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Summary and Recommendations

IT governance at McMaster University has faced significant criticism from MUFA members, whose
concerns regarding workload, privacy, academic freedom, collegial governance, and intellectual
property have not been adequately addressed. This report, based on the analyses of a survey
(see Appendix) completed by 228 MUFA members (December 17, 2024 - January 31, 2025) from
all six faculties, explores how IT governance has failed to deal with these issues and the
implications for the academic community. The main takeaway points are as follows:

e Workload. One of the primary concerns is the increased workload resulting from the
adoption of technologies. MUFA members have expressed frustration over the need to
learn and manage systems like Simple Syllabus and Mosaic without adequate support or
training. These tools, intended to streamline work processes, have instead added to the
workload by requiring members to perform tasks previously handled by administrative
staff. The slow and inefficient software adoption process further exacerbates this issue,
leading to delays and additional stress for members.

e Privacy concerns are another critical issue. MUFA members are worried about data
security and the use of their data beyond university needs. The use of off-site servers and
data storage raises concerns about data control and potential breaches. Additionally, the
use of tools like Simple Syllabus, with servers located in the US, has heightened the
likelihood of data scraping and privacy violations.

e Academic freedom is at risk due to IT governance policies. Mandating the use of specific
tools like Simple Syllabus or Avenue to Learn limits faculty autonomy and flexibility in
designing course outlines.

e Collegial governance has been undermined by a top-heavy and authoritarian approach
to IT decision-making. MUFA members' input is often ignored, leading to resentment and
a breakdown in the relationship between MUFA members and administration.

e Intellectual Property. The protection of intellectual property is a significant concern.
MUFA members worry about the security and control of their course materials and emails,
fearing that their data could be used without consent.

RECOMMENDATION: We recommend that MUFA continues to organize around IT
issues at McMaster, establishing a permanent IT advisory committee for this purpose.
Reporting to the elected MUFA executive, this advisory committee will be able to cultivate and
deepen our collective understanding of the role of IT in our working lives. Such a committee
will be a vital point of contact for MUFA members as they navigate IT challenges and
discussions, and as they participate in various forms of IT governance and decision-making. A
permanent MUFA IT advisory committee will help ensure that IT decisions are taken in ways
that reflect MUFA members input and needs, and that genuinely enhance research, teaching,
and service at McMaster.

The permanent committee should consider ways to address the concerns participants
have raised through this survey, including calls for:




Faculty control, input, oversight, and consultation about McMaster's approach to
choosing, adopting, and governing information technologies; particularly through:

o Arole for MUFA in policies and decision-making about IT; and

o Senate oversight over IT decisions.
Greater support to MUFA members in making IT transitions, including especially local
support housed within units.
Greater transparency about IT decisions and policies.
Reduction of downloading of administrative work to faculty through IT systems.
Foremost consideration of faculty needs, interests, and workload in IT policy and
decision-making, through involvement of departments, MUFA, and Senate.
MUFA and its permanent IT committee reach out to other faculty associations across
Canada to explore the possibilities for knowledge exchange and sector-wide
organizing.




Introduction

The adoption and implementation of information technology (IT) at McMaster University has
significantly impacted MUFA members in various ways. This report, based on the analyses of a
survey (see Appendix), explores how IT affects workload, privacy, academic freedom, collegial
governance, and intellectual property, based on the concerns and suggestions raised by survey
participants. By examining these areas, we can better understand the challenges faced by MUFA
members and identify potential solutions to improve their experience with the enactment of
information technologies.

The survey aimed to evaluate the concerns of MUFA members regarding McMaster’'s approach
to selecting, adopting, and managing information technologies, focusing on the dimensions of
workload, privacy, academic freedom, collegial governance, and intellectual property. Each
dimension was assessed using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Not at all Concerned) to
5 (Extremely Concerned). Respondents were also invited to elaborate on their concerns in a
textbox. The average scores for all five dimensions indicate notable concerns (Workload = 3.75,
Privacy = 3.39, Academic Freedom = 3.15, Collegial Governance = 3.43, Intellectual Property =
3.24). Figure 1 represents the level of concern raised about each area:

Figure 1. Level of concern by area
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The survey was completed by 228 MUFA members (December 17, 2024 - January 31, 2025)
from all six faculties. Light blue represents “no response” in the figure below.

Figure 2. Survey demographics
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Each question in the survey posed a quantitative Likert-scale question about level of concern, as
well as a qualitative open-ended question inviting description of specific concerns. The latter were
coded quantitatively by theme (see Appendix for the full text of the questions).

It is important to recognize that the quantitative summary of open-ended survey responses
reflects concerns raised spontaneously in response to general prompts. For example, if 20
survey participants independently noted that IT systems are offloading administrative work onto
faculty, this likely indicates a broader, shared concern that should be understood as an indicator
of recurring themes that may reflect broader experiences. The survey was not designed to
measure the relative importance or prevalence of such issues, and as such, the frequency of
mention should not be interpreted as a definitive measure of significance. Instead, these
responses highlight patterns that warrant deeper attention and further inquiry.



Workload

Forty-one percent of MUFA members who responded to the survey were ‘extremely concerned’
about McMaster’s approach to selecting, adopting, and managing information technologies,
focusing on the dimensions of workload:

Figure 3. Percentage level of concern (workload)
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Many MUFA members who completed the survey entered open-ended comments about their
workload concerns in response to the question, “Please elaborate on the concerns you have
regarding McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information technologies
in relation to workload.” The ITAC committee grouped the responses by theme and counted
the number of times each theme was mentioned. The table and summaries below outline the
results.

Table 1: Workload concerns

Concern # spontaneous
mentions

Difficult and demanding IT systems 38
Increased workload associated with learning to use new IT 25
IT systems that create work 21
Downloading work to faculty 20
Lack of, or inadequate, consultation with MUFA members 18
Lack of support or difficulties accessing or using support 13
Increased workload associated with expectation to use IT systems 11
No consideration of workload during the process of adoption of new IT systems| 7
Poor timing of new IT or changes or lack of notice 4
Increased workload associated with email 3
Increased workload associated with students' use of Generative Al 3
Other 13




Difficult and demanding IT systems. The top concern mentioned by MUFA members is the
difficulty using specific IT systems such as Mosaic, Avenue to Learn, and Simple Syllabus, among
many others. Lack of user-friendliness and intuitiveness is a primary concern. Some participants
expressed concern that affordable systems were prioritized over systems that are easy to use.

