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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES COMMITTEE
MINUTES OF MEETING
APRIL 10, 2007 
 
[In these minutes: 
Campus-wide Activities/Research/Experts Database Subcommittee, Student Technology Fees]
 
[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, John Butler, Linda Jorn, Christina Meyer, Danielle
Tisinger, Douglas Ernie, Stuart Speedie, Jim Waddell, Bonnie Westra, Briana Clark, Mahmoud Sadrai,
Parker Schultz
 
REGRETS:  Sue Van Voorhis, Deanette Schmidt, Alan Ek, Joan Hughes, Andy Lopez, Myron Lowe
 
ABSENT:  Stephen Cawley, Greg Laden
 
OTHERS:  Bernard Gulachek, Simin Hickman, Jane Phillips, Jeff Thomas
 
GUESTS:  Linc Kallsen and Peter Zetterberg
 
I).  Nancy Herther called the meeting to order and asked those present to introduce themselves.
 
II).  Members unanimously approved the February 6, 2007 and March 6, 2007 minutes.
 
III).  Ms. Herther reported that the first meeting of the Campus-wide Activities/Research/Experts Database
Subcommittee would be on April 18th.
 
IV). 
Ms. Herther introduced today’s primary agenda item, which is a discussion with Linc Kallsen and Peter
Zetterberg concerning student technology fees. 
A handout containing excerpts from the May 3, 2005 SCIT minutes 
(http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scit/05-05-03.html) were distributed.  This was one of several SCIT meetings
in 2005 where the committee discussed this issue.
 
Mark Sanders briefly described to the committee and its guests a student technology fee concern that has
arisen in his college, the College of Biological Sciences (CBS).  Based on information SCIT members
received from central administration 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
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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. 
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.
 
It is the goal of this committee that students are given the opportunity to utilize the fees and technologies to
get the best possible education noted Mr. Sanders.  Ms. Herther then read the committee’s 2005 position
statement on technology fees:

“We 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.”
 

Peter Zetterberg distributed a handout containing projected fiscal year 2007 technology fee revenues from
each college and a breakdown of the 2006 – 2007 technology and collegiate fees.
 
Mr. Zetterberg began by noting that the University’s goal is to have technology fees that only apply to
students enrolled in a college.  Currently, the IT fee deviates from the University accomplishing this goal.
 
In order to understand this issue, Mr. Zetterberg provided the committee with background information on
how technology fees were established at the University.  Prior to the early 1990s, the University was very
strict about fees.  There were no course fees or technology fees aside from the UNITE fee, which covered 
administrative, technical, and maintenance costs for running the Instructional Television program.  This 
program broadcast courses primarily to students in Rochester and at corporate sites.  The UNITE fee was 
only paid by UNITE students to cover the cost of the technology used in these courses.
 
In the late 1980s or early 1990s, after struggling with the issue of how to cover technology costs in the
Institute of Technology (IT), the University decided to permit IT to assess a technology fee.  Very quickly
thereafter, however, the College of Biological Sciences (CBS) became an issue as did the School of
Architecture. 
Then, in the mid 1990s when the Internet became increasingly a part of the University’s business, technology
costs in all colleges increased substantially. 
Eventually, the University decided it would allow every college to have a technology fee.
 
Mr. Zetterberg highlighted the following:

The current technology fee structure has nothing to do with the new budget model or IMG; it has
everything to do with what occurred between 1985 and 1995 in terms of the use of information
technology in the colleges.
The amount of revenue generated by technology fees is actually quite small when compared to each
college’s budget.  With this said, it is somewhat ironic that this is the only part of each college’s budget
where a committee reviews the fee structure and decides how the money is used.
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The current technology fee structure is quite antiquated in many ways noted Mr. Zetterberg.  When he has 
suggested doing away with technology fees and rolling them into tuition, students, for the most part, do not
support this idea. 
The reason for this is that students are an integral part of this budget process and they have direct input on
how the money is used.
 
Over time, those involved in the fee process have grown increasingly troubled with how the IT technology
fee is structured.  Unlike other colleges, IT is able to assess some students a fee from outside of its college. 
While it does not charge a technology fee to students taking basic IT service courses, e.g. calculus, physics,
chemistry, it does charge students from other colleges, e.g. engineering and computer science, taking certain
IT courses.
 
