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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF MEETING
APRIL 5, 2005
 
[In these minutes: 
Technology Fees Discussion Continued, Approval of March 1, 2005 Minutes, May 3, 2005 Agenda Items,
WebCT Campus Edition Conversion to Vista]
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota
Senate or Twin Cities Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported in these minutes
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration or the Board of
Regents.]
 
PRESENT: 
Andy Lopez, chair, Nancy Herther, Mark Sanders, Dale Swanson, Jeff Johnson, Stephen Cawley, John Butler
for Eric Celeste, Linda Jorn, Lynda Ellis, Douglas Ernie, Greg Laden, Stuart Speedie, Jim Waddell,
Mahmoud Sadrai
 
REGRETS:  John See, Eric Celeste, Tun Jie
 
ABSENT:  Alan Ek
 
GUESTS: 
Dan Gallaher, Associate Dean for Undergraduate Programs in the College of Human Ecology; Ann Hill
Duin, Associate Dean of COAFES: Julie Tonneson, Budget Director, Office of Budget and Finance
 
OTHERS:  Bernard Gulachek, Dave Loewi, Myron Lowe, John H. Miller, Shih-Pau Yen
 
I).  Professor Lopez called the meeting to order and asked those present to introduce themselves.
 
II).  The Committee continued its discussion of technology fees.  Committee members Dale Swanson from
the Institute of Technology (IT) and Mark Sanders from the College of Biological Sciences (CBS) along with
invited guests Dan Gallaher from the College of Human Ecology (CHE) and Ann Hill Duin from the College
of Agricultural Food and Environmental Sciences (COAFES) provided members with a brief overview of
each of their respective collegeπs technology fee process.  While there exists quite a bit of variance between
collegiate units in terms of the amounts they charge, amazingly, despite the lack of standardized guidelines
around the technology fee process, there are a fair amount of similarities in terms of how the fees are
calculated and governed by each collegiate unit. 
Regentsπ policy stipulates that aside from course fees, which are different, there can be one college level or
campus level fee like a technology or college fee. 
Other than this requirement, there are no other guidelines around technology/college fees.
 
Committee member Dale Swanson began by distributing a handout on ITπs technology fee procedures along
with information on how the fees are spent.  Mr. Swanson highlighted the following:

The course catalog indicates which courses require a student to pay the IT Technology Fee.  If an IT 
student takes a course that requires the fee, then the student will pay the $170 fee regardless of the
number of credits for which he/she is registered.  
For undergraduate students taking 6 or more credits the Technology Fee is $170 per semester and $85
per semester for students taking 3- 5 credits.
CLA undergraduate students with majors in astronomy, chemistry, computer science, geology,
mathematics and physics pay the same fees as IT students.
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Graduate IT students pay the same technology fees as undergraduate students. However, once a
graduate student accumulates 24 graduate credits, and does not take an IT course requiring a technology
fee, then the student no longer has to pay the fee.
IT contributes to the technology fee fund too.  The amount varies from year to year.
At the collegiate level, a fees committee oversees how the monies are allocated and spent.  The 
committee is comprised of faculty and students from all IT departments.  The Associate Dean for 
Student Affairs chairs this committee.
Use of funds:

Public Labs:  Seventy five percent of the funds that are collected are earmarked for public labs. 
IT contracts with ADCS and Computer Science for the administration of the labs and installation
of software. 
A fees committee comprised of faculty and students from all IT departments oversees how the
monies are allocated and spent.  The Associate Dean for Student Affairs chairs this committee.
Department Labs: 
The remaining twenty five percent of the fees collected are allocated to IT departments based on a
fairly complex formula. 
Departments by way of a departmental fee committee comprised of equal numbers of faculty and
students decide how this money should be spent.  Guiding principles stipulate that the money be
spent on equipment rather than staff, instruction rather research, and computers and software
rather than infrastructure.

 
Next, committee member Mark Sanders provided information on the College of Biological Sciences (CBS)
technology fee process.  He noted the following:

CBS established its technology fee in 1996.  This fee was established in order to meet technology needs
not being met through central administration funding.  The fee was initially targeted at expanding 
computer labs, facilitating the production of multi-media and digital content for instructional purposes,
staff, and CBS technology advances.
CBS only collects technology fees from its undergraduate students, and not from its graduate students.
CBSπs Information Technology Fee Committee is comprised of three CBS faculty, three CBS
undergraduate students and various ad hoc (non-voting) members.
The Technology Fee Account is monitored on an annual basis and the CBS Director of Finance reports
the previous fiscal yearπs financial status to the Technology Fee Committee each fall.  If there are
balances left in escrow, the students are approached to ask for proposals on how to most appropriately
use this money. 
When appropriate, CBS likes to disburse the residual funds back to the students through the fee
structure. 
For 2005 – 2006, CBS plans to reduce its technology fee to $100.00/semester from $168.68/semester in
2004 – 2005.
The CBS technology fee is used to support 5 computer labs, a variety of audio-visual equipment, and
other types of instrumentation and staff.

