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STAT
Watson Library, Room 113A
2:00 p.m
April 20, 2007

Present:

Shantel Wempren, SGA President, Natchitoches

Muhammad Habib-Jamil, Natchitoches Student Representative

Shayne Creppel, Natchitoches Student Representative

Kim French, Shreveport Student Representative

Joe Campbell, Shreveport Student Representative

Mary Lehto, Ft. Polk Student Representative

Jennifer Long-Martin, Student Technology Support Specialist/Recorder

The chair, Shantel Wempren , called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m., Jennifer Long
Martin acting as Recorder of the minutes.

The first item on the agenda was the approval of the January 5, 2007 minutes. Shayne
made the motion, Mary seconded, motion carried.

The next item on the agenda was the update to the User Fee Agreement. Muhammad
made the motion to approve the updated agreement, Shayne seconded, motion carried.

Jennifer passed out the following information to the STAT committee for reviewing, no
approval or motion made for the information.

1. OIG Audit and Board of Regents’ Response

2. Student Technology Fee Reserve

3. Office of Inspector General report

Next meeting is scheduled for May 3, 2007 at 2:00 p.m.

Before adjourning Shantel informed the committee of a discussion she had with Dr.
Webb about camera security in relation to the incident at Virginia Tech.

W/

President




Northwestern State University
Student Technology User Fee Agreement

L History

In 1997 the Louisiana State Legislature enacted a bill authorizing each management
board to implement a technology fee for their colleges and universities. One stipulation
of the bill provided that the Student Government Associations of all public higher
education institutions approve a-techinology fee of 5 dollars per credit hour, not to exceed
100 glollars. -Since-that time, all institutions-hav ed on, passedyand implemented the
technology fee. Asan additional requirement of the bill, eael}!i'nstitutiou had to develop a
wntgen plan of how the monies would be administered. ' ?
In résponse o' the legislature’s charge, the Northwestern Stgte U'ﬁclty Student |
Govpmment Association became the firstSGA o pass this fee.Lh: beginning, the;
university placed management of the fee under the Information Technolégy Advisory
Committee (IFAC) chaired by the Director of Information Systems. H'-l 1997 the i
Information Technology/Advisory Council (ITAC), with the inputiof the Uniyersity
community, developed the Northwestern State Technology Enrichment Plan (NSTEP),
which providesitirection for all university technology related expcndltureq u:_(':_]'udmg the
student-technology fee

In the spring'of 1999, ITAC created the Student Technology Advisory Team (ST !_) to
act as the primary body responsible for the appiopriate use of the Student Technology
Fees and to develop a formal internal fee useé agreement between the student
representatives and the University that defines both the governance and appropriate use
of the Student Technology Fee. e

IL se

The primary purpose of the Student Teuhno‘legy is to ensure that all students haveieasy
aceess 1@ technologies thal are necessary (o adequately prepare them to successfully
compete il the-job matket. The fee is a student self assessed fee that'should be used
exclusivelyto the direct'benefit of the students.. In addition, studeiits shoﬁl&l;}ge the

primary role-in the governance and allocation of these funds.

-

ITII. Governance Structure L
A. Vice President

The Umvemtf*’ ice fres:d‘cnt ofﬁusmg'ss ARairs has oversight authopty
of all University expéndn&ﬁf&s aq'ﬂ'&y reldte to the efféctive operation of
the University enterprise.

B. Director of Auxiliary Services

The mission of the Department of Auxiliary Services is to provide the
highest quality products and services to the Northwestern State University
community while setting the highest operational standards possible.
Aucxiliary Services’ departments survey their customers each year on the
delivery of products, services, and customer service. In addition, student
focus groups and committees provide valuable input on student trends,
needs, and desires throughout the year.



Student Government Association

The Student Government Association President is responsible for
providing members to the Student Technology Advisory Team. The
Student Government Association is also responsible for promoting student
interest and awareness in student technology matters as well as overseeing
the Student Technology Advisory Team to insure that the student
technology component of NSTEP is being followed.

Information Technology Advisory Council

The Information Technology Advisory aets.in an advisory capacity for the
maintenance and implementation, of the Northwestern State Technology
Enricliment Plan.g,_ 3 Q ‘ A e

1%, 1  f 4 o :
PR TR, IS
Studént Te‘ﬁi‘;ﬁefogy Advisory Team & A

lﬁe h Technology Advisory Team (S_TA’P)Qis a representative ‘Epocly

_.of gi‘u;lents which: 1) Appoints student members to ITAC; 2) Helps erisure

!.'

:

=== University position funded with Student Technology Fees. The position: §

Jrat NSTEP promotes-the-technology-needs-of students; 3) Approves the

al Student Technology. Bee budget; 4) Ensures:that the 'performance
of all’ personnel funded through the student technology is evaluated
Em%u”lly, or as requested by STAT in accordance with university staff

CAGT A

.. evaluation guidelines; 5) Adheres to the membership. char.gg.ﬂaﬁd role

defined for' STAT as presented herein.

Student Technoelogy Support Specialist ETl
The Student Technology Support Specialistis an unclassified rghg}’{s?

ST o T

1) Serves as a liaison between the students and the University
administration; 2) Serves as the budget Unit Head for Student Technology

; ,,-Fﬁvexpendituﬁes'i 3) Records and posts minutes of STAT meetings; 4)
S

es in‘areport capacity.to.the Chair of the Student Techniology

t-...-)(d ifory Team; 5) Assists in the development and implementation of

IV.

ssfidensdriven technology initiatives; 6) Provides guidanceto departments
in € purchase of student computer rélated hardware and software; 7)
Works with the university administration to effectively implement
(NSTEP). 8) [Welow t.rai‘gglg pr _grar_n§ for@Btudent users-and lab
assistants. 9) Coordigiates with celeges-and departments to support student
applications in the student-techn gy lab environments; 10) Prepares the
year end report of Student Technology Fee-expenditures for STAT, the
Internal Auditor, and the University President. 11) Submits for review,
upon request, a report relating to issues involving personnel employed by
STAT.