Every college now, because of the growth in the use of information technology, could easily argue that
students from other colleges are using their technology stated Mr. Zetterberg.  IT is no longer unique when it
comes to technology fees.  Consideration needs to be given to changing the technology fee system.
 
Mr. Zetterberg requested the committee’s input on the major policy issue being addressed today, technology
fees.  In his opinion, there are three options available:

Keep the current technology fee structure as is.1.
Simplify the technology fee structure by having, for example, three technology fee levels (low cost,
mid cost, and high cost) rather than the 17 currently in place. This would undoubtedly help University
employees that program the student information systems so that tuition and fees can be assessed
correctly and for those employees that package Financial Aid.

2.

Eliminate technology fees altogether and roll them into tuition.3.
 
Members’ comments/questions:

Certain colleges will undoubtedly still need to charge fees for special requirements, e.g. laptops, dental
instruments, etc. 
Mr. Zetterberg agreed that in certain instances fees would still be necessary/appropriate, e.g. laptop
requirements.
Assuming technology fees are rolled up into tuition, what would the political implications be of raising
tuition? 
Mr. Zetterberg and Mr. Kallsen both felt that there would be no political implications and that this
could be easily explained to the Board of Regents and the public.
If technology fees are rolled into tuition, would there be multiple tuition rates or a single rate?  There 
would be a single undergraduate tuition rate stated Mr. Zetterberg.
An important factor to think about when considering whether to roll technology fees into tuition is that
students will no longer have the opportunity to provide input into the fee process.  Mr. Zetterberg stated
that this is likely the strongest argument for not rolling technology fees into tuition.  He added, 
however, that simply because technology fees are rolled into tuition does not lessen the importance of
technology within a college, nor does it mean that a college should no longer have an advisory group
that decides how technology resources are provided.  Mr. Zetterberg again commented that the amount
of revenue generated by technology fees is quite small when compared to each college’s budget; yet it
is the portion of each college’s budget that receives the most scrutiny.
The University should develop a formal definition of a ‘fee’ to avoid having items added to this
catchall term that really should not belong there.
In terms of instructional technology, long range planning needs to take place.  If technology fees are 
rolled into tuition, colleges would be forced to think about their needs and how to provide technology
for students in the long run, rather than how to get more money out of students in the short term.
Some colleges are moving more aggressively to offering online courses, how would this differential be
dealt with when assessing fees? 
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Mr. Zetterberg noted that the Board of Regents policy, Tuition and Fees
(http://www1.umn.edu/regents/policies/administrative/Tuition_and_Fees.pdf), provides guidelines on
when course fees can be assessed. 
With respect to students taking online courses, the most common model used is to have students taking
these courses pay for the cost of delivering them in the form of a course fee rather than in the form of a
general fee that would be charged to all students in a college whether or not they are taking an online
course.
A member voiced concern over how the public would perceive rolling technology fees into tuition.  Mr. 
Zetterberg stated that when the numbers are presented to the Board of Regents, three different scenarios
are presented very carefully:

Increase in tuition, including the University Fee.
Tuition and required fees, including the Technology Fee and Student Services Fee.
Cost of attendance.

If the technology fee were rolled into the tuition figure, the Board would see the tuition and
University Fee number increasing by more than projected; however, they would also see that the
tuition and required fees figure did not go up as expected.  Naturally, there will be a certain
percentage of the population that may not understand this new calculation or who may choose to
make it a bigger story than it really is, but the University has, in fact, done similar things in the past.

