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Technology resource fees
provide a possible source of
funding for library technology.
Integrating these student funds
into libraries” budgets requires
strategic planning, good
communication, and student
involvement. Through a review
of peer institutions and a broad
student survey, this study
explored how libraries may tap
into these funds.

Janet Websier is affiliated with Marilyn Potts
Guin Library, Hatfield Marine Science
Center, Oregon State University, Newport,
Oregon 97365 < Janet. Webster@orst.edu;
Cheryl Middleton is associated with Valley
Library, Oregon State University, Corvallis,
Oregon 97330

< Cheryl Middleton@orst.edu>.

402

any colleges and universities
imposed tcchnology resource
(TR) fees during the 1990s, in-

vesting the generated funds in campus
technology.' Libraries have used this new
fee to fund electronic resources, enhance
bibliographic instruction classrooms, and
purchase new cquipment. The cmergence
of TR fees as a funding source for library
technology raises the issues of student
satisfaction, maintenance of currenl re-
sources, and strategic planning. Student
fees are different from general funds or
grants; students generate them, and stu-
dents traditionally have had a major say in
their distribution.? TR fees, on the other
hand, are usually directed toward devel-
oping campus-wide infrastructure  and
have limited student involvement in deci-
sion making.® This approach may be
problematic; students may resent their
lack of involvement, and the library and
the campus need a more predictable level
of funding.

Libraries can help shape the decision-
making process by investigating how stu-
dents benefit from the investment and by
scanning the technology environment of
peer institutions. This type of research can
build a strong case for libraries’ use of TR
fees 10 maintain current clectronic re-
sources and fund experimental services. It
will also serve 1o bolster the libraries’
argument for increased base budgels.
While these fees are important funding
sources, they are not a panacea for stag-
nant or reduced budgets.*

In the first four years of TR fees at
Oregon State University (OS1]), over
$8,000,000 wus collected and used for
projects that ranged from student e-mail
accounts to curriculum development to
accessible full-text databascs. Adminis-
tratively, they also continue to seek the
optimal combination of decision makers,
including students, faculty, staff, and ad-
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ministrators. When the latest round of
[unding was announced in the fall of
1998, the OSU libraries recognized the
need to justify ongoing support for elec-
tronic library resources as well as future
funding of new services for students.

The following questions remained un-
resolved:

* How can librarics be involved in the
decision-making process or usc the
[unds?

Should student fees be used to tund
experimental projects, ongoing re-
sources and scrvices, or both?

What is the optimum level of student
involvement in decision making?

Does adequate communication with
the entire campus community con-
cerning these fees exist?

Do other models of distribution and
communication cxist al peer institu-
tions?

To examine these questions, TR fee pro-
grams at OSU and peer institutions were
cxamined, and a sample ol students was
surveyed to assess awareness of the fee; use
of, and satisfuction with, services funded;
and pereeption of student involvement in
decision making. It became apparent during
this examination process that libraries have
not consistently benefiled from these new
fees. TR fees provide another funding
source that libraries can tap to serve student
needs better. This article discuses how OSU
libraries” are validating their use of TR fees
as a means of paying for technology that
students can use.

History oF TR FEEs aT OSU

In 1995, TR fees were implemented at a
time when OSU was struggling with a
reduced budget caused by voter approved
tax cuts and a declining enrollment, Cre-



ative ways of generating income to sus-
tain and improve the institution were ea-
gerly pursued throughout the Oregon
University System (OUS) campuses. Not
all were pleased with the new fee. A tu-
ition increase occurred simultaneously,
and the fee implementation generated stu-
dent protests. Students abjected to the “in-
equitable fee, imposed on students with-
out their having a say in the process, and
uscd for the purposc of providing services
that have previously been provided with-
out a need for an added tax.”® In the
summer of 1995, the fee was finally ap-
proved by the Oregon State Board of
Higher Education which placed its “faith
in campus leadership . . . [to provide] av-
enues for student input related to fees.”™®
However, no formal statewide guidelines
for the implementation or use of TR fecs
were articulated.