 
Comments/questions from members:

Why does CBS not charge its graduate students a technology fee?  Mr. Sanders stated that this is a 
complicated, historical, politically charged issue.  One reason for not charging graduate students a 
technology fee is because many are on federally funded grants and it would be inappropriate to ådouble
dipπ into internal resources and direct costs. 
This is especially true in light of the fact that when technology fee money was initially collected it was
spent on infrastructure e.g. Ethernet connections, etc., this, however, is no longer the case.
Amongst all the colleges, is there any comparability in expenditures per student?  Because needs vary 
greatly from college to college, this would be difficult to calculate.
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Associate Dean Ann Hill Duin shared information regarding the COAFES Technology Fee process.  She 
highlighted the following:

COAFES Technology Fee is $100.00/semester for both undergraduate and graduate students.
Technology fee guiding principles:

Impact a large percentage of students.
Use the fee collected in as tangible a way as possible.
Student input and direction should be a part of the fees process.
Fees should be leveraged with central resources and initiatives.
Recognize the difference between the needs of undergraduate and graduate students.
Include input from computer committees within each COAFES department as well as input from
COAFESπ programs and centers.

The COAFES Technology Fee is spent on:
Improving the infrastructure and to provide for staff to assist with instructional and student
services for both undergraduate and graduate students.
Graduate student program needs and technology needs.  Fifty percent of the graduate student fees
goes directly back to the program (pro-rated by the number of students) and the remaining fifty
percent is spent on specific technology needs for graduate students e.g. software licenses, etc.
Finance the support agreement COAFES has with ADCS.
Based on a RFP process, disburse additional fees to departments.
Common good initiatives.

The purpose of the Technology Fee Oversight Committee is to:
Provide direct input in determining common good initiatives.
Review proposals for fees and forward funding recommendations to the Collegiate Executive
Committee and then on to the College Leadership Council.
Work to assess the impact of technologies provided to students and to report on these efforts.

 
According to Dan Gallaher, the College of Human Ecology (CHE) evaluates its technology needs, and, based
on its findings, sets the fee amount. 
A significant portion of CHEπs technology fees are spent on software licenses.  CHE is very aware of the
cost of attending college, and, therefore, reassesses its technology fee yearly. 
 
The CHE technology fee is $100/semester for both undergraduate and graduate students.  Sixty percent of 
this money is given to the departments to spend at their discretion.  Each department must keep track of how 
they spend their allocation and are given guidelines on acceptable uses for these monies.  The remaining forty
percent of the technology fee remains in the college; much of this money is spent supporting instructors on
the use of technology in the classroom. 
 
CHE assesses a technology surcharge of $25 on students enrolled in its Master of Fine Arts program, which is
a very computer intensive program. 
Also, within the past year, CHE charged its undergraduate and graduate students an additional $25 fee, which
is slated for supporting e-scholarships. 
If this relatively new initiative proves unsuccessful, the E-Scholarship Committee will be disbanded and this
additional $25 fee would likely be eliminated.
 
Julie Tonneson reported that the Office of Budget and Finance is conducting a technology fee review. 
Although the deadline has past, not all colleges have turned in their preliminary reports.  The original model 
for establishing technology fees was based on the following:
 

There existed student support for technology fees.
The requirement that students be involved in the fees process and the allocation of the dollars collected.
Expenditure of the fees was to be designated to meet the unique needs of each college.
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The current review being conducted by the Budget and Finance Office is to determine if the philosophy
behind the establishment of technology fees is still in place and to review the fee levels and how they are
spent. 
Once this information is collected, it will be brought up through senior administration to the President to
determine whether guiding principles need to be put in place.  Ms. Tonneson applauded SCITπs investigation
into this issue.
 
Professor Lopez noted that certain units have no way of collecting fees such as the Library, OIT, etc. because
they are not a collegiate unit and do not receive tuition dollars.  Is anything being done to address this
problem? 
According to Ms. Tonneson, to the best of her knowledge, nothing specific is being done other than having
these units look at their budget as a whole in addressing their budget needs.  A member noted that rather than
assessing fees at the individual college level, opportunities may be able to be leveraged if fees were assessed
at the institutional level in order to have a broader impact on all units.  As it stands now, each college
competes for studentsπ money.
 
Mr. Gallaher noted that based on student forums on this topic, students would rather pay a technology fee
than to pay a fee for service e.g. for printing, etc. 
The reason is that by incorporating these services into a technology fee it is covered by financial aid or in
some instances parents will pay.
 
Consistent with the Board of Regents policy, colleges can either charge a general-purpose fee or a technology
fee, does this principle apply to central service units?  According to Ms. Tonneson there is no policy that
addresses this question, but it is something to think about.  Undoubtedly, such a consideration would have its
political implications.
 
A member asked what the University fee is spent on?  The Budget and Finance Office is distributing this fee 
to student centered service areas e.g. OIT, Library, etc.  Julie Tonneson volunteered to provide the 
Committee with the breakdown on how the University fee is allocated.
 