CBS is considering a policy that all incoming students have a laptop.  The University may also want to 
consider a similar policy, which would allow it to close down some of its computer labs thereby
reducing staffing needs. 
It does not seem unreasonable to have students bring their own technology to campus.  Mr. Zetterberg 
stated that in some respects the argument for doing this is stronger than it has ever been, and in other
respects it is weaker than it has ever been.  In terms of being a  weak argument, most students already
have a laptop.
The notion of learning spaces is important. 
Increasingly students are savvier about developing content themselves, and want to learn more.  As 
students become developers of content as a means of learning, they need spaces in which to collaborate
and to share and store their knowledge. 
There are a lot of instructional technology and infrastructure technology issues that need to be
considered.
There is a disparity in terms of technology resources provided to students by colleges, e.g. CSOM
students receive free printing. 
If there was only one Technology Fee it is likely this service could potentially go away, which would
be disappointing to students that have grown accustomed to a particular service.
As the University explores how to address Technology Fees it should use this opportunity to do
long-range planning and think more globally about technology and instructional spaces.
Assessing a Technology Fee means a college has a specified amount of money to spend on technology,
which can be viewed as a limitation on how much money a college spends on technology.
Is there an impact on the new budget model of rolling the Technology Fee into tuition?  It would not 
affect any cost pools. 
The only impact would be is that if the Technology Fee were rolled into tuition, it would become a
75%/25% split, which implies a notion of fairness noted Mr. Kallsen.  Under this model the notion that
students from another college are using the technology of a home college, to a degree, lessens.
There is a fair amount of software in certain disciplines that students cannot run on their own
computers, but rather must be run from a common lab.
In deciding on its Technology Fee, the College of Biological Sciences looks at its student base and puts
together a list of what kind of technology is needed in order to offer the best possible courses. 
Therefore, if the Technology Fee is rolled into tuition, CBS could be under recovering the dollar
amount that it would actually take to provide the level of service it deems appropriate.  Mr. Kallsen 
stated that this is not necessarily true. 
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For example, if there was a tiered fee structure and colleges could weigh in on which tier they should
be placed in, they could possibly have more resources.
What will it take in terms of technology to be one of the top three public research universities in the
world? 
The University needs to take this opportunity to look into the future when making long-range plans
with respect to its technology needs. 
Mr. Zetterberg stated that while it is important to try and envision the future, there is a good chance the
University would be wrong. 
For example, a few years back, many people thought there would be a lot more online courses, but this
did not happen.
Without knowing the innovation, level of demand and requirements for technology in the future, the
flexibility to keep technology as innovative and organic as possible is very important.
It is important to have policy in place so the situation that happened to CBS does not happen again in
the future.  What can SCIT do to help shape and guide such a policy in a timely manner?  Mr. 
Zetterberg stated that the committee should weigh in on two questions:

1.     Should the University continue to have a Technology Fee in each college?
2.    

Should the University continue to allow the fee amount to vary between colleges because
there are legitimately different costs among the colleges?

According to a member, in 2005 the answer to both these questions was “yes.”
It is important for the committee to discuss the possibility of a new fee structure because the current fee
structure has evolved without regard to the resources to charge the 17 different fees.
The options of creating a tier system for fees and rolling tiered fees into tuition seem the same only
with a different presentation. 
They are different noted Mr. Zetterberg and Mr. Kallsen in that the tiered fees would not be rolled into
tuition, but rather the highest tier would be selected and that would be rolled into tuition.
Why wasn’t CBS notified that its Technology Fee proposal was not accepted in a timely manner so it
could change its proposal? 
Mr. Zetterberg stated that this was an error on the part of central administration.  Central administration
did not understand what CBS was proposing.
What is the timeline for a revised Technology Fee?  Mr. Zetterberg stated that there should be a firm
proposal on the table for the Board of Regents to consider in June 2007.  Mr. Zetterberg and Mr. 
Kallsen volunteered to discuss this proposal with the committee at its May 1st meeting.  The proposal 
would be distributed to members prior to the meeting so members would have time to review it.  This 
proposal would only go before the Board of Regents if the President recommends it and it would only
be after consultation with the deans.
In light of the CBS shortfall, it will be forced to raise its Technology Fee from $115 to $250/semester.

 
In Mr. Zetterberg’s opinion, it seems possible to achieve some degree of simplicity with respect to fees while
still allowing some significant variations across units.  Members were encouraged to email their thoughts on
the overall issue or specific details to Mr. Zetterberg at j-zett@umn.edu  or Mr. Kallsen at 
kalls001@umn.edu. 
 
Ms. Herther thanked Mr. Zetterberg and Mr. Kallsen as well as committee members for attending today’s
meeting, and noted that this issue would be continued over to the committee’s next meeting on May 1st.
 
V).  Hearing no further business, Ms. Herther adjourned the meeting.
 
                                                                                                Renee Dempsey
                                                                                                University Senate
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