain it to their employees. Managers will first determine the employee’s placement in the band. There’s a joint responsibility between employee and manager to determine what opportunities for career development exist. This process puts more responsibility on the employee for career progression. They can see what it takes to do to get to a higher level.

Jay said that HR’s stated goal for implementation is January 2004. He reported that HR is waiting on some market data and approvals from OSP. Several phases have been completed; others are in progress. 

Pete Evans, who served on the HR committee, expressed concern about the timeline being so compressed; considering that (1) things haven’t been approved downtown, (2) there’s been no training, (3) December is a short month, (4) the semester is starting just after the first of the year. He suggested that implementation happen throughout the spring: get definitions done, everybody trained, people properly slotted (very important).

Jay said that HR does not want to create an impossible situation. If the process is not going at a rate or time that’s effective, it does not make sense to push it forward.

There were questions about how much career banding has been discussed by members of the University IT Committee, 

Pete said his peers think it’s OK to begin the process at the first of the year, but the deadline for getting everybody slotted and using the new system should be June 30. There is also concern about whether there will be resources for addressing changes in salary that will result from the reclassification process. 

Lt. Potts was asked how well career banding is it working for Campus Police [ He said that Campus Police had only 50 people to slot. The chief had every officer in the department fill out a questionnaire and a qualifications page, which allowed each person to document all their training and skills. Final slotting was difficult, but the criteria had been set. If anyone wanted to complain to the chief, they had to bring a copy of the application they had given to the chief and any new documentation to a hearing. Many people thought they should be in a higher band, but when they realized that the process was fair—everybody got slotted the same way and had a chance to present their case—“I think the chief had only two complaints,” Lt. Potts said. 

Harry Nicholos said it seems that one of the goals of career banding is to involve managers and hold them accountable for compensations. There will never be enough money to pay people what they think they deserve, but the new system does give managers the flexibility to put people where they belong rather than rely on going through the current classification process.

Someone pointed out that the main point is not the salary; the new system is about career management, which implies that there are resources for offering training. Is the employee expected to pay for a course and certification from their own pocket? 

Steve Keto commented on the campus budget. The appropriation bill for the 2003-05 biennium included zero amount for anything like this. No institution has received a special allocation to implement IT career banding. He observed that each of the UNC sister institutions budgets differently.  Since about 1992, NC State elected to budget in decentralized manner and give all the money out to the colleges: benefits, salaries, everything. Other universities use the centralized approach: a position gets created and filled, the person leaves, the institution takes the position back.  Steve said it’s likely that some of the UNC institutions have set aside some money that was gained by functioning like that, and they’re allocating it to meet these kinds of needs--that’s predominately the small schools. If ever there is this kind of appropriation made to the Office of State Personnel, it’s generally for the small agencies of state government. NC State has never been able to get any of that kind of money. Steve said that the Campus Police career banding was funded from a combination of Mr. Worsley’s resources and a reallocation of resources by the division.  That’s how these are all going to have to be worked out on our campus, he said. If the deans want to raise the issue with the provost, it’s probably an item for the provost to consider. He doesn’t have untold wealth, Steve observed. He asked Jay if the prepared banding plan been presented to management.  

Sue Nicolosi answered that HR has a rough draft ready. When the competencies are sent out, a rough draft will go to management. 

Steve asked if that was going to happen in November. Sue said she hopes so. They can’t send it out without Kathy Lambert's approval. If she approves, they will. It’s a draft document, but the HR committee wanted people on the University IT Committee to have the opportunity to review some of it. Steve said that it seems that the whole thing needs to shift to when people can have input. Others agreed with extending the stated timeline to get more flexibility. 

Someone asked if the draft plan will show exactly where Computing Consultant I fits within these bands. Will there be discretion within the bands? Jay said it will be something the manager will look at. CC-I in one department may not go in the same spot in all departments. But there will be a competency list and description of work.