The OSU administration started receiv-
ing an additional $650,000 quarterly. At the
same time, there was student wariness over
increases in fees and tuition. Administrators
had little direction beyond the broad rubric
of improving instructional technology. In
anticipation of the fee approval, OSU
started spending the funds in the spring of
1995. For example, OSU readily imple-
mented start-up projects included e-mail for
all students, technically-enhanced class-
rooms, and dial-in and online help with
technology questions. These projects dem-
onstrated to students how their new fee
would he used.

Strategic planning for implementing
campus-wide technology by using TR
fees did not begin in earnest unti! the fall
ot 1995. Students and teaching faculty
were surveyed to assess their current use
of technology.” The results were used to
develop a four-year plan, which would
requirc more than just TR fces to imple-
ment. The three extremely ambitious
goals were:

¢« All OSU students are full-fledged
members of a university-centered
electronic global community.

OSU provides the infrastructure, sup-
port, and assessment services needed
to inspire the adoption of instructional
technologies.

The academic, administrative, and in-
trastructure policies support [lacuity
and students who utilize technology to
gather information, learn intellectual
skills, and expand the University into
the external community.®

An allocation scheme and an implemen-

tation process were in place by the fall of
1995. Generally, TR funds were expected to
henefit students paying the fee directly. The
allocation was placed under the authority of
the associate provost for information ser-
vices, with 75% of the revenue going to
enhance technology services on campus and
25% available to the colleges to support
instructional technology.

All appearcd to be moving along
smoothly, with interesting projects pro-
posed by faculty, and new instructional
models being developed. The first two
years of the funded projects all fit into the
four-year plan, reflecting a commitment
to address needs while implementing a
broader vision.” Throughout the project,
the OSU libraries received funding for
electronic resources, including full-text
databases of interest to undergraduate and
graduate students. By 1997/1998, the pro-
cess disintegrated as deficit spending was
revealed; too much had heen attempted
without enough ongoing financial support
or adequalte budgetary monitoring. Revis-
ing the process has been arduous. A com-
mittee, appointed by the provost, now has
broader representation and makes the de-
cisions over the total pool of funds. Still,
the process is not timely or predictable.

In assessing OSU’s history with TR
fees, three critical clements emerge. First,
strategic planning for technology and the
consequent focusing of funds to accom-
plish the plan are essential. At OSU, the
weakness of the long-term plan caused
decisions to be made without an integrat-
ing purpose. Also. the overly ambitious
goals were not tied to an appropriate time-
line or to a realistic budget. Second, open
and constant communication with, and the
involvement of, students are needed. Lit-
tle student involvement in the decision
making, coupled with sparse communica-
tion describing the process and the funded
projects, may have increased wariness for
the program. Finally, TR [unds are not a
replacement for adequate base budgets—
they can enhance them and fund experi-
mentation. Some OSU units became over
reliant on this supplemental funding
source and faced difficult budgetary deci-
sions when funds where redirected. These
three critical elements begin to suggest
how libraries can build their case for both
the use of TR funds and the need for
increased base budgets.

TR Fiks AT PEER AND OTHER
REGIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Examining how peer and regional institu-
tions address TR fees is helpful. It illus-
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trates whether strategic planning, commu-
nication, and budgeting are shared issues,
or if they are problems unique to QUS. By
comparing the OSU process with others,
it became clear that some institutions
have resolved some of the issues and de-
veloped models or “best practices.”

The seven OUS institutions were exam-
ined first (see Table 1). Then, seven peer
institutions were identified by using the
1998 Peer Academic Library Statistics (see
Table 2). Finally, other regional models at
the University of Washington and Univer-
sity of Idaho were considered (see Table 3).
In the belief—including that the fees are
aimed at electronic technology and infra-
structure and that students, as active Web
users, should be able to find information
concerning their fees conveniently posted
on the Web—that fee information should be
accessible via the World Wide Weh (Weh),
institutional Web sites were examined.
However, Web-based information is only
one source of an institution’s information,
50 lelephone contacts were aftempted with
institutions that had little or no Web pres-
ence.