Increased workload associated with learning to use new IT. MUFA members complained that
the number and frequency of new IT platforms, and the need to learn and adapt to these new
systems, creates a significant workload in addition to their other daily work. The number of new
tools was a particular concern. The uncertainties, problems, changes, and challenges associated
with new systems increase work time and stress. Resources are not provided to prevent this or
ease the workload associated with learning and adopting new systems.

IT systems that create work. Tied to the issues of difficult or demanding IT systems, and the
workload of learning to use new systems, participants frequently mention that IT systems are
supposed to reduce work but often, in practice, increase workload. MUFA members suggest that
technologies like Simple Syllabus and Mosaic have increased workload rather than reducing it.
Increased workload comes from learning and adapting to new IT systems, as well as from the
overall expectation to use a growing range of IT systems (classroom technologies, Mosaic and
other administrative systems, frequent multiple logins, and intrusive security measures were
mentioned, among many others). The sheer number and proliferation of platforms adds to MUFA
members workload. The volume of email is of particular concern, as is the increased workload
associated with students’ use of Generative “Al”. Participants were concerned about new or
updates to IT systems occurring during busy academic periods, and lack of notice about IT
changes.

Downloading work to faculty. MUFA members frequently expressed concern that IT systems,
rather than streamlining operations, have offloaded routine administrative tasks onto them —
responsibilities that were traditionally managed by support staff. This redistribution of labor has
not only increased faculty workload but also reflects a broader institutional trend of downsizing
both academic and administrative personnel. As a result, MUFA members are now burdened with
administrative and menial duties that detract from their core teaching and research
responsibilities.

Lack of, or inadequate, consultation with MUFA members. MUFA members voiced strong
concerns about the lack of meaningful consultation in the adoption of IT systems at McMaster.
They noted that decisions are often made without adequate MUFA member input, resulting in
systems that either fail to meet their needs or inadvertently increase their workload. This absence
of engagement not only undermines the systems’ effectiveness but also signals a disregard for
the impact such changes have on MUFA members responsibilities and day-to-day operations.

Lack of support or difficulties accessing or using support. Participants noted that increased
workload comes from lack of support, or difficulties accessing support. Lack of support and
training leaves members overwhelmed by the need to learn new systems without adequate
guidance. Survey participants mentioned both lack of IT support as well as lack of, or reduced,



staff support — tied to the concern above about work being shifted from staff to faculty. Some
members expressed concern that the adoption of IT systems may be an excuse for reducing
support staff. Participants also complained about the ticket system being slow, with days passing
before support is provided at times.

No consideration of workload during the process of adoption of new IT systems.
Participants expressed concern that effects on workload were not considered during the process
of deciding to adopt new systems. Either workload was not considered, or concerns raised about
workload were ignored. This is leading to a significant increase in workload for MUFA members.

Poor timing of new IT or changes or lack of notice. Some MUFA members raised concern
that insufficient notice or transition time is given about new or changed IT systems. New
technologies and changes come at inconvenient times. They suggested that transitions and
introductions should be done during less busy times.

Increased workload associated with email. Some MUFA members emphasized the workload
associated with email in particular. They suggested that the culture of emailing should be changed
and that some tasks could be better and more efficiently completed through speaking in-person.
Some IT systems themselves increase the email burden.

Increased workload associated with students' use of Generative Al. Some MUFA members
raised the concern that Generative Al has dramatically raised their workload — particularly in the
area of teaching and evaluation. Part of this increased workload comes from the academic
integrity cases Generative Al creates and the workload of interviewing the student, reporting to
academic integrity, writing materials, submitting evidence, and attending a hearing. MUFA
members expressed concern that without the university’s support we face a choice between
compromised course integrity or a massive workload.

Other. Participants also expressed concerns about the cost of new systems; technologies that
reduce the quality of teaching and increase electronic red tape; data stewardship and the
McMaster's data stewardship transparency; the centralization of technology into a vulnerable
target, the loss of academic journals during hard copy disposal that at times leaves inadequate
scans; useful tools in Microsoft being disabled; lack of criteria or transparency around the
purchase (or not) of research software; and the loss of MacDrive and difficulties syncing data to
the cloud as a workload problem. MUFA members noted that “operational excellence” is not a
core mission of the university in and of itself, but rather something that should support the teaching
and research missions of the university.

Suggestions. MUFA members suggested that local IT support within departments to assist with
adapting to IT changes would be very helpful. They also suggested introducing new IT systems
and changes during less busy times.



Privacy

A significant majority of survey participants expressed concern about McMaster’s approach to
selecting, adopting, and managing information technologies, particularly with respect to privacy.
Nearly 80% reported some level of concern — with 30% extremely concerned and only 14% not
concerned at all — highlighting widespread unease over how privacy risks are being addressed,
or overlooked, in institutional IT decision-making.

Figure 4. Percentage level of concern (privacy)
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In response to the question, “Please elaborate on the concerns you have regarding McMaster's
approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to privacy,”
survey participants’ comments identified the following concerns:

Table 2: Privacy concerns

# of spontaneous
Concern mentions
Lack of knowledge, information, or communication about privacy 25
Tech companies’ access to data 13
Location of data and IT systems 12
Cyber-security 12
Reliance on private companies 9
Access to data by administration 9
Lack of expertise or attention to privacy and cybersecurity among
IT/administration at McMaster 6
Too much control by administration versus faculty 6
Pressure to make data public 6
Lack of, or inadequate, consultation with MUFA members (in general, or
specifically about privacy aspects of IT) 5
Generative “Al” 4
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Lack of knowledge, information, or communication about privacy. In their qualitative
comments, many MUFA members expressed deep concern about privacy but felt ill-equipped to
articulate or act on those concerns due to a lack of transparency and accessible information. They
noted limited understanding of how the university and third-party platforms handle personal data,
including what is collected, where it is stored, how it may be used, and with whom it may be
shared. This knowledge gap — created not by indifference but by institutional opacity — left MUFA
members uncertain about what to be concerned about and where to seek reliable answers.