Asked if the bands show the dollar range, Jay said the Journey Market Rate [and the prescribed minimum] will be given. The manager will know what the salary range will be. He thinks that will be provided during training, along with the grids of competencies and descriptions.  Someone asked if HR has any idea what the dollars are going to look like. Someone from the back of the room said that OSP is supposed to provide all the dollars and all the numbers for that.

Keto said that since this schedule seems to be dated and HR is waiting for some things to happen, it would be beneficial for HR to come back to the committee in January with an update. 

John Tector said that for those who are hearing about this for the first time, it would be helpful to see a comparison between the new system and the old system. What are the difficulties, challenges, opportunities of the old and what are the opportunities, difficulties, challenges of the new? Does the University IT Committee have a decision role whether or not this process is adopted? Several people answered no. John asked if those being impacted should not participate in the decision, 

It was asked if the issue had gone to the deans. Jay said it should have .Someone said it was presented to University Business Officers, and that the deans are supposedly aware of it.  It was then asked if the issue had it gone to the EOM, and Jay said he would check. Barbara Kirby observed that it was problematic to make decisions about positions without enough information, at beginning of semester, without funds. 

Steve Keto said that one of the messages from the discussion  was that  some informational sessions with the senior administration structure of the university were needed  Someone in audience said they believe that’s been done, just don’t have details. Steve suggested an update at the  January committee meeting

It was asked what happens with the new  banding system if someone comes out lower than what they’re being paid now. Jay said that with the current system, if people are reclassified downward, most often the salary is just frozen until it catches up. The person does not take a cut in salary.

Lou Harrison wondered if it might be a good idea to have a period of time where people try banding their employees and somebody has oversight, sort of like a dry run before actually making the changes. It’s important to get people in the right place at first. Even with training, people will band their employees differently, and it won’t be equitable. .Jay said that HR will be involved as a resource. If they think there’s a problem, they will say something. 

Pete Evens suggested gathering a representative group of managers who could take 60 existing or hypothetical employees and create competencies for them and discuss how they would be mapped into the new system, so that the  managers would have the guidance of a group of peers.  

Harry Nicholos agreed with the need to do a trial run, but said he was hesitant about the mapping idea. Lots of people are currently mis-categorized, he said.  Some managers would simply use the map as a convenient and easy way to do the slotting rather than giving the new process the diligence needed. Managers need to really focus on what each person does, irrespective of the job title, and start figuring out where the employee belongs in a band at that level. It’s harder, but it’s the right way. He doesn’t think there should be a method. This is the opportunity to start with a fresh slate. 

Bill Padgett said banding started about four years ago with OSP and ITS (formerly SIPS) . Campus Police was a tiny community.  In the process of banding ITS downtown, managers looked at some of the outliers who were way out of line.  ITS had a 2% increase across the board that they could use to sort of adjust salaries. Some got more than 2%; some got none. But that’s what they used. 

Lt. Potts said that the Campus Police bands are police officer--contributing, journey, advanced. There’s a minimum and a max with each band. He said that with the police officer bands, no officer got to the minimum level, since there’s just not enough money in the budget. Everybody knew that, but everybody received some increase because of the market value adjustment. Some got a little more than others, to make it comparable across the board. If a police officer came in at $28,000, and he took the test and became sergeant, he got a 5% raise. As this process goes forward, either the chief can afford to bump the bands up in pay or an individual can rise within the banding levels by meeting competencies and gaining qualifications. 

Bill Padgett said that the way banding was implemented in ITS meant that folks were able to move a little; therefore, it was successful there. Looking down the road at NC State, we still don’t have an equitable funding source—for administrative, academic, or colleges IT. Somewhere the administration has to look at how money can come down in a more equitable way-- otherwise some units will do without. They won’t understand why and will be discouraged. 

Steve Keto said the downside of the decentralized budget is that there’s not a place to go to get money—unless it’s carved out of the university budget somewhere. 

