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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF MEETING
MARCH 6, 2007
 
[In these minutes:  Subcommittees Update, Student Technology Fees, OIT Compact/Other Update]
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported in these minutes represent the views of, nor
are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration or the Board of Regents.]
 
PRESENT: 
Nancy Herther, chair, Mark Sanders, Dale Swanson, Sue Van Voorhis, Deanette Schmidt, Linda Jorn,
Danielle Tisinger, Douglas Ernie, Joan Hughes, Stuart Speedie, Jim Waddell, Bonnie Westra, Briana Clark,
Mahmoud Sadrai, Parker Schultz
 
REGRETS:  John Butler, Alan Ek, Andy Lopez, John Miller
 
ABSENT:  Stephen Cawley, Greg Laden
 
OTHERS:  Bernard Gulachek
 
I).  Nancy Herther called the meeting to order.
 
II).  Nancy Herther provided members with an update on the two subcommittees that were recently created:

1.     IT Faculty Guidelines
2.     Campus-wide Activities/Research/Expert Database

A handout detailing each subcommittee’s membership and charge was distributed to members for their
review.
 
Since the last SCIT meeting, Ms. Herther met with the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA), and
three of their members volunteered to serve on one or the other of these two subcommittees.
 
The Senate Research Committee (SRC) met and strongly supported the establishment of the Campus-wide
Activities/Research/Expert Database Subcommittee. 
Professor Ruggles, chair of the SRC, agreed to identify volunteers from the SRC membership to serve on this
subcommittee.
 
III).  Nancy Herther introduced the next agenda item, student technology fees.  The committee’s May 3, 2005
position statement on this topic, which passed unanimously, was distributed to members.  Ms. Herther read 
the statement aloud:

 “We
(Senate Committee on Information Technology) commend the colleges for the careful way in which
they have handled technology fees, including the regular determination of priorities, setting of fees,
and appropriate expenditures.  We note the careful inclusion of students in planning and
decision-making and urge that feedback about the outcome of technology fees be assured.  We also
suggest that each college establish a clear point of contact for student, faculty, and staff questions
about the application of technology fees.  We recommend that the University central administration
continue to monitor technology fees for changes and share findings with the Senate Committee on
Information Technology for review at least every two years.”

Based on this statement, noted Ms. Herther, it is time for the committee to review the student technology fee
topic again.
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At last month’s meeting, Mark
Sanders briefly described to the committee a student technology fee concern that has arisen in his college, the
College of Biological Sciences (CBS). 
Based on information SCIT members received in the spring of 2005, Mr. Sanders reported that for the
2005-2006 fee schedule year, the College of Biological Sciences decided to reduce its undergraduate student
technology fees for students taking more than 5 credits, and, for the first time, to charge a prorated
technology fee to students taking 3 – 5 credits, a vast majority of whom are non-CBS students.  This fee 
structure is similar to one adopted by IT.
 
With these changes CBS student technology fees went from approximately $160/semester to $115/semester
and the newly instituted prorated fee for undergraduate students taking 3 – 5 CBS credits was roughly
$57.50/semester. 
Because there was no communication from central that the CBS fee proposal had been rejected, this fee
structure was worked into the CBS budget. 
Not until January of 2007 did CBS learn that the prorated fees were not collected and transferred to the
college, which has left CBS with approximately a $345,000 shortfall.
 
Because central administration shared with SCIT information concerning other colleges’ approaches for
structuring their technology fees, CBS thought that it was well within its parameters to adopt a similar
approach. 
CBS has requested a response from central administration concerning their decision to deny CBS’s proposed
fee structure, but, to date, there has been no response.
 
At issue is the inequity in terms of how technology fees are assessed from college to college.  In Mr. Sanders’
opinion, there needs to be a means for colleges to either cross-charge back to the colleges that collect
technology fees initially, or to have the students that are using a colleges’ facilities pay for that technology.
 
CBS is struggling to deal with its slightly over $345,000 shortfall.  If CBS is not allowed to charge the
prorated amount to non-CBS students taking CBS courses, it will be forced to increase its technology fees to
its own students in order to make up this difference.
 
Mr. Sanders believes this is a bigger issue even beyond the CBS example.  Students across the University are
using technology in their courses but are not necessarily paying for this technology in an equitable manner. 
He added that students should be aware of this as part of their tuition issues.
 
A member stated that in her opinion students are being assessed too many fees.  Eventually, if students are
charged technology fees when they take a course outside of their college, it is likely the student’s home
college will start offering the course in order to collect the revenue.
 
If it becomes necessary to substantially raise CBS’s student technology fees to make up for the shortfall, will
an explanation for the increase be communicated to students asked a member?  Absolutely, replied Mr.
Sanders. 
He also noted that many CBS students are already aware of the shortfall CBS faces because CBS students
serve on the CBS IT Fees Committee. 
 
There are elements of both philosophical and ethical issues in how student technology fees are handled noted
a member. 
It seems apparent that the example cited today is an instance of a service revenue (IT fees), which the
colleges have become dependent on. 
In reality, however, technology is a general service that students are receiving for their fees.  Student 
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technology fees violate the spirit and the purpose of special purpose fees.  Technology fees have become 
another source of revenue that supports college operations.  Consideration should be given as to whether it is
even appropriate to charge students IT fees.
 