The search methodology included ac-
cessing the institution’s Web site, con-
ducting a scarch by using its search cn-
gine with the terms “student technology
lees” and  “computer lees,” looking
through the tuition and fees section, and
exploring logical links (e.g., computer ad-
visory committee). The sites were re-
viewed several times between July 1998
and April 1999, accommodating the dy-
namic nature of Web-based information.
The Web site examinations and the tele-
phone interviews focused on the three
critical elements:

* Planning, including the history of the
fees and long-term plans:

Communication, including mechanisms
used, ease of access, and involvement of
various constituents (students, faculty,
administrators, librarians, and computer
support staff); and

Budgeting, including the allocation
process, the relationship between fees
and general budgets, and the funding
of library-related projects.

All OUS institutions assess TR fees
(see Table 1). However, there is a wide
variety in the use of fees, in the decision-
making process, and in communication.
Of the seven institutions assessed, Oregon
Institute of Technology provided the most
interesting model. It included high student
involvement and open communication of
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opportunities and results, The 17-member
committee, with 10 students, reviews and
ranks all proposals according to perceived
need and benefit to students on campus.
Highly-ranked proposals receive a second
review in a presentation format. The two
weaknesses of this model are the lack of a
strategic lechnology plan and poor use ol
the Web as a communication tool.

Of the seven peer institutions, two did
not, at the time, assess a fee (see Table 2).
Few examples of well communicated use
of funds, casily accessible fee explana-
tions, or complete historical contexts were
found among the others. Although disap-
pointing, this was not surprising becausc
OSU has inconsistent TR fees informa-
tion available via the Web.

One institution, lowa State, appears to
have a well articulated process and a fo-
cused program. The program is focused on
the development, maintenance, and cn-
hancement of computer facilities. So, rather

than a strategic plan directing funding, Iowa
State has decided to focus funding. The
allocation process is clear, with the [unds
being split between two pools—the College
Pool and the Central Pool.'” Tn the former,
proposals are reviewed and prioritized
within each college, then sent to a campus-
wide Fee Allocation Committee. This com-
mittee reviews all proposals from the col-
leges and makes recommendations to the
broader Computation Advisory Committee
(CAC). Proposuls (0 the Central Pool are
made directly to the Fee Allocation Com-
mittee, which forwards recommendations to
the CAC. Set percentages are allocated to
the library and the computing center. The
entire process, its history, and its budget are
posted on a central Web site. The program
appears to be consistent and predictable and
addresses student needs.

The University of Washington and the
University of Idaho also provide models
for handling TR fees. Information is easy

to find on each institution’s Web site.
Both sites include a discussion of the
fees’ history, a listing of funded projects,
an clectronic request for proposals and
applications, an explanation of the pro-
cess, and the names of the members of the
decision-making body. Of the two, Uni-
versity of Idaho provides a more general
model. The University of Washington’s
program is unique in its state mandate and
complete control by students. The Univer-
sity of ldaho focuses funding on open-
access computer labs. An 11-member re-
view committee includes five students
and uses a clear and open proposal pro-
cess. The communication emphasizes the
purpose and demystifies the process.
Contrasting OSU to other institutions
suggests general “best practices” for TR
fee programs. Further examination of pro-
grams may reveal additional issues, prob-
lems, and solutions. This limited review,
though, provides useful strategies for ad-

Table 1
TR Fees at OUS Institutions

QOUS Institutions

TR Fee per term
(1998/1999; $)

Weh Address

Castern Oregon University
Oregon Health Sciences Universily
Oregon Institute of Technology

Oregon State University

Portland State University
Southern Oregon University

University of Oregon

Western Oregon University

50 http://www.eou.cdu/~-blarison/tthome.html

25 Not available

24 Not available

50 http:/fosu.orst.edu/dept/academic/aa/TRF/TRF.him

48/undergraduate
49.50/graduate

http:/fwww.oit.pdx.edu/ftac/index.htm

24 http://www.sou.edu/trfvalue.hum
50 http://cc.uoregon.edu/edtechfee.htmt
24/undergraduate

18/graduate

http:/iwww.wou.edu/President/Self_Study/htmldone/acre.htm

Nortes:

LS, Oregon University System; TR (technology resource).