Alan Schuler observed that there are a lot of unknowns:  a lot of issues with interpretations and implementations that have not been decided. Some things have to be worked out prior to training. He agreed with Lou that a prior group of people should be involved and in communication within the colleges’ administration. Those who participate in the pilot need to know what the budget realities are for the next 6-12 months in order to begin assessing beyond the paper interpretations/implementations. He agreed with the idea of putting together a pilot that is relatively representative of campus, see where the issues are and what adjustments need to be made, and make fundamental definitions more explicit before this gets rolled out. He said that many have seen this for the very first time within the past few days and have no clue as to what is going to happen or what the larger environment is. He said that this is an argument to go slower and get input into the process beforehand. 

Pete Evans observed that most of the comments at the meeting were coming from IT professionals, except for John Tector's. John’s comments are going to be indicative of a lot of people who have responsibility for managing IT people, he said. He expressed concern especially for IT staff who report to faculty members, who are going to be clueless. There needs to be a way for these faculty to understand how slotting IT professionals works. It takes a lot of prior thought, Pete observed. He suggested that if there isn’t some way to give them a feel for the issues, ma[stet]He volunteered to act  as a resource. “For folks’ careers, it is absolutely imperative that this gets done correctly," he said.

Steve said that everyone was getting the message in principle. Starting with the deans and EOMs and colleges, there needs to be communication on this and a work group to go with it. He requested that the HR reps come back to report at the January meeting. Maybe some of the things on the schedule will be completed by then, he said, and it will be clearer what’s going on. 

The Campus Police's competency inventory was discussed, and it was suggested that there could be a common inventory process for the IT banding since IT staff have to do similar things. The question of whether there was enough interest in developing some kind of inventory system for IT staff was raised

LT. Potts explained how the process worked for Campus Police. He said that Police Officer I is the entry level for police officers. They had a table for sergeants and officers similar to the one provided for IT. They asked what competencies a person must possess to be an entry-level police officer, and they listed all those basic competencies. If a person is to move up, he is expected to have more competencies and be able to do more in-depth things. At the advanced level, the expert, there’s nothing he is not able to do as far as police officer work is concerned. They set the criteria and training that must also go with that. When all that was written, they allowed people to say what competencies the job needed. There was some disagreement, but overall, they were accepted. The employees filled out the questionnaire, including all their qualifications and submitted it to the chief

Dan McWorter said he thought this was an extremely valuable step. 

Potts added that it was not only what was on paper that counted as part of the process, but what the employee could demonstrate in the way of competencies. For example, he had 28 years of experience and had been a sergeant for 16 of those years; it was documented, and that allowed him to move along in the band.

Steve suggested that it would be wise to designate the IT Directors as an additional point of contact, along with the deans and EOM.  Pete said they would be happy to play whatever role possible to make this work. 

Discussion 
Computer hardware security/thefts - Lt. Potts, Campus Police 

Steve Keto introduced the topic by observing that computer theft is on the rise at NC State. Lt. Potts agreed. He gave as an example a criminal career group in Michigan that targets schools and universities. They travel long distances to come to campuses because there are large quantities of what they’re after, and access is easy.

One thing that would help the police and detectives address these computer thefts and others is better inventory practices on campus. Lt. Potts said that when he and others go to investigate somewhere things have been stolen on campus, often no one is sure who has an inventory of it. Serial numbers are rare. If it takes a week or two to get that information, by then the merchandise has been recycled:  transported and sold. If a police officer stops somebody, and there’s no serial number or engraving to indicate it is university property, we’re done, he said.  If a guy’s on the street with a laptop or LCD projector that has been engraved, we have them. The Vet School have their LCD projectors display “NC State Veterinary School.”   Help like that makes the police job easier, and they might be able to get some equipment back. If police can’t get the serial number, something engraved would be great. Equipment can also be registered with campus police department, which provides little stickers that say that the equipment has been registered. This option has been used by students quite well this year. That won’t stop all theft, Lt. Potts admitted, but it’s cheap and easy, it acts as a deterrent in some cases, and it simplifies getting the information needed to investigate thefts. 