Tech companies’ access to data. MUFA members also raised privacy concerns about specific
technologies such as Teams, Zoom, exam proctoring software, OneDrive, plagiarism checking
software, and Simple Syllabus. They expressed frustration and dismay over these and other
platforms collecting data and personal information, the invasiveness of these platforms, the
university’s dependency on private platforms, and the potential that platforms may be using
university data and personal information to train generative “Al”.

Location of data and IT systems. Many survey participants raised concerns about data and IT
platforms being housed outside Canada or outside McMaster. Some suggested that third-party
tools like Outlook and Zoom should be hosted on McMaster’s servers to ensure privacy. They
expressed concern about where data is stored, who has access to it, and under what conditions.

Cyber security. A primary issue is the significant worry about privacy breaches. Concerns about
ransomware and data security, particularly the potential consequences of MOSAIC being hacked,
are also prominent.

Reliance on private companies. Many participants raised serious concerns about the
involvement of private companies in housing and managing university data. They questioned the
privacy practices of specific vendors — including Microsoft, Zoom, exam proctoring platforms, and
plagiarism detection software — citing a lack of transparency, oversight, and accountability in how
these companies handle sensitive information. The use of such tools was seen as potentially
compromising both personal and institutional privacy without adequate safeguards or informed
consent.
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Access to data by administration. Administrative access to data is another significant concern,
with MUFA members worried about the level of access upper administration has to their data.
They expressed concern about access to email, calendars, and files stored in Microsoft 365,
OneDrive, Echo360, and Simple Syllabus by administrators and/or upper administration. They
also expressed concern about the use of IT to surveil MUFA members by central administration,
and concerns about administrators and technicians who might access data covertly.

Lack of expertise or attention to privacy and cybersecurity among IT/administration at
McMaster. A few participants expressed concern that insufficient attention is paid to cybersecurity
at McMaster, or that there is insufficient cyber expertise at McMaster. Some expressed concerns
that McMaster IT staff have insufficient expertise about privacy issues, or the privacy problems
associated with particular platforms. MUFA members expressed frustration with being unable to
gain the privacy information they needed about IT platforms from IT staff.

Too much control by administration versus faculty. MUFA members expressed concern that
the university administration holds disproportionate control over IT decision-making, with little
accountability to the academic community. They viewed the administration as increasingly
detached from faculty interests — operating more as a centralized management body than a
representative partner in shared governance. Some called for Senate oversight of IT decisions,
arguing that critical infrastructure affecting teaching, research, and academic freedom should not
be left solely to administrative discretion.

Pressure to make data public. Numerous MUFA members expressed frustration at the pressure
they experience to make more data public than they are comfortable with. For example, they
discussed concerns about making course outline information public through SympleSyllabus
(including concern about data scraping by third parties), McMaster Experts, and expectations to
record lectures and make the recordings available.

Lack of, or inadequate, consultation with MUFA members (in general, or specifically about
privacy aspects of IT). Many participants expressed concern that MUFA members have little
control over the IT systems that are adopted by McMaster.

Generative “Al”. The impact of generative Al on academic integrity is another area of concern.
MUFA members are worried about the private platforms McMaster uses (Microsoft, TopHat)
feeding MUFA members data to GenerativeAl. MUFA members are also concerned about student
materials being used as training data for corporate Al and the use of for-profit companies to
address academic integrity issues.

Loss of control over data. MUFA members expressed concern about loss of control of their data

in general, and in particular with regard to the scraping of data from Simple Syllabus. Participants
were not confident about the privacy assurances that have been given.
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Problems faced at McMaster reflect the overall state of affairs broadly and are not a specific
concern at the university. Some MUFA members recognized that the problem of privacy is a
more general problem associated with the internet, smart phones, or quantum computing.

Usability or workload of using security features such as 2FA. Some complained about
security and privacy features such as passwords and two-factor authentication. The latter can be
a problem while traveling.

Tracking of location and/or activities by IT systems. A few MUFA members expressed
concern about location or work tracking, whether through smartphone apps such as verification
software, or activity tracking through MS Office.

Student recording. MUFA members were concerned about lecture recording by students without
instructors’ consent. This was particularly true when students or sensitive discussions are also
captured.

Other. Some MUFA members were concerned about overly cautious approaches to privacy
stifling innovation. Some called for a balanced approach.

Don’t know. Some participants expressed that they were not knowledgeable about the issue.

No concerns. A number of participants expressed that they have few concerns about privacy or
McMaster’'s approach to privacy.

Suggestions. Survey participants suggested:

more transparency and communication about IT tools’ privacy;

an ability to opt out of data gathering or sharing;

diversification of IT tools to reduce dependency on one tech company;

Making privacy impact assessments public;

Making information about the privacy considerations that have been considered when

making decisions known;

e Building and managing IT and Al tools internally rather than using or partnering with
outside companies;

e Senate oversight over IT decisions.
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Academic Freedom

Twenty-six percent of MUFA members who responded to the survey were “extremely
concerned” about McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information
technologies in relation to academic freedom, and about 70 percent indicated some level of
concern, from extreme to slight.

Figure 5. Percentage level of concern (academic freedom)
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MUFA members have expressed several concerns regarding the adoption and governance of
information technologies and their impact on academic freedom. In response to the question,
“Please elaborate on the concerns you have regarding McMaster's approach to choosing,
adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to academic freedom,” survey
participants’ comments identified the following concerns:

Table 3: Academic freedom concerns

# of spontaneous

Concern mentions
Constraints on course design or pedagogy 19
Impact of IT usability or workload issues affecting academic freedom

(including email storage) 17

Concerns about data being accessible to or surveilled by administration,
tech companies, or foreign actors (including uses for training Generative

"Al") 15
Loss of autonomy due to technology platforms or administration (other

than pedagogical autonomy) 13
Lack of consultation or communication; exclusionary or opaque decision

processes 11
Being forced to use particular technologies 8
Other 16
No concerns 7

Constraints on course design or pedagogy. Many faculty underscored that academic
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freedom inherently includes the right to determine whether — and which — information
technologies to use in their teaching. They expressed concern that mandated platforms such as
Simple Syllabus, Avenue to Learn, or Microsoft Teams undermine pedagogical autonomy,
constrain creativity, and erode their ability to design and deliver courses in alignment with their
professional judgment. Faculty warned that imposed technologies not only limit instructional
choices but also reshape broader expectations around teaching methods, including those held
by students — thereby encroaching on academic freedom in both practice and principle.