Membership, Charge, and Role of the Student Technology
Advisor
Team (S



A.  Membership of STAT
There will be a standing committee composed of seven members
known as the Student Technology Advisory Team (STAT). Those
composing the membership of the committee include:

Regular members

SGA President — Natchitoches Campus (Chairman)

SGA Treasurer- Natchitoches Campus (Vice-Chairman)

SGA President — Shreveport-Campiis

SGA Tiecasuretf~ Shreveport Campus

Two students nominated m@:{ the Natchitocheb Campus SGA

President, and approved b associa enate

One student nominated ann! roved by Nees ville D1rectur
W-o_ﬁ‘?ﬁo members:(fion-voting)

DJrect‘br of Information Systems (The Director of Information Systems

“may actas a nop-veting chairto call STAE.meetings.in thpeew:m;-that the
jgular STAT Chair and Vice-Chair become inactive) P

.

s Faculty/Staff Representative from ITAC =
A
B. Charge to STAT

_____ “Charg T

Technology Fee budget will bc appi oved by STAT and submitted {o the
!f, == appropriate approving agents and the Umversrty Rresident, who will in
=* turn'submit the document for approval to the Uniyersity of Louisiana
ﬂ_..S ystem Board of Supervisors. A simple majority vote of all-voting STAT
% ~RREIbErs will constitute an approved expenditure of the fee. No fewer
[: th@il five voting. members including the chair.of STAT will constitute a
"'“'qugﬁm of STAT members. No student technology fee.funds may be
gp‘pppﬂated or reallocated without the approval of STAT“-‘

C. Role of STAT
T T s & e

The Student Technology Advisc "Q'Teangf_.serves as a mechanism to allow
proper student involvemehtn tHe-€xpenditure of technology fees. Inall
other cases where-the expenditure of Student Self-Assessed
Fees is in question, the governing student organization votes on the
expenditure. A designated budget unit head then
administers the expenditure. STAT will have sole authority over
expenditures of the Student Technology Fee. The decisions of STAT
cannot be overridden by the budget unit head and/or the
approving agent unless the decision of STAT conflicts with the
original legislation governing the use of the Student Technology fee.



To ensure that STAT maintains a cooperative relationship with
ITAC, two members from STAT (including STAT chair or
designee) will serve as voting members on ITAC.

D. Meetings of STAT

The Student Technology Advisory Team will call meetings as needed with
at least one of the two ex-officio members in attendance. The meetings
will be scheduled and called for by the STAT chair having given at least
seven working days notice to the membership prior to the meeting. When
necessary minules*will be approved eleCtroaically.

V. Gmdelmes of the rrgudq!tffuhk:! gi! Fep" _ﬁ

All gmdelmes set fqpt‘ﬁ by krﬁ‘sﬁ B1ﬂ' #2339 (rcgular sessmm 199 a'nd by the Umve;sny

of Louisiana Syﬁem bf Supervisors shall be followed.In additio ﬁ*p the following
guidelines w111 apply t e use of Northwestern State University %t 11{ Technology
Fee. g™

3 AT

" . 177 20% of the annual Student Technology Fees collected, not to exceed,
$200 000 will be used to fund university fechnology grants as defified in a
Request for funding Proposals (RFP), with the parameters for the request

* .. " mutually agreed upon by the student representatives and university

~~ administration. « This RFP will be issuediannually. All interested parties

ingluding students, faculty, and staff may compete for funding. Funding
offthese grants does not assume any recurring costs.

'_ 80% of the annual Student Technology Fees \.olleéfeﬂr .ea the
inder of the annual student technology fee budget will be dedicated to

Ik J;he following: "

-
=

o

i ."‘ Funding of Student Lab Assistant and Coordinator. positions, not

s IQ exceed the allocation of positions approved by Louisiana State Civil
lBerce . h

b. Funding of approved University staff positions, including the
Student hnolegy Support Spgcialigg, and Student Technology
'Techmcal uppo Spﬁ‘c.l.ﬂhs ,,s o

c. Lab I')e‘velnpmtnl. .‘)peuml [nitiatives; Operating and Maintenance
cost pertaining to studenttechnology labs.

d. All NSTEP items approved for funding by STAT

e. An RFP established for funding major technology initiatives
consistent with the NSTEP document. Proposals may be submitted
from any member of the University community including students,
student organizations, faculty, or staff personnel. All expenditures
from this section of the budget must benefit all students attending
Northwestern State University. Funded Initiatives in this area shall



include but not be limited to: Development and maintenance of student
computer labs on Northwestern State University campuses; Software
for student use; Infrastructure for the set-up of student labs and student
residence halls; Technology based equipment that is directly used by
students. The student representatives and university administration
prior to the execution of the RFP must mutually agree upon its
parameters.

f. Any maintenance or renewal contracts in regards to equipment used
by the student body in a student lab environment. “

g--Replacement of eq ,E]&;Mnd sn[twa‘re for-student-technology
labs. b 1 | A

i e i
. o ;
!"r‘ fé i ; i W
h7Assute there is'a minimum k.O,lﬁJ{)O‘ﬁesejy{ maintained each year
f’? onke prior year reserves areexhausted. 4 .

!.—°3 Ph