Table 2
TR Fees at Peer Institutions

TR Fee per term

Peer Institutions

(1998/1999; $)

Web Address

Colorado State University

Varies by College

hitp:/fwww.colostate.edu/Depts/ ACNS_Puhs/ACNS_Homefitec/fee.html

50-131
Towa State University 51 http://www .public.iastate.edu/~cac_info/
Michigan State University 59 Not available

North Carolina State University
Purdue University 16
University of Arizona

University of California/Davis

145 (semester)

None

None

Not available
Not available
Not available

Not available

Notes:
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TR (technology resouree). Data from (he Library Rescarch Service, 1998 Peer Academic Library Statistics (Denver, CO: University of Denver, 1999).



TR Fees at Other Regional Institutions

Table 3

Other Institutions

TR Fee per term
(1998/1999; $)

Web Address

University of Idaho

University of Washington 40

28 huip://www.uidaho.edu/csrv/labs/student_fee.html

http:/fweber.u, washington.cdu/--techfee/

Nortes:

dressing the three critical issues of plan-
ning, communication, and budgeting.

Planning

Evaluations and strategic plans are
useful planning and implementation tools.
Thoughtful planning is valuable, espe-
cially if plans are followed and reviewed.
Focused funding on hardware and soft-
warc can replace stralegic planning, al-
though a hroader vision is sacrificed.
Those programs that focused the use of
TR fees and adhered to that focus ap-
peared 1o be more cohesive and predict-
able.

Student participalion, when integrated

TR (technology resource).

with a well stated purpose, can be a valu-
able component of the planning and deci-
sion-making process. It encourages ac-
ceptance of the fees, provides a means of
measuring satisfaction with funding deci-
sions, and does not preclude long-term
planning.
Communication

All TR fees information should be well
communicated both electronically, through
the institution’s Web site, and locally,
through news articles, newsletters, and cam-
pus presentations. The basic elements to
include arc who makes decisions, the con-
text of those decisions, and the actual uses

of the fees. Tuition and fees should also be
clearly posted.
Budgeting

The allocation of funds should be con-
sistent in timing and process. Such con-
sistency fosters participation because peo-
ple can anticipate the funding cycle and
can cxpect decisions in a timely fashion.
This allows TR funds to parallel the reg-
ular budgetary cycle. If possible, sel per-
centages should be allocated to thosc
parts of the institution regularly providing
electronic services to students. Finally,
the projected amount of TR funds should
be announced as carly as possible.

Figure 1
Graduate Students’ Perception of Benefit and Satisfaction

Percentage

[!Salisfagt@n]

Copyright © 1999. All rights reserved.

November 1999 465



Figure 2

Undergraduate Students’ Perception of Benefit and Satisfaction

120

Percentage

OBenefit
Satisfaction

It was also clear from the review that
libraries have not been major participants
in the development of TR funds on many
campuses. Information olficers tend to be
involved. but rarcly librarians, except on
smaller campuses. In part, this is due w
the trend Lo use TR funds for open-access
computer labs or other hardware uses.
QSU’s vision of using TR tees to shapc
the campus technology infrastructure and
provide content, as well as access, is
broader than that of most institutions.
This breadth has encouraged the OSU Li-
braries to apply for, and use, over
$400,000 in tunds for electronic, full-text
databases and electronic indexes. Few of
the librarics cxamined had made signifi-
cant use of TR fees for electronic re-
sources, although scveral had secured
funding for hardware.

Although the “best practices™ of other
institutions are useful in revising the OSU
allocation process and communication of
results, they do not justify ongoing fund-
ing of library resources. Except for lowa
State’s allocation of a library pool, none
of the libraries surveyed singled out the
library as an important provider of tech-
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nology for students. Yet, at OSU there
was a belief among campus administra-
tion, as well as an historic commitment,
that some TR funds should be allocated to
the Libraries lor scrvices and resources
benctiting students.

