
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
FEBRUARY 3, 2009 
 
[In these minutes:  OIT Compact Statement of Support, PEL RCA Survey, 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:  Mark Sanders, chair, Craig Gjerdingen, Dale Swanson, Sue Van Voorhis, 
Paul Rubenis, John Butler, Danielle Tisinger, Billie Wahlstrom, Lee Anderson, David 
Arendale, Aaron Doering, Ted Higman, Michael Korth, Brent Larson, Josephine Lee, 
Stuart Speedie, Ben Franske, Dan Garon 
 
REGRETS: Stephen Cawley, Bonnie Westra, Linda Jorn, Myron Lowe, John H. Miller 
 
ABSENT:  Ben Kucera 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Bernard Gulachek, Ann Hill Duin, Simin Hickman 
 
GUEST:  Peter Zetterberg, senior analyst, Office of the Senior Vice President for 
Academic Affairs and Provost  
 
I).  Mark Sanders called the meeting to order and welcomed all those present.  The first 
few minutes of the meeting were spent reviewing the agenda. 
 
II).  Members unanimously approved the December 8, 2008 minutes. 
 
III).  ANNOUNCEMENTS: 
 
a).  Mr. Sanders reported that member’s proposed changes to the committee’s OIT 
compact statement of support have been incorporated into the document.  This support 
statement will be forwarded on to the Senate for information. 
 
b).  The President’s Emerging Leaders (PEL) Research Cyberinfrastructure Alliance 
(RCA) project team will be conducting a survey, which members were encouraged to 
take. 
 
IV).  Mr. Sanders introduced today’s main agenda item, student technology fees.  He 
noted that the University has 5 major revenue sources, state appropriations, tuition and 
fees, sponsored funds, private support, and existing resources.  A goal of this committee, 
he noted, is to help determine the appropriate role of student technology fees.  The 
University’s ultimate goal is to move beyond the biennium-to-biennium approach to 



budgeting to a more stable approach with the state and its other partners.   
 
Mr. Sanders referenced and reviewed with the committee its 2007 student technology 
fees position statement (http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scit/stutechfeeres.html).  Using a 
PowerPoint presentation, Mr. Sanders refreshed members’ minds about some of the 
student technology fee issues that have arisen over the years.  Handouts to supplement 
the student technology fees discussion were distributed to members. 
 
Mr. Sanders welcomed Peter Zetterberg, senior analyst, Office of the Senior Vice 
President for Academic Affairs and Provost, who was invited to provide information on 
the University’s student technology fees.  Mr. Zetterberg began by turning members’ 
attention to a handout that breaks down student technology fee revenue by college for 
FY07 and FY08.  By in large, noted Mr. Zetterberg, there was very little variation from 
FY07 to FY08, with two exceptions: 

1.   The fee revenue from FY07 to FY08 is up substantially in the College of 
Biological Sciences (CBS).  The reason for this increase was because in FY07 
CBS was operating under the assumption that it could operate like IT, and charge 
students and other colleges its technology fee for certain courses.  On the 
assumption this proposal would be approved by the administration, CBS lowered 
its technology fees; however, this proposal was not approved.  As a consequence 
of lowering their fees in FY07, their fees had to be raised in FY08 to make up the 
shortfall. 

2.   IT was persuaded to no longer charge students in other colleges an IT technology 
fee for taking certain courses (with the exception of CLA students who are 
majoring in physics, mathematics, or computer science).  Hence, the tuition fee 
revenue in IT decreased by approximately $200,000 in FY08. 

 
Mr. Zetterberg reported that the last time he met with SCIT he indicated that 
consideration was being given to simplifying the technology fee structure or completely 
eliminating these fees entirely and rolling them into tuition; however, no action was ever 
taken.  He added that to the best of his knowledge there will be no changes to the student 
technology fees structure until 2012 when the University Fee that supports Wisconsin 
reciprocity s is eliminated.  In addition, given the current budget situation, it would be 
extremely unlikely any changes to the student technology fee structure would be 
recommended because it would require a further tuition increase. 
 
In Mr. Zetterberg’s opinion, he does not believe the University should have a student 
technology fee.  This fee initially started in the late 1980s in IT when the college 
indicated that it needed more money for technology.  As time went on, it became 
commonplace for other colleges to follow suit and adopt a technology fee.  No one 
believes that information technology is a passing fad that will go away; it is integral for 
not only students, but faculty as well.  The total student technology fee for all colleges 
each year is approximately $14 million, which may seem like a lot, but in terms of what 
the University actually spends on information technology each year, it is actually very 
small.  To put this in perspective, Mr. Zetterberg noted, the University’s academic 
support expenditures are roughly $250 million/year.  While a portion of this expenditure 



is for the Libraries, a significant amount is spent on information technology.  While the 
current student technology fee supports important activities in each of the colleges, these 
fees do not support the overall University technology infrastructure. 
 