It was pointed out that the central technology unit (Office of Information Technology – OIT) is not a direct
recipient of any of the technology fees that are collected, per se.  OIT, however, does recognize the
complexity around the technology fee issues.
 
Mr. Sanders noted that if collegiate technology fees either increase or decrease by 3%  or more, this type of
change is supposed to flag central administration’s attention for a closer look.  The CBS reduction in its 
2005/2006 fee schedule should have triggered a review.
 
There is a movement on some university campuses on the part of students to try and reduce technology fees
that are being assessed noted a member. 
These students are arguing that they are being double charged for technology fees by the collegiate units as
well as the institution.
 
Aside from the inequity issue, there is the fact that SCIT, in 2005, found that the collegiate units were doing a
good job in monitoring their technology expenditures.  Overtime, technology fees and how the colleges are
spending them have evolved. 
For example, in 1996, CBS started assessing its student’s technology fees because it had no central Ethernet
support, and CBS needed a network.  Obviously, this is no longer the case,  While the needs have changed,
the students and their positions have remained relatively positive concerning technology fees.  The goal 
should be to keep the fees as low as possible and to target the students that are being affected the most.
 
Earlier it was mentioned that students are assessed a course fee and a course fee cannot be assessed on top of
another course fee; therefore, collegiate units assess technology fees.  In CBS, noted Mr. Sanders, its course
fees are spent primarily on laboratory supplies such as chemicals, beakers, etc. 
 
Both student members commented that course fees should include technology fees.  Mr. Sanders agreed and 
noted that there are a number of advantages (e.g. financial aid, etc.), for rolling the fees together. 
Additionally, both student members felt that more needs to be done to communicate with students about how
their fees are being spent.
 
Is the new budget model having an impact on student technology fees asked a member?  Ms. Herther stated
that this should be explored because the committee’s previous discussions on technology fees took place
before the new budget model was implemented.
 
Ms. Herther summarized the issues mentioned today:

Inequity in how fees are assessed across the collegiate units.1.
Central administration’s oversight of fee schedules as collegiate units submit them for approval.2.
Lack of a clear definition between the University technology fee and a collegiate technology fee.  Does 
it make sense to have both?

3.

 
The committee agreed that in order to make any progress in dealing with the issues that have been raised that
an invitation should be extended to representatives from the Office of Budget and Finance to attend the
committee’s next meeting.
 
Before concluding their discussion, members speculated as to whether there might be another model(s) that
would better address some of the technology fee issues, which have been raised today.  Ms. Herther
encouraged members to read the following minutes when the committee last discussed technology fees in
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preparation for next month’s meeting:
http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scit/05-02-01.html
http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scit/05-03-01.html
http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scit/05-04-05.html
http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scit/05-05-03.html
 
IV).  Bernie Gulachek provided members with a brief OIT compact update.  He noted that several of OIT’s
compact requests are contingent on what happens at the legislature.  Even if the legislature were to
appropriate money to the institution, it would not necessarily be allocated to the initiatives put forward in the
OIT compact request.  Additional information will be available at the end of April or early May.
 
OIT has been given assurances by the Office of Budget and Finance that the institution will fund its salary
increases. 
While OIT has been given the go ahead to move forward on certain aspects of its compact such as the
Portfolio/Grad Planner and strengthening technical security on campus, there remains a lot of uncertainty
with respect to the compact.
 
Mr. Gulachek added that since the committee’s last meeting, an initiative to change employees Internet id
passwords is underway. 
This undertaking was the result of audit findings, which revealed that there are many passwords that have not
been changed since the inception of the Internet id. 
New Internet id passwords must now include three different character types.
 
While enforcing the new password requirements may satisfy auditors, does it really increase overall security
asked a member? 
Because some previous passwords were simply a few characters, moving to the new three different character
requirement is definitely a step in the right direction noted Mr. Gulachek.
 
Mr. Gulachek asked for feedback from any members that have participated in the ‘Public Jobs/Private Data’
online training for data security, which was been rolled out in the Academic Health Center.  A member
reported learning from the modules and added that the fact that the training was brief was key.
 
Mr. Gulachek noted that there has been conversation about adding a few additional standard questions to
these modules that would give a better assessment of the risk that is occurring at the collegiate level.  The 
ultimate goal would be to provide the dean with a collegiate risk assessment at an aggregate level for the
purpose of helping collegiate IT professionals focus their efforts on specific priorities.  If these questions 
could be added, the institution would be able to know if it was making any incremental progress in improving
data security on campus. 
Members stated they would be supportive of this depending on how the data would be provided to deans;
strongly preferring there be no personal identifiers. 
It was also noted that a significant number of employees answering these questions probably do not know
where they store their data. 
A member noted that NetFiles should be advertised more broadly across the University as a viable means for
storing secure data. 
 
V).  Ms. Herther noted that the April meeting would be spent discussing student technology fees.  Hearing no
further business, Ms. Herther adjourned the meeting.
 
                                                                                                Renee Dempsey
                                                                                                University Senate
 