1998 SURVEY OF OSU STUDENTS

To evaluate the libraries’ claim on part of
this funding stream, OSU undergraduate
and graduate students were surveyed
about their perceptions of a wide suite of
services and resources funded with their
fees.

“Student attitudes towards
fees, as well as their input, is
given little attention in the
published literature.”

Student attitudes towards tees, as well as
their input, is given little attention in the
published literature. Although the litera-
ture occasionally suggests some up-
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proaches to student input, it often focuses
on appropriate usc issucs. Annette Gibbs
discusses the justification of mandatory
fees and court challenges to fee usage.'
Other papers suggest ways to monitor stu-
dent uctivity [ees and keep institutions out
of court.'” A Srudent Activity Fee Prim-
er'? provides an excellent framework for
the implementation of fees, but was writ-
ten prior to the advent of TR [ees and,
consequently, docs not mention them.
Only one study that surveyed students in
depth to discover their attitudes and de-
sires towards fees was found.'*

Little information on TR lees exists in
the literature. William Graves'” reports
on a successful campaign to implement
TR fees. Other discussion is limited to
news articles in the Chronicle of Higher
Education'® describing programs and de-
bates over the philosophy of TR f{ees.

The paucity of information in the husi-
ness and library literature, coupled with
the current limitation on OSU student in-
put in the TR fees process, suggests a
hesitation about student involvement. To
examine whether this conclusion was jus-
tified and to assess student satisfaction



Table 4

Graduate Students’ Perception of Appropriate Use of TR Fees (%)

Service Shouild Should Not Don’t Care
E-mail and electronic storage 94.4 2.3 33
Providing student lab equipment 91.4 5.2 33
Dial-in access to OSU computers and networks 89.5 i3 7.1
Technology for students with disabilities 86.7 38 9.3
Technical help in student computer labs 81.4 9 93
Audio-visual equipment for classrooms 75.6 16.7 7.7
Phone and online help for computer problems 739 10 16.1
Electronic library resources 733 12.9 13.8
Maintaining the OSU Web site 70.3 222 75
Funding student-initiated technology projects 59.1 21.6 19.2
Helping faculty to usc technology in the classroom 55.1 29.5 15.5
Multimedia projects and Web sites for classroom instruction 41.3 40.4 18.3

Notes: TR (technology resourcel.

with electronic library resources as part of
a greater suite of funded services, OSU
students were surveyed. The objectives
were to gain a snapshot of students’ opin-
ions on the TR fees, and the services they
funded, and to see how library resources
rated against other services. Recording
feedback on how students wanted o be
involved in the decision-making process
was another objective. Students are criti-
cal to the success of technology infra-
structure development; they generate the
fee; they are supposedly the dircet bene-
ficiaries; and they are becoming sophisti-
cated technology users.

Survey Methodology

With the assistance of the OSU Survey
Center, a two-page survey, consisting of
four questions, was created (see Appendix).
The first question queried students on their
familiarity with TR fees. The second and
third questions focused on resources and
services that technology fees provide. Stu-
dents were asked whether or not they used,
benefited from, and were satisfied with ser-
vices and resources. In addition, students
were asked to rank current services and
resources in order of preference for funding.
Finally, they were asked to what extent they
wanted to be involved.

Students responded to the questions in
the context of 12 services that had re-
ceived TR fees over the last two funding
cycles:

* Providing technical help in student
computer labs;

Providing student lab equipment;

Providing phonc and online help for
software/hardware problems;

Maintaining dial-in access to OSU
computers and networks;

Having electronic materials available
in the library:

Maintaining the OSU Web site as a
central site for University services and
news;

Creating multimedia projects and Web
sites for faculty to use in classroom
instruction;

Providing help and encouragement to
faculty to use technology in the class-
room;

Making technology accessible to stu-
dents with disabilities:

Providing computers and audiovisual
equipment for classrooms;

Funding student-initiated technology
projects; and

Providing e-mail and electronic stor-
age space for students.