Property values is another issue—$4,000-5,000 for a Dell laboratory laptop is not realistic, Lt. Potts said.  Officers are instructed to put down whatever the person tells them, but police officers are now being instructed to ask questions. Within 6 months a laptop starts depreciating rapidly. If it’s two years old, it’s not really worth $2,000.  The police want “property values reported as defined by NC State.”  The state of NC requires the present fair market value. For example, $5,000 on an SBI-78 form tells the state that $5,000 worth of property walked away, but a person wouldn’t pay $1,000 for the stolen equipment. LT Potts asked the group to help spread the understanding that Campus Police needs realistic, honest numbers when they ask for equipment value.  The value of research data or software on the equipment doesn’t count for these purposes.

Access control is another cheap way to reduce thefts or help identify thieves. If police can say, “Michael, you’re the last person that went in here,” that will help us, Lt. Potts said. He also encouraged the use of ID badges by staff.   

Alan Scheuler said they have had issues with housekeepers not following directions to keep facilities locked. Students stand around, and housekeepers let them in.  Potts said he has talked to them.  

Stan North Martin gave information on resources for marking equipment. Campus Police and ITE have engravers, and the Classroom Technology pilot project just purchased a branding iron that says "NC State University." People are welcome to borrow it. (Contact Stan or Dickran Paranak , classroom technology coordinator, dickran_paranak@ncsu.edu)

Potts provided some specific examples of  where staff could help Campus Police with the problems of theft and recovery of stolen IT equipment. He reiterated that the serial number or some identifier is crucial. The police may have someone with 10 laptops, and 10 may have been stolen, but if police  can’t prove the connection nothing can be recovered.

For Discussion and Vote 
Anti-virus protection requirements - Jeff Webster

http://www.ncsu.edu/it/uitc/11-19-03/anti-virus-20031111.doc

Jeff reported that the security subcommittee had refined the anti-virus document being submitted for discussion and vote.  It now is worded so that any university machine running an operating system for which campus has a site license is required to run some anti-virus product. The campus site-licensed anti-virus software is preferred, but other anti-virus products will be listed as acceptable. If a person is running a fairly recent version of a commercial anti-virus product, there will be a way to request that it be added to the accepted list. 

John Tector asked if a person who owns his or her own computer is covered by this regulation. It is not, Jeff said. John asked why. Jeff said that NC State does not have jurisdiction over these machines. John said that since they are connecting to NC State’s network system, it seems they should be subject to the regulation. The College of Design has 340 student-owned computers, growing to 750. Webster said this item came up in discussions with Legal, and they advised that forcing a requirement on personal machines gets into a sticky area. 

Someone asked how ResNet does it. Webster replied that ResNet is a purchased service. John said that students are purchasing service from NC State too, with tuition. Jeff responded that tuition is not considered as paying for access to campus network.

It was clarified that colleges and departments could make more stringent requirements. Jeff asked what CALS was currently requiring for personal computers. Alan Schuler said that CALS strongly recommends this, if  they’re physically connected to the network or connecting via VPN.  CALS does not really say they can’t connect otherwise, because of the legal issues, but they strongly recommend it, he said. CALS has had this rule in one version or another for the last two years. It has worked quite well, and there have been very few issues.

Steve said that the issue of student-owned machines is a big one that needs to be grasped, but that  when Legal gets involved, it takes longer. He said that his sense is that this requirement should move forward without dropping that issue—maybe add as an amendment later on. 

Steve reminded the committee that the item was up for a vote. The resolution could be adopted with an amendment or the committee could recommend something contrary to what Legal is saying. He reminded the committee that the requirement will have to go through the EOM,  so it will be scrutinized numerous times before it becomes reality,.  A motion was made and seconded to accept the proposal as presented.

Bill Padgett observed that requiring anti-virus protection has grown. Computing Services encourages using the managed version. The web page downloading system makes it difficult not to do that. If a student downloads the unmanaged version, 3 or 4 months later it’s not going to be able to detect a virus that’s currently marketed. Section 2A requires antivirus protection. Maybe it would be good to add the word “managed” there,  so that when a person connects to the networked system, he or she will get the latest anti--virus update. 