Simple Syllabus was of particular concern since it constrains course design, the ways that
course designs can be articulated and structured. This was seen as a part of a broader culture
of control and standardization, encouraging “box-ticking” and mediocrity. Requirements to use
Simple Syllabus was seen as inhibiting highly participatory and engaged teaching styles or
experimentation with other syllabus systems or modes of presenting information. The use of a
template is seen as antithetical to academic freedom.

Faculty objected to the imposition of specific information technology tools under the justification
of meeting student accessibility requirements. They emphasized that accessibility can be
achieved through multiple pedagogical approaches and technologies, and argued that faculty —
not central administration — should retain the authority to determine how best to ensure
accessibility in their courses. Mandating particular platforms was seen as both pedagogically
limiting and dismissive of faculty expertise.

Requirements to record lectures were seen as affecting pedagogical design, free discussion in
the classroom, and as raising the potential of material being taken out of context or being
distorted into misinformation.

Impact of IT usability or workload issues, affecting academic freedom. IT systems were
seen as contributing to workload in ways that, in turn, impact academic freedom. Broadly,
MUFA members commented that IT systems can constrain academic freedom and inhibit timely
and efficient academic work.

Simple Syllabus is viewed as taking more time to use than previous methods, as being onerous
and difficult to use, and as contributing to workload.

Numerous participants criticized the email storage limits and overly aggressive spam filters
imposed by UTS, describing them as burdensome, time-consuming, and disruptive to their
academic work — particularly research. They expressed frustration that such restrictions,
implemented by non-academic staff without adequate consultation, failed to account for the
demands of scholarly communication or the principles of academic freedom. Faculty
emphasized that undermining academic freedom in this way not only hampers productivity but
also weakens the university’s standing and competitiveness on the international stage.

Alert messages were viewed as problematic due to their intrusiveness, and due to cases where
research collaborators were described as problematic by IT system alerts.

Participants complained about access to IT systems or email being constrained or blocked with
inefficient work-arounds, affecting academic work.

Concerns about data being accessible to or surveilled by administration, tech companies,
or foreign actors (including uses for training Generative "Al"). MUFA members raised
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numerous concerns about data access, monitoring, and surveillance via IT systems. This included
access, monitoring, or surveillance by university administration, government, outside or foreign
actors, or technology companies (including the use of such data to train generative Al).

Uses by university administration. MUFA members raised concerns that surveillance information
technologies of various types can be used by university administration to monitor members’
activities and to constrain academic freedom by centralizing approval over, or potential censoring
of, course content. This raises concerns over interference from administration in academic
freedom. A concern was raised that Simple Syllabus could be used to monitor course information
and constrain course designs. Concerns were also raised about the potential use of monitoring
software by McMaster administration, and participants cautioned against uses of monitoring
software. Members raised concern about MUFA members' speech being monitored in their
activities off campus in the context of university reputational risk. Participants called for greater
transparency about monitoring of MUFA members.

Uses by government. MUFA members raised the concerns about the use of IT to surveil and
collect content by the Government of Ontario for political interference or repression.

Uses by outside or foreign actors. MUFA members expressed deep concern that offsite data
storage — particularly when hosted outside Canada — compromises their privacy and leaves them
exposed. In the context of academic freedom, many called for data to be stored onsite or, at
minimum, within Canadian jurisdiction, emphasizing the need for greater control, security, and
legal protection of academic work.

Uses by technology companies. MUFA members raised concerns about invasive software
tracking in relation to academic freedom, and the accessibility of all members’ communications,
data, and personal records to foreign technology companies. Members were also very concerned
about the use of their data to train generative Al.

Loss of autonomy due to technology platforms or administration (other than pedagogical
autonomy). Although the top concern of participants relating to IT and academic freedom
pertained to autonomy in pedagogy and course design, MUFA members were also concerned
about autonomy in other ways. Members mentioned software tracking, requirements to fill annual
reports, lack of control over email such as spam and phishing filters, SAS systems, box-checking
systems in general, and software that facilitates oversight or interference by administration in
areas of faculty responsibility as areas of concern that might restrict academic freedom.

Lack of consultation or communication; exclusionary or opaque decision processes.
Transparency in decision-making processes is a significant concern, with MUFA members feeling
that their input is often overlooked. Some members felt that IT decision-making was opaque, done
behind closed-door, or taken in response to dubious security concerns. Concerns were raised
that consultations were false or were not fulsome or robust.
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Being forced to use particular technologies. The ability to make choices about technologies
used in teaching is seen as being central to academic freedom. MUFA members saw the
requirement to use specific information technologies as a constraint on academic freedom. For
example, MUFA members mentioned that
e The imposition of Simple Syllabus is a constraint on academic freedom, as discussed
above;
e The imposition of GenerativeAl technologies into Microsoft Office impedes the teaching of
critical thinking and undermines the academic mission;
e Imposition of recording technologies or requirements to record classes constrains
academic freedom and sensitive or open discussions in the classroom; the requirement
to record lectures is another concern, particularly when discussing sensitive topics.

Other. Some MUFA members addressed their concerns about academic freedom generally —
including perceptions that academic freedom is under attack or lacking at universities in general.
At McMaster specifically, there is concern that academic freedom is not recognized or respected
by non-academic staff, and that IT amplifies these concerns. A key issue is the perceived
prioritization of governance over innovation, which members believe hinders the adoption of new
and effective technologies. Open-source technologies are particularly valued by participants in
low-funding settings, but these are not widely supported by the university. MUFA members view
their data as their intellectual property and a key component of their academic freedom.

No concerns. A few participants commented that they have no concerns regarding the adoption
and governance of information technologies and their impact on academic freedom.