To obtain an estimated response rate of
50%, a random sample of 405 undergrad-
uate and 319 graduate students was se-
lected. The sample size was within + 10%
of the population values for OSU. Infor-
mation Services Operations generated
mailing labels from Banner, the Univer-
sity Student Information System.

Sevcral mailings were done to increase
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the response rate. In November 1998, the
libraries” administration senl a pre-survey
letter asking for the students’ participa-
tion and providing background on the up-
coming survey. The survey was mailed
several days later on November 24, 1998,
The first mailing of the questionnaire was
followed by a “Thank You™ post card. In
mid-December, an additional mailing was
sent to students who had not yet re-
sponded to the survey. Graduate students’
response rate (58.29%) was higher than
that for undergraduates (49.6%). This is
consistent with the results of other student
surveys conducted by the OSU Survey
Research Center. The 406 completed sur-
veys allowed 95% confidence that the
survey results have a sampling error of
+0%.

SURVEY RESULTS

Student Awareness of TR Fees

The first question on the survey asked
students if they were aware that they paid
a lechns logy resource fee. Only 36.6% of
the surveyed students knew they paid TR
fees: however, they were more knowl-
edgeable when prompted with a list of
currently funded services and resources.

Student Benefit and Satisfaction with
Use of TR Fees

All students surveyed rated maintain-
ing the OSU Web site and providing e-
mail as the most used or beneficial ser-
vices (see Figures | and 2). Graduate and
undergraduate students differed on their
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Table 5

Undergraduate Students’ Perception of Appropriate Use of TR Fees (%)

Service Should Should Not Don’t Care
Providing student lab cquipment 93.2 1.6 5.2
E-mail and electronic storage 89.5 3.7 6.8
Dial-in access o OSU computers and networks 83.2 5.8 11
Audio-visual equipment 79.2 9.9 10.9
Technical help in compuler labs 76.6 11.5 12
Technology for students with disabilitics 75.5 12 12.5
Maintaining the OSU Web site 73.3 15.7 11
Electronic library resources 67.7 13.5 18.8
Phone and online help for computer problems 64.2 12.8 23
Helping faculty to use technology in the classroom 61.9 212 16.9
Student-initiated technology projects 51.8 225 25.7
Multimedia projects and Web sites for classroom 443 28.1 27.6

Nutes: TR (technology resource).

third choice. Graduate students chose the
availability of electronic resources in the
library and dial-in access to OSU net-
works. The undergraduates’ third choice
was the availability of audiovisual equip-
ment in the classroom. This was the grad-
vate students’ sixth choice. The availabil-
ity of electronic resources in the library
was the undergraduates’ seventh choice.

The three least used or beneficial ser-
vices for all students were making technol-
ogy available 1o students with disabilities,
followed by the funding of student-initiated
technology projects, and providing help
with software/hardware problems.

Overall, students were quite satisfied
with all services (see Figures 1 and 2). The
most salislactory services for graduate stu-
dents were the availability of electronic re-
sources in the library and maintenance of
the OSU Web site. Undergraduate students
were most satisfied with student-initiated
technology projects and accessible technol-
ogy for students with disabilities. Providing
e-mail, maintaining the OSU Web site, and
making electronic resources available in the
library also ranked high in undergraduates’
satisfaction.

Using TR Fees to Fund Services

Graduate students selected providing
e-mail as the most important service for
funding with TR Fees, followed by, stu-
dent computer lab equipment (see Table
4). Undergraduates selected student lab
equipment as their top funding choice,
with providing e-mail as their second
choice (see Table 5). Both graduates and
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undergraduates ranked maintaining di-
al-in access to OSU nctworks as their
third funding choice. Only 3% of grad-
uile students and 14% of undergraduates
surveyed indicated that making electronic
resources available in the library should
not be funded.

Ranking of Importance of TR Fees-
Funded Resources or Services

Equipping the student labs was the stu-
dents” most important use of TR fees.
Providing ¢-mail and maintaining dial-in
access to OSU networks rank second for
funding (see Tables 6 and 7). Making
clectronic resources available in the li-
brary fell into the midrange of scrvices
that graduate and undergraduate students’
felt were important to he funded.