Greg Sparks said the committee has gone over this issue many times in the past year. They did not find consensus across the campus community to include either one of those options in this initial documentation. Their hope was that the university could start with something and build on it later. That’s why they’re presenting this version for vote. 

Someone asked for a clarification, saying that while users need to have the software updated, it’s often the virus definition that people overlook. Many department computer owners say they have the anti-virus software, but the definition hasn’t been updated for six months. They’ve been hit by every virus since then.


John Tector said he wants a particular unit to have the right to require anti-virus protection. Jeff said that units can require more than this. He said that the proposed requirement would be  a baseline—similar to some of the computer use regulations. Units can put additional rules in place over the top of it. A unit can't have more friendly rules, such as not requiring an anti-virus protection on university machines.

Steve Keto reminded people that there was still a motion on the floor. 

Someone asked why this is called a “draft.” Jeff said he considers it a draft until it’s been approved.


II.B. was discussed in terms of the difference between academic IT support and what administrative computing supports with management of their clients for anti-virus. The situation of IT support making changes to a desktop at a user's request was brought up and the question of whether that would be acceptable to NCS because they do it differently.  Administrators of the computers have the responsibilities to manage computers, it was said, and there are two distinctly different philosophies on how that’s done. There was concern that NCS support would come and reinstall the system back to their model. 

Greg Sparks said if that were done, it would be in accordance with the service level agreement. In response it was said that faculty may desire more stringent protection, so computer administrators may make changes; there’s a difference between what II.B. states and what the NCS service level agreement constitutes, it was said. Greg said it sounded like NCS would have to clarify its service level agreement to say that they are specifically satisfying the requirements of II.B. This statement was added to the requirement  so that if NCS installed anti-virus protection and anyone with administrative privileges deleted it, that person would share in the responsibility for any consequences. 

Steve asked if there were any suggested changes to the wording of the document. Pete Evens suggested getting the approval process started and dealing with some of these other issues as they progress. Not having a requirement is a mistake, he said. 

Steve Keto said a meeting he and Sam Averitt had with Provost Oblinger and Vice Chancellor Worsley, leads him to believe that the question of personally owned computers will be raised with the EOM. They’re not comfortable with that part. 

Alan suggested adding a clause which does not preclude more stringent regulations. The second to the motion was amended, with the suggestion that II.E. say  “This requirement does not preclude that units can implement a more stringent requirement.“


The motion was unanimously approved.

NDS modifications - Donna Barrett

http://www.nag.ncsu.edu/nag/ndstech/sla/newdraft/sla_draft_august-ndstech_show-revision.htm
Donna Barrett reported that the NDS Tech Committee revised its service level agreement in August and would like the University IT Committee’s approval. 

List of modifications: 

1. Changed name of document from “Campus Service Level Agreement for NDS Netware Maintenance and Services of the NCSUNDS Tree” to “NCSUNDS Tree and NDS Tech Committee Operational Bylaws.”

2. In Intro, changed “stability, well-being, and balanced growth” to “stability and welfare.” 

3. “Purpose of group” sentence moved to later section.

4. Added sentence concerning links to other documents.

5. Reworded purpose sentence—“To serve as the authority for NDS issues in the NCSUNDS tree on any computing platform.”

6. Modified second bullet of “Purpose of NDS Tech”

7. Dropped third bullet under “Purpose of NDS Tech” –about allowing each campus organization “to pursue whichever actions or technologies they choose, so long as they do not adversely impact other entities….”

8. Added statement indicating that the list of people responsible for Root Access is to be ratified by this group. 

Two other minor modifications.

The motion to approve was seconded and passed without objection. 

Scott Payne raised the issue that there was no opportunity for discussion before the vote. He said he  wanted to question  the NDS purpose statement that was deleted.  By removing that, he said, it seems that organizations don’t have the choice to do something they want to do within the NDS tree.