Suggestions. Survey participants suggested:
e Improving due process and consultation with faculty/MUFA members in IT decision-
making;
e Recognition of the fact that different faculties, units, and disciplines do things differently
and have different needs;
e Giving Senate oversight of IT decision-making.
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Collegial Governance

Thirty-three percent of survey participants who responded to the survey were “extremely
concerned” about McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information
technologies in relation to collegial governance, and about 69 percent indicated some level of
concern, from extreme to slight.

Figure 6. Percentage level of concern (collegial governance)

How concerned are you regarding McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information
technologies in relation to...
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In response to the question, “Please elaborate on the concerns you have regarding McMaster's
approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to collegial
governance,” survey participants’ comments identified the following concerns:

Table 4: Collegial governance concerns

Concern # of
spontaneou
s mentions

Inadequate or no consultation with MUFA members/faculty 46

Administrative dominance in tech decisions / Decisionmaking about 17

policymaking prioritizes the interests of administration over faculty/MUFA
members

Broader concerns about collegial governance 14
Lack of responsiveness from IT services 6
Other 11
Don't know / no opinion 14
No concerns 3

Our survey reveals significant concerns regarding the state of collegial governance, particularly
in relation to the adoption and governance of information technologies. These concerns highlight
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a perceived disconnect between the administration and MUFA members, which has led to
widespread dissatisfaction and calls for change, as follows.

Inadequate or no consultation with MUFA members/faculty was the most-mentioned concern
raised in survey participants’ comments to the question, “Please elaborate on the concerns you
have regarding McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information
technologies in relation to collegial governance.”

Participants consistently reported that their preferences and perspectives on IT matters are
routinely ignored, with little to no meaningful involvement in decision-making processes. When
consultation does occur, it is often perceived as tokenistic — limited to closed groups or initiated
only after key decisions have already been made. IT changes are frequently described as
unilateral, abrupt, and imposed by the administration without transparency or regard for academic
input. Many participants expressed uncertainty about who is actually consulted and voiced
skepticism that their feedback has any real influence. This has led to a widespread call for
transparent communication around IT decisions and for faculty/MUFA member input to be
included early and substantively — not retroactively or symbolically.

A concern was raised about faculty being removed from planning processes. Some participants
expressed outrage that expensive and disruptive changes were being taken without meaningful
consultation, suggesting that those who had taken such decisions should face consequences.
Concern was raised that IT decision-making without faculty/MUFA member involvement or
adequate consultation leads to a feeling that faculty/MUFA perspectives are not valued, and to
breakdown of the relationship between the administration and MUFA members/faculty.

A number of participants felt that IT decisions should be made by faculty-controlled bodies such
as Senate and/or MUFA, and governed by Senate policies that should be developed. MUFA
members had a variety of suggestions in response to the problem of inadequate or absent
consultation with, or decision-making authority by, faculty bodies about IT decisions. Participants
stated that consultation or decision-making on IT should be done with or by Senate, MUFA,
departments, or by a broad-based faculty referendum. Participants expressed the view that
decision-making by, or consultation with, deans’ offices, working groups consisting of a small
number of faculty, administration, or UTS was not a satisfactory approach; rather, these
approaches lead to poor decision-making that is disconnected from faculty and student needs.

Administrative dominance in tech decisions / Decisionmaking about policymaking
prioritizes the interests of administration over faculty/MUFA members. Participants raised
concerns that IT decision-making favors administrative priorities at the expense of faculty’s critical
mission needs. Further, participants raised the concern that McMaster's administration was
becoming increasingly authoritarian, top-heavy, and dominated by professional administrators
rather than administrative personnel who rose from the ranks of faculty. Participants suggested
that processes should be put in place that would make administration accountable to
faculty/MUFA members for IT decisions. Participants raised the concern that IT was controlled by
an upper level administration that is increasingly unaccountable to the Senate or others.
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There is a strong demand for greater accountability within the administration. MUFA members
feel that disruptive and expensive changes are imposed without their input, and there is a call for
transparency and consequences for poor decision-making. The issues caused by the Mosaic
system are frequently cited as an example of the need for accountability and better IT governance
practices.

Broader concerns about collegial governance. Beyond concerns specifically related to IT,
MUFA members expressed broad pessimism about the state of collegial governance at
McMaster. A number of participants stated that collegial governance does not exist, has
disappeared, has been hollowed out, or is disregarded at McMaster. Some survey participants
believe that collegial governance has been largely absent for over a decade. They describe the
administration as increasingly top-heavy and authoritarian, making decisions without meaningful
consultation. Faculty input is frequently ignored, leading to a sense of disenfranchisement among
the academic staff. This lack of genuine collegial governance is seen as a fundamental issue that
undermines the university’s operations and its commitment to collaborative decision-making.

Lack of responsiveness from IT services. Some MUFA members expressed concern that IT
decisions were not nimble, quick, or responsive to members’ needs. The software adoption
process at McMaster is criticized for being slow and lacking agility. MUFA members report
insufficient communication and coordination among relevant offices, resulting in delays and
inefficiencies. As a result, members resort to personal solutions that could introduce security risks.
This inefficiency not only hampers productivity but also exposes the university to potential
vulnerabilities.

Other. Participants expressed a variety of other concerns, including collaboration with outside
organizations, email and storage data limits, dissatisfaction with MUFA, and the desire to have
options among IT choices.

Don't know / no opinion. A number of people had no opinion or expressed uncertainty about
how to answer this survey question.

No concerns. A few participants indicated that they have no concerns about McMaster's
approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to collegial
governance.

Suggestions. Survey participants suggested:

e More robust consultation with faculty/ MUFA,;
o Faculty referanda on IT and IT policy changes;
o Consultation with departments about new technologies (decisions should not rest

with dean’s offices);

o Providing faculty with options to choose from;

e Firing or downsizing those making expensive disruptive changes without meaningful

consultation;
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e Making the university more nimble;
e A role for MUFA in policies and decision-making about IT;
e Senate oversight and development of IT policies.

Intellectual Property

Twenty-seven percent of survey participants who responded to the survey were “extremely
concerned” about McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information

technologies in relation to intellectual property, and 72 percent indicated some level of concern,
from extreme to slight.

Figure 7. Percentage level of concern (intellectual property)

How concerned are you regarding McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information™ =
technologies in relation to..