Mr. Sanders stated that there are a variety of perspectives on the usefulness and 
appropriateness of these fees.  In examining this issue earlier, the committee found that 
the students had a fair amount of positive feedback on this fee.  Having said this, it is 
important for the University to be careful to monitor the appropriateness of these fees. 
 
A member from the School of Dentistry stated that the technology fee amount presented 
by Mr. Zetterberg for the School of Dentistry did not seem to make sense.  This brings 
into question the accuracy and validity of this entire list.  Mr. Zetterberg stated that the 
fees in the School of Dentistry, for the most part, have nothing to do with information 
technology, but they are instrumentation fees.  Mr. Zetterberg volunteered to send to the 
committee a list of all the fees for each college that are included in these numbers.  To be 
clear, with the exception of the School of Dentistry whose technology fees include 
instrumentation fees, and the Carlson School of Management, which uses part of their 
fees to support their student affairs operation, noted Mr. Zetterberg, the fees for the other 
colleges are primarily for information technology. 
 
Are student technology fees taxed the same way that other revenue is taxed under the 
new budget model, asked a member.  Mr. Zetterberg stated that he would assume so, but 
did not know for sure. 
 
Because many colleges rely heavily on student technology fees, what can SCIT do to 
help with the transition in terms of eliminating this fee and rolling it into tuition asked 
Mr. Sanders?  Mr. Zetterberg stated that the committee needs to be extremely mindful of 
the tremendous pressures that the deans will be under the next few years given the budget 
challenges they will face.  Mr. Zetterberg reiterated that this potential change would not 
occur during these tough economic times.  He added that he does not anticipate colleges 
would try to keep their technology fee revenue if a decision was made to roll the fees into 
tuition.  Assuming fees are incorporated into tuition, it would be done in such a way that 
would not cost a college this revenue.  The revenue would still be there, but it would be 
recovered as tuition rather than a fee.  To take the position that technology should 
somehow be a fee-funded priority as opposed to other expenses a college does not make 
sense. 
 
A member asked about how eliminating the technology fee would interface with a 
college that had, for example, a specific laptop requirement.  Mr. Zetterberg stated that he 
believes there would be exceptions for such situations.  
 
Is it possible that this fee will be eliminated sooner than 2012 given the tough economic 
times, asked a member?  Mr. Zetterberg stated that this is very unlikely due to the 
significant pushback the president would receive from the Board of Regents and the State 
of Minnesota legislature. 
 



Are the coordinate campus technology fee figures included in the numbers provided 
today asked Mr. Sanders?  No, stated Mr. Zetterberg, the coordinate campus numbers are 
not included in these numbers. 
 
Mr. Sanders thanked Mr. Zetterberg for sharing this technology fee information with the 
committee. 
 
Next, Craig Gjerdingen and Professor Lee Anderson each shared fee information from 
their respective units, CSOM and College of Design.  After hearing their information, a 
member commented that there are likely redundancies in terms of licensing software, etc. 
from college to college, and that greater efficiencies could be achieved if these 
redundancies were eliminated.  An effort to look across the campus at these redundancies 
should be undertaken. 
 
Mr. Sanders asked the committee if they were interested in generating a statement 
concerning the role of technology fees, particularly in light of the fact that they could 
potentially be rolled into tuition in a few years.  Such a statement could serve to guide 
and communicate these potential changes to the University community.  A member 
commented that the move in the College of Design from a student technology fee to a 
collegiate fee seems one step closer to rolling these fees into tuition.  Mr. Sanders 
suggested the committee consider forming a Technology Efficiency Task Force, which 
would look into the possibility of gaining efficiencies (energy, purchasing, technology 
and computing, staffing) through standardization.  He agreed to follow-up with the 
committee via email to determine who may be interested in serving on this task force.  
John Butler stated that this task force is similar to an initiative being undertaken by the IT 
directors.  
 
Following a brief discussion, Mr. Sanders volunteered to craft a statement acknowledging 
that the current technology fee structure is being properly managed, and to include 
verbiage about the potential change as it relates to rolling these fees into tuition. 
 
A member requested hearing from someone with the administration about what rolling 
these fees into tuition would mean for colleges.  Bernie Gulachek suggested the 
committee invite Linc Kallsen or Julie Tonneson to speak to this topic.  He added that 
during Mr. Zetterberg’s presentation, the notion of rolling technology fees into tuition 
sounded like speculation on the part of Mr. Zetterberg.  Having said this, the committee 
may not want to get too far ahead of itself on this issue.  Mr. Sanders volunteered to 
contact Mr. Kallsen and/or Ms. Tonneson to determine whether it is appropriate to have 
this conversation now. 
 
V).  Mr. Sanders announced that Tom Jones, interim director, Minnesota Supercomputing 
Institute, has been invited to attend the committee’s next meeting.  In addition, PEL RCA 
project team members will be invited to provide an update on the results of the survey 
they are conducting. 
 
Hearing no further business, Mr. Sanders adjourned the meeting. 



 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