A member noted that, historically, fees have been assessed for special purposes that require additional
financial support to operate a department/unit. 
Unfortunately, it appears that most departments now consider fees to be general-purpose income, which they
can use at their own discretion. 
Folding fees into tuition seems like a reasonable and appropriate philosophical approach to dealing with
future extraordinary demands for fees.
In response, it was noted that each college assesses a technology fee based on its need.  It is unlikely any 
college would be willing to give up control of their technology fees.  A danger of folding technology fees into
tuition is that there would no longer be a guarantee that these monies would be spent on technology.
 
Professor Lopez asked members how they would like to proceed with this topic.  It was suggested the Budget
and Finance Office provide SCIT with a summary of its findings based on the fee review it is conducting. 
Julie Tonneson agreed that the Office of Budget and Finance would provide SCIT with an executive
summary of the review once it has been completed.
 
III).  The Committee unanimously approved the slightly amended March 1, 2005 minutes.
 
IV).  May agenda items include:

Technology fees discussion continued.
Breeze demo and statistics.
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Summary of SCITπs accomplishments during the 2004 – 2005 academic year.
 
V). 
John Miller from OIT briefly summarized the network problems that occurred over the past couple weeks. 
He noted that four major events contributed to the network outages:

Core node configuration file corruption.  A Cisco bug was found on the router software.  In order 
to fix this problem a code upgrade from Cisco is needed.

1.

The Universityπs primary DNS server crashed.  While there is a secondary University server,
computers need to be programmed to realize this.  Many employees on campus do not have
adequate IT support on their desktops, and, consequently, if the second server is not set they will
perceive a network outage. 
Once the network upgrade is completed there will be 17 servers on campus rather than simply
two.  This is an education issue. 
These addresses need to be made more accessible to employees and/or those that configure
University computers.

2.

Primary DHCP failure. 
Also, a security access filter was found on the secondary DHCP server that interfered with the
lease negotiation.  This was eventually removed.  The application segmentation fault was reported
to the vendor for analysis and resolution.

3.

A piece of equipment on the network sent massive amounts of traffic on to the router and
exhausted the core node.

4.

 
Professor Lopez thanked Mr. Miller for this update.
 
VI).  Linda Jorn introduced Jesnise RoweKamp, Director, CLA Language Center.  Ms. RoweKamp is a
national expert providing workshops and keynote addresses on the use of educational technology for
language instruction.  Additionally, she co-chairs the WebCT Faculty Advisory Committee. 
 
With the aid of handouts, Ms. Jorn briefly described the WebCT Campus Edition conversion to Vista.  One 
handout summarized the timeline for the conversion and activities related to the conversion.
 
In November 2004, the WebCT Conversion Committee was formed, which worked with the central WebCT
support team to develop the timeline/roadmap for the conversion.  This roadmap, which remains a live
document, has been shared with numerous WebCT design and support professionals as this project continues
to unfold.  Much of the success of this project can be attributed to the collaborative efforts of those involved.
 
In February 2005, 900 Campus Edition fall term 2004 sites were converted to Vista.  Faculty can choose to 
use one of the converted sites or start from scratch or a combination of both.  Summer and spring term 
Campus Edition sites will be converted soon. 
Conversion of the Campus Edition sites have been communicated to users and Conversion Training Seminars
are being offered through August 2005. 
Additionally, consultation and lab sessions will be offered for faculty.  It is OITπs goal, by fall 2005, to only
support Vista.
 
Ms. Jorn added that for more information on the WebCT/Vista conversion to visit the following website:
http://webct.umn.edu/instructors/vista/
 
Question/comments following Ms. Jornπs presentation:

Why is the University converting to Vista? 
Vista has a superior back-end infrastructure, which permits a more robust Oracle database. 
Additionally, because WebCT usage on campus has increased substantially, a more powerful tool with
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enhanced features was necessary. 
The number of Vista courses being taught has increased from 378 in the fall of 2004 to 712 in the
spring of 2005 while the number of Campus Edition courses being offered has declined from 1042 in
the fall of 2004 to 585 in the spring of 2005.
Have all Campus Edition sites been converted?  All fall 2004 sites have been converted.  For faculty 
teaching summer 2005, their summer 2004 sites will be converted next.  While faculty can still use the
Campus Edition site they are being encouraged to use the Vista site.  Spring 2005 Campus Edition sites
should be converted in the April/May timeframe.
Are most of the conversions clean?  Overall, yes.  Of the 900 fall 2004 sites that were converted, only
about 30 that needed special attention.
Vista definitely has enhanced features e.g. file sharing, improved user interface, etc.

 
Professor Lopez thanked Ms. Jorn for her presentation.
 
VI). Hearing no further business, Professor Lopez adjourned the meeting.
 
                                                                                                                        Renee Dempsey
                                                                                                                        University Senate
 
 