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percentage of survey responses

@Extremely concerned @ Moderately concerned @ Somewhat concerned © Slightly concerned @Not at all concerned @Don't know/Prefer not to say

In response to the question, “Please elaborate on the concerns you have regarding McMaster's
approach to choosing, adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to intellectual
property,” survey participants’ comments identified the following concerns:

Table 5: Intellectual property concerns

l# of spontaneous

Concern mentions

Concerns about ownership and control of IP 44
Generative "Al" implications of IP 14
Access or use of faculty content by university or vendors 14
Data storage on third-party/cloud servers 4
Other concerns 9
No concerns 4
Other 3
Don't know 3

Concerns about ownership and control of IP. MUFA members have raised significant
concerns about the ownership and control of intellectual property (IP). Some were concerned in
the context of the forced adoption of platforms like Simple Syllabus, the release of recorded
materials, and the rise of generative “Al”. Many view their course materials, especially syllabi, as
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expressions of their academic expertise and pedagogical autonomy, and therefore as their
personal intellectual property, and they fear loss of control of their IP through these systems.

Appropriation or reuse of teaching materials. A major worry is that once course content is
uploaded to these systems, faculty lose control over how it is stored, used, or altered in the
future. Faculty have experienced their course content being reused by other instructors without
their consent, and many faculty fear that their courses could be offered using their materials —
especially recorded materials — without them.

Control in IT systems. The imposition of centralized systems that publish, store, and potentially
standardize these materials is seen as a direct infringement on MUFA members’ IP ownership.
MUFA members fear that platform providers may be accessing or appropriating their IP, that
platforms could change terms of use without proper consent or oversight, and that
administrators might facilitate such changes without notifying, let alone consulting, the MUFA
members affected. This erosion of control over their own teaching materials threatens not only
academic freedom but also trust in the institution’s governance of technological systems.

While some participants support the idea of publicly sharing educational content, they insist that
such sharing must occur under their own terms, not through opaque agreements with third-party
vendors or platforms dictated by administrative IT decisions.

Generative "Al" implications of IP. MUFA members do not want their work to be used to train
generative “Al”. They express growing alarm over the implications of generative Al for
intellectual property (IP) ownership and control, particularly in the absence of clear, enforceable
policies. Many raised alarms that course materials, lectures, and research outputs, often
developed over years and considered the personal intellectual property of instructors, are being
appropriated by corporate platforms and used to train Al models without consent. Concerns
span from vague university guidelines that fail to ban the use of generative Al, to a lack of
transparency around contracts with vendors like Microsoft, where data may be harvested and
monetized. Faculty raised concern that the integrity of teaching at McMaster is compromised
where generative “Al” allows students to “fake” work.

Faculty are calling for guarantees that their teaching materials and research will not be
exploited, duplicated, or redistributed without permission to train generative “Al”, especially as
recordings and digital content are increasingly reused or stored indefinitely. While some are
philosophically open to sharing knowledge, they insist that sharing must occur under their terms,
not as a byproduct of opaque IT systems or corporate partnerships. With Al accelerating these
threats, there is an urgent need for McMaster to adopt robust, transparent IP protections that
prioritize academic freedom, ethical use of technology, and faculty control over their own work.
Some faculty expressed lack of faith that administration is alive to the reality, concerned, or
transparent, that faculty data being used to train Al. Particular concerns were raised about the
university’s adoption of Microsoft in this regard.

Access or use of faculty content by university or vendors. Faculty are concerned about the
university’s and third-party vendors’ access to, and use of, their teaching content, particularly in
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the context of recorded lectures and digital course materials. Many report that once content is
uploaded or recorded, they lose control over how it is reused, shared, or repurposed:
sometimes seeing their own lectures taught repeatedly without compensation, consent, or
involvement. This sense of appropriation has raised alarm over the erosion of intellectual
property rights, especially as online and Al-enabled learning environments expand without clear
policies or protections in place. There is unease about the blurred lines between classroom and
public space, where everything faculty say or create could be exposed to unauthorized
redistribution or fed into Al training models. Despite some openness to sharing publicly funded
knowledge, faculty emphasize that any such sharing must occur transparently and on their own
terms. They call for guaranteed IP protections, institutional policies that recognize their
authorship, and active consultation in decisions involving instructional technology. Without this,
many are withdrawing from using recording tools and digital platforms altogether out of fear that
their academic contributions will be exploited or replaced.

Data storage on third-party/cloud servers. Faculty have expressed strong concerns about
the security and control of their intellectual property when data is stored on third-party or cloud-
based servers. Many are uneasy about the shift away from local storage, fearing that sensitive
teaching materials and research data could be accessed without authorization, copied, or even
pirated. The lack of transparent protocols and guarantees around data protection in the event of
a breach only deepens this anxiety, especially for research faculty handling valuable or
confidential scientific data. There is a clear call for robust safeguards and institutional policies
that explicitly protect faculty content from misuse or unauthorized access when stored on
external platforms.

Other concerns. Faculty also raised concerns about inadequate consultation or communication
with faculty, concerns about putting material online, concerns about student use of protected
course materials, or inadequate decision-making control by faculty as a whole, concerns about
open source software, and concerns about email storage limits.

Don’t know. A few faculty indicated that they did not know enough about McMaster's approach
to choosing, adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to intellectual property
to comment.

No concerns. A few faculty indicated that they have no concerns about McMaster's approach
to choosing, adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to intellectual property.

Suggestions. Faculty suggested:

e The university should clarify and reinforce that faculty authors/creators are the owners of
their IP;

e Putting in place a protocol that the university would follow if faculty IP (teaching or
research) is infringed or released in a breach;

e Creating or revising policies relating to intellectual property (several participants), and
specifically the policy on the ownership of course materials (one participant);

e Public institutions should be concerned with sharing, rather than protecting, intellectual
property (one participant).
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e More communication, deliberation, and consultation about McMaster's approach to
choosing, adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to intellectual
property.

Other comments

In response to the prompt, “Any other comments:,” faculty expressed various views.