Student Involvement in TR Fee
Decision-Making Process

Ninety percent of graduate students
and 91% of undergraduate students felt
they should be involved in the decision-
making process. Both groups supported
letting students vote to select programs.
Undergraduates favored holding open
hearings on TR fee proposals slightly
more than did graduate students, who in-
dicated that student delegates should be
selected to help determine which pro-
grams should be funded by TR fees.

DiscussioN

The survey results indicate that the stu-
dent population had used and benefited
from many TR [ees-funded services. The
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students were also quite satisfied with
most scrvices. Exploring student percep-
tions helped identify highly used and ben-
eficial services that need continual fund-
ing as well as the less used ones that are
candidates for discontinuation or funding
from outside of TR fees. Student re-
sponscs also indicate issues with commu-
nication and involvement.

There are no surprises in the most ben-
eficial services—the OSU Wceb site, ¢-
mai!l service, library resources, and audio-
visual equipment in classrooms. All
registered students are provided wilh e-
mail service and a computer account. In
addition, students are encouraged to use
the Web to register, drop and add classes,
and obtain schedules and grades. Gradu-
ate students are more likely to use elec-
tronic library resources because they arc
doing more research than are undergrad-
uates. Converscly, undergraduates proba-
bly have more need for adequate audiovi-
sual equipment in their classrooms. Two
services, e-mail and maintaining the OSU
Web site, also were among the top three
services that students felt should be
funded (although not necessarily with TR
fees), and e-mail figured prominently in
the three most important services that TR
fees fund. Graduate and undergraduate
students also considered providing elec-
tronic resources in the library among the
top six services that should bc funded
with TR fecs. None of these services rep-
resent innovative or unique technology,
but they need ongoing funding. Equipping



the student labs, use of TR fees ranked as
most important by all students, is also not
innovative, but requires annual funding
for adequate maintenance and upgrading
of both software and hardware.

The use of TR fees ranked as least used
were technology for students with disabili-
ties and special student projects. Both target
small groups. Satisfaction varied, perhaps
indicating that those involved are very sat-
isfied, while others are either supportive or
believe the funds could be used more effec-
tively elsewhere. Discussion in the literature

on student activity fees indicates problems
with using student fees for the benefit of a
limited population.'” The use should be
consistent with institutional goals as well as
those of the TR fees. Funding could be
proportional to use. In some cases, TR
funds may not be the appropriate source,
and alternatives could be considered.
Inconsistency in the survey results sug-
gests problems with some services. Al-
though students ranked dial-in access as
very important for funding, they were not
completely satisfied with the service. In-

consistencies that involve lack of student
satisfaction merit closer examination and
assessment.

“The most startling result of
the survey was that only one
third of the student population
knew they paid technology
fees.”

Graduate Students’ Perception of thzalll)llli)c?rtance of Services to be Funded (%)
2nd Most
Service Most Important Important Least Important
Student computer fab equipment 39.0 16.0 4.8
E-mail and electronic storage 162 204 1.5
Dial-in access to OSU computers and networks 157 15.5 55
Electronic library resources 7.6 10.7 55
Technical help in computer labs 4.3 9.7 6.1
Maintaining the OSU Web site 38 5.8 10.3
Technology for students with disabilities 33 5.3 3.0
Student-initiated technology projects 33 1.5 18.2
Phone and online help for computer problems 24 1.9 7.9
Audio-visual cquipment 1.9 8.7 7.9
Helping faculty 1o use technology in the classroom 1.4 3.4 9.1
Multimedia projects and Wehb sites for classroom 0.5 0.5 103
Other 0.5 0.5
Table 7
Undergraduate Students’ Perception of the Importance of Services to be Funded (%)
2nd Most
Service Most Important Important Least Important