Donna verified that he was asking about the bullet number 7. She said that almost every person who participated in the vote is free also to participate in the committee. There are those who choose not to. They have been invited; no one is denied membership.

Scott said that elsewhere on campus, including University IT Committee, every college is represented. Not every college by default is represented on the NDS committee. Therefore without a vote, a unit has no voice. But everyone pays into the contract. He said he thinks everyone involved should be included, and that it has not been open for his group to apply for membership. 

Keto said he is not aware of any prohibition about anyone joining the group. Scott restated that it was not an open procedure. 

Donna said she does not think that NDS received an appeal. When this document was originally proofed by this group approximately two years ago, one of the requests was that anyone who participated in the University IT Committee could also ask to participate in NCSUNDS Tech.  That’s explicit. NDS was not aware that there were groups that did not believe they had the right to representation. If there is such a group, that’s not an issue at all.

Donna explained that the statement under question was removed because of the ambiguity of defining “adversely impact,”  and that NDS wants people to be able to pursue different technologies. She clarified that the NDS Tech group is only trying to insure that the tree itself is stable and is not interested in stating what technology an individual unit or college can or cannot run. The group struggled with a way to say, “Do what you want to as long as it does not create a problem," Donna said.  Sometimes a unit does not realize that they are creating a problem for someone else. She stated that anyone who wants to attend the meetings can have NDS Tech membership, and invited Scott to send her email or speak after the meeting.   

Updates and Discussion 

Expanded ITD Helpdesk - Susan Klein


Staff and new procedures are in place, open from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. Administrative and academic computer users won’t have to call somewhere else for the computing help they need; whatever their computing question, they will feel that they have called the right place.


Removal of residual data on surplus equipment - Greg Sparks
http://www.ncsu.edu/it/uitc/11-19-03/Residual_datav5.doc


About 3000 PCs are surplused per year, often with licensed software and confidential data on them. Within the next few months, a new administrative procedure will have the departments surplusing computing equipment remove data and software from each machine before sending the machine to Materials Support The surplus form will be modified with additional boxes to indicate the method used: 1) The hard drive was removed, with verification that it was destroyed. 2) verification that the hard drive was degaussed or 3) verification that a software product was used to remove data from the hard drive. The  group working on this issue agreed that it makes sense for departments to do this; they have the expertise and know how to remove the data from the particular hardware or operating system. This rule should become a part of the operating procedures for materials management.

Topical Reports 
New campus ID cards will be distributed to students about December 11—Louis Hunt
Registration will shut down the system over Christmas as usual. The conversion will be done right after Christmas. All student systems may be down a couple of days, but will all be in place by January 7.

Pete Evens asked if Louis's office  is going to be custodian of the ID/SS# translation tables. Someone told him that one person in each college, primarily college IT directors, is going to have access to that table. He ask if it will still be just Registration. Louis clarified that this refers to  every unit or college having a contact who could submit files to an ftp server. Those files would be taken and batched with the new IDs and put back out to that person.

Pete also asked about reports that new IDs for faculty and staff are further down the line. Louis said that faculty and staff will get new ID cards in the December distribution. The new card will have the same picture and the HR ID on it—unless the person has a student ID number. 

Alan asked at what point in the admissions process do entering students get their permanent ID. Louis said that starting January 1, it will be as soon as they apply, whether they’re accepted or not. It will remain their permanent ID forever.

Financial & Human Resources—Gwen Hazlehursttc "Financial & Human Resources - Gwen Hazlehurst"
http://www.fis.ncsu.edu/EIS/Univ_Stds_Comm/FinHRupdate.doc
Gwen said there had been a technical problem with the redirect on the FrontPage update, so  the Topical Report for Financials and HR was not the correct one until mid morning.

Steve Keto reminded people of the date for the next meeting and adjourned the meeting.

Meeting adjourned: 11:10 a.m.

Next Meeting: January 14, 2004