Commercialization of university IT. MUFA members express deep frustration with the
commercialization of university IT at McMaster, criticizing the adoption of costly and ineffective
technologies that often hinder rather than help teaching and learning. Tools like Simple Syllabus
are seen as imposed solutions that infringe on academic freedom, compromise intellectual
property, and expose faculty to harassment, all under the guise of accessibility and
standardization. Similarly, the rollout of Al tools for students is viewed as naive and damaging,
with rampant cheating left unaddressed and support systems like Academic Integrity and SAS
woefully under-resourced. There is a growing concern that these decisions, made behind closed
doors without genuine faculty input, prioritize administrative convenience and budgetary goals
over educational quality and collegial governance. Faculty raised ethical concerns about the
university’s support for global tech giants that are extremely powerful to the point of setting up
their own nuclear reactors; the environmental degradation caused by such companies in terms
of water and energy resources; and the privacy and surveillance practices of such companies.
The faculty feel devalued, overburdened, and increasingly treated as cogs in a profit-driven
machine, rather than as experts hired to foster critical thinking and academic integrity.

Faculty consultation broadly needed. A recurring and urgent theme across faculty responses
is the need for genuine, broad-based consultation on all major IT decisions at McMaster.
Faculty feel that technology choices (e.g., the adoption of Simple Syllabus, Al tools, and
centralized platforms) are being made behind closed doors, with little to no input from those who
actually use them in classrooms and research environments. Many raise concerns about tools
that diminish academic freedom, impose extra workloads, compromise data privacy and
intellectual property, and erode the pedagogical flexibility that is central to meaningful teaching.
Faculty are calling for a formal, transparent consultation process that includes representatives
from all faculties, respects disciplinary differences, and places educational integrity above
administrative convenience or corporate partnerships. Without such a process, they argue, trust
continues to erode, and the university risks entrenching technologies that are misaligned with
academic values, student learning, and the university’s broader mission.

Al policy and governance concerns. Faculty have voiced urgent concerns about the lack of
clear governance and effective policy surrounding Al at McMaster, especially as its adoption
accelerates without adequate safeguards. Many are alarmed that Al tools, particularly ChatGPT,
are being promoted to students without addressing their widespread misuse for academic
dishonesty, which faculty say is already undermining academic integrity, increasing workloads,
and eroding trust in the value of a McMaster degree. There is strong frustration that
administrators and external consultants push Al as a progressive tool while ignoring classroom
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realities, where these technologies are often used to cheat rather than learn. Faculty demand
immediate policy interventions for Al use in written assignments and stronger Academic Integrity
infrastructure. They also call for transparent processes to ensure Al technologies support
teaching and learning, not administrative efficiencies or corporate interests, while protecting
intellectual property, academic freedom, and equitable compensation. Without proper
consultation, accountability, and meaningful policy leadership, faculty fear that McMaster risks
becoming complicit in devaluing its own educational mission.

General dissatisfaction with IT direction. Faculty express widespread dissatisfaction with the
current direction of IT governance and implementation, citing a pattern of top-down decision-
making that imposes ill-fitting, poorly designed, and often costly systems without meaningful
consultation. Many describe a steady erosion of workflow efficiency and academic autonomy
due to the proliferation of fragmented platforms, ranging from Mosaic and Infinity X to Simple
Syllabus and Al integrations, that add administrative burden while failing to enhance teaching,
research, or service. The shift to centralized, cloud-based tools has also raised concerns about
data privacy, environmental impact, and corporate entanglement, with McMaster seen as
complicit in supporting monopolistic tech giants. Faculty lament the instability of services like
OneDrive, arbitrary storage limitations, and confusing platform migrations that risk data loss and
disrupt research continuity. Faculty resent the expectation that they use their PDA for
technology rather than professional development. There is a strong call for transparent, faculty-
driven governance processes, including clear user agreements, post-retirement IT access
policies, and protections for academic freedom, especially for those who choose not to use
mandated systems. While some acknowledge the effort of individual IT staff, the overarching
view is that IT has become overly aligned with administrative goals and disconnected from the
lived realities of faculty work. To restore trust and functionality, faculty want IT to be reoriented
as a collaborative partner: more responsive, and aligned with the core academic mission.

Suggestions. Faculty suggested:

e Faculty should be concerned and active about these issues;

e Faculty consultation and/or oversight of IT decisions;

o The involvement of MUFA members from every faculty in IT-related consultations

e The creation of a new Al policy for written assignments immediately to replace
"egregious failure" of existing policy/procedures;
Updating policies on post-retirement access to IT systems;
That formal agreement should specify how technologies can be used by groups in the
university, including a requirement of gaining explicit consent beyond stated purposes.
MUFA should play a role in negotiating consent;
Selecting technologies with ease-of-use in mind;
Giving control over department web sites back to departments and faculty;
That Senate should be involved in developing policies;
That MUFA should take a more active and critical role and a stronger stance vis-a-vis
the administration
e The MUFA working group should continue to explore these issues.
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Specific platforms

Some specific IT platforms were singled out as being of particular concern. Note that the survey
did not specifically ask respondents to identify or focus on specific platforms. The table below
represents the number of responses in each area of concern that spontaneously mentioned
specific platforms.

Table 6. Specific platforms mentioned in survey comments

Academic Collegial

IT Platform Workload | Privacy Freedom Governance P
Simple Syllabus 21 3 15 3 3
Mosaic 21 2 0 1 0
Avenue to Learn 15 0 1 0 5
SAS 10 0 2 0 0
e-mail 9 4 3 5 2
Record of Activities (ROA) 6 1 2 0 0
Microsoft 4 8 3 5 2
Teams 6 3 3 1 0
PowerBI 1 0 0 0 0
OneDrive 1 2 1 0 0
CoPilot 2 2 0 0 0
new room reservation

system 1 0 0 0 0
MacBuy 1 0 0 0 0
Adobe 1 0 0 0 0
UTS ticketing system 1 0 0 1 0
LimeSurvey 1 0 0 0 0
Echo360 1 1 0 0 1

MacDrive 2 0 0 0 0
TopHat 2 1 0 0 1

Cisco 1 1 0 1 0

As can be seen on the above table, the platform which was mentioned by survey respondents
the most frequently, and in an overwhelmingly negative way, was the recently adopted central
syllabus platform, Simple Syllabus. Raw notes extracted from survey responses around specific
mentions of this platform filled four and half single-spaced pages, and MUFA members'
concerns about this one platform touch on all of the areas of concern targeted by the survey. It
functions as a kind of alarming microcosm of the state of IT governance at McMaster.