Student computer lab equipment 376 16.6 LN
E-mail and electronic storage 17.1 18.8 10.2
Dial-in access to OSU computers and networks 17.7 13.3 6.3
Electronic library resources 6.1 5.5 1.6
Technical help in computer labs 7.7 9.4 13.4
Maintaining the OSU Web site 1.7 8.8 10.2
Technology for students with disabilities 33 4.4 1.6
Student-initiated tcchnology projects 2.2 16.5
Phone and online help for computer problems 1.7 4.4 10.2
Audio-visual equipment 44 83 3.5
Helping faculty to use technology in the classroom 2.2 5 13.4
Multimedia projects and Web sites for classroom 0.6 11 7.9
Other 2.2
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The most startling result of the survey
was that only one third of the student
population knew they paid technology
fecs. This lack of awarcness Llranslates
into ignorance of the actual TR fees-
funded scrvices and resources. It also ex-
plains some of the contradictory informa-
tion found in the survey results. This is
particularly true with student-initiated
technology projects. For example, under-
graduate students were highly satisfied
with the funding ol student-initiated tech-
nology projects, yet they ranked these as
the least important service for funding.

Awareness of the fees and their uses
should be a concern to those administer-
ing the funds. To increasc awareness ol
the student-initiated projects, governing
bodics that administer TR fees distribu-
tion could work with recognized student
organizations to assess the need for fund-
ing of student projects. If a need is iden-
tified, a targeted funding cycle, with ade-
quate publicity, may increase interest and
benefit more of the student body. Once
funded, the projects would be publicized.

A more general student awareness pro-
gram could also be initiated to educate stu-
dents regarding how their TR fees are used.
The program would have several compo-
nents. All projects and services funded with
TR fees would be publicized and, when
appropriate, labcled. A comprehensive Web
page that contains the statement of purpose,
the history, lists of projects and services
funded in the past, the members of the TR
fees distribution decision-making group, a
downloadable application form, and an
overview of the decision-making process
would be developed. The Web site would
be highly visible and easily found from the
institution’s home page. A regular newslet-
ter or e-mail communication that announces
what has been funded and provides evalua-
tions of the services would be distributed.

The final topic the survey addressed was
student involvement in the TR fees distri-
bution process. Over 90% of the sludents
thought that they should be involved in de-
termining how TR fees are used. Students
voiced support for open hearings and an
actual vote on proposals. Once information
regarding TR fees is more accessible to
students, the university could work with the
various student organizations to develop ef-
fective mechanisms for student involve-
ment in the decision-making process. The
TR fees distribution decision-making group
should consider reviewing student member-

470  The Journal of Academic Librarianship

ship in the group, holding meetings in
public, requesting proposal presentations,
and communicating funding decisions
promplly (o students, faculty, and staff of
the institution.

CONCLUSION

At OSU, TR fees were implemented at a
time ot escalating technological needs
and declining budgets. As the needs con-
tinue to shift and grow, the demands on
the TR lunds increase. The library is one
of many units on campus with a legiti-
mate need for the fees to enhance stu-
dents’ access Lo echnology and electronic
resources. All units must make a clear
case for their portion.

“The library is one of many
units on campus with
legitimate need for the fees to
enhance students’ access to
technology and electronic
resources.”

Student opinion provides a valuable in-
dicator of the success of TR Fees. However,
it is only one means of justifying funding of
library technology. A more complete justi-
fication includes probing institutional his-
tory, addressing student opinion, and incor-
poraling best practices of peer inslitutions.
OSU’s history reveals much enthusiasm for
library funding, including new and continu-
ing services. Student opinion, particularly
graduate student opinion, shows high satis-
faction with electronic resources provided
by the libraries.

More generally, the library can assist the
entire campus in developing a responsive
TR fees program. Strategic planning can be
routine, and regular evaluation of services
can he less threatening. Adequate campus-
wide communication strengthens the pro-
gram as more projects are explored. In-
creased student involvement with decision
making, while diminishing administrative
control, can increase student perspective
and acceptunce. With planning and evalua-
tion in place, the TR fees can become a
distinct means of enhancing technology for
students rather than a crutch for inade-
quatcly funded basic scrvices. Librarics can
consider TR fees as an additional source to
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enhance cxisting services and 1o explore
new possibilities.
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