MUFA members singled out Simple Syllabus and expressed concern about:

e the unknown cost of the platform to McMaster's budget;
e the way the platform could facilitate politically motivated harassment/violence;
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e the way the platform impinges on academic freedom through strong measures of
standardization (e.g. the lack of freedom to structure a course outline in certain ways)
and centralization;
the way the platform was forced upon faculty with very little or token consultation;
the "accessibility-washing" of the platform (e.g. claims that adoption of the platform was
necessary to support making course outlines accessible);

e alack of clarity about the intellectual property implications of course outlines being
published through a third party company (based in the US);

e an increase of workload resulting directly from having to adapt things to the
requirements of the platform;
that the platform was adopted for its benefits to the administration rather than to faculty;
the lack of any accountable channels for evaluation and iteration over the platform; and
that the platform makes course outlines difficult to discover for students also.

The depth of concern MUFA members have about the platform may be further illustrated by a
selection of the descriptions they used, including: "godawful”, "less functional", "nightmare to

use", "a disaster", "burdensome", "nonsensical", "waste of time and money", "unnecessary", "a
nn nn

waste of resources", "neither simple nor necessary", "anything but simple".

Common themes and suggestions

Some themes and suggestions were made across multiple survey questions. These included:
e Faculty control, input, oversight, and consultation about McMaster's approach to
choosing, adopting, and governing information technologies; particularly though:
o Arole for MUFA in policies and decisionmaking about IT;
o Senate oversight over IT decisions;
e Greater support to faculty in making IT transitions, including especially local support
housed within units;
Greater transparency about IT decisions and policies;
Reduction of downloading of administrative work to faculty through IT systems;
Foremost consideration of faculty needs, interests, and workload in IT policy and
decisionmaking, through involvement of departments, MUFA, and Senate (not simply
deans or focus/working groups).
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Appendix: Content of the survey sent to MUFA members

Information technology increasingly affects our work at educational institutions. To that end,
MUFA would like to find out how concerned you are about McMaster's approach to choosing,
adopting, and governing information technologies. This survey seeks your opinions and
experiences about how information technology at McMaster affects your workload, privacy,
academic freedom, collegial governance, and intellectual property.

‘Information technology,’ for the purposes of this survey, refers to all of the varied
technological systems that are part of a faculty member's work at McMaster, including but not
limited to cloud platforms (like Avenue to Learn, Mosaic, Simple Syllabus, Office 365, etc.),
classroom technologies, and communications infrastructure (e.g. WiFi).

Results will be compiled and analyzed for common themes. This survey is anonymous; we do
not ask for your name. Results will be password-protected and confidential; only the members
of the MUFA Advisory Committee will have access to the raw survey results. Results will be
reported in aggregate. While we are sometimes identifiable by the stories we tell, to the best of
our ability, the authors of the final report will remove potentially identifying details from any
responses that are reported publicly.

This brief series of questions will help us to identify any concerns faculty may have which we will
summarize and report back to the MUFA membership.

Thanks in advance for your input.

Which faculty area do you work in?
e Engineering

Science

Business

Social Sciences

Humanities

Health Sciences

How long have you been working at McMaster? (cumulatively in all positions)
e (Oto5years
e 61010 years
e More than 10 years

Choices about technologies--which are chosen, how they may be used, and how they are
governed — affect MUFA members’:
e Workload: technological tools may lighten or increase work requirements (Mosaic, A2L,

),
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e Privacy: all tools that collect, use, and potentially share information about faculty and
students, internally or with commercial third parties, may affect privacy (Zoom, Microsoft
Co-pilot and other Generative "Al", exam proctoring, Turnitin, etc.)

e Academic freedom: tools may impact the way we research, teach, communicate, or
provide materials to students in ways that can both support and constrain academic
freedom. Such tools can support these activities, but can also enact systems that can
affect, shape, observe, analyze, track, or assess activities (e.g. Simple Syllabus, Teams,
)

e Intellectual property: increasingly data driven technologies rely on user data in ways
which may impact intellectual property rights faculty have in their work, including syllabi,
research, and other outputs (Generative "Al", Simple Syllabus, ...)

e Collegial governance: the ways in which faculty can or cannot participate in university
wide technology choices and governance impacts the ability to influence technological
choices that affect all of the above factors.

The following questions ask about your degree of concern regarding the ways in which
McMaster’s technology choices impact workload, privacy, academic freedom, intellectual
property and collegial governance.

How concerned are you regarding McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing
information technologies in relation to workload?

Extremely concerned

Moderately concerned

Somewhat concerned

Slightly concerned

Not at all concerned

Don't know / Prefer not to say

Please elaborate on the concerns you have regarding McMaster's approach to choosing,
adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to workload:

[text box]

How concerned are you regarding McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing
information technologies in relation to privacy?

Extremely concerned

Moderately concerned

Somewhat concerned

Slightly concerned

Not at all concerned

Don't know / Prefer not to say

Please elaborate on the concerns you have regarding McMaster's approach to choosing,
adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to privacy:
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[text box]

How concerned are you regarding McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing
information technologies in relation to academic freedom?

Extremely concerned

Moderately concerned

Somewhat concerned

Slightly concerned

Not at all concerned

Don't know / Prefer not to say

Please elaborate on the concerns you have regarding McMaster's approach to choosing,
adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to academic freedom:

[text box]

How concerned are you regarding McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing
information technologies in relation to collegial governance?

Extremely concerned

Moderately concerned

Somewhat concerned

Slightly concerned

Not at all concerned

Don't know / Prefer not to say

Please elaborate on the concerns you have regarding McMaster's approach to choosing,
adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to collegial governance:

[text box]

How concerned are you regarding McMaster's approach to choosing, adopting, and governing
information technologies in relation to intellectual property?

Extremely concerned

Moderately concerned

Somewhat concerned

Slightly concerned

Not at all concerned

Don't know / Prefer not to say

Please elaborate on the concerns you have regarding McMaster's approach to choosing,
adopting, and governing information technologies in relation to intellectual property:
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[text box]
Any other comments:

[text box]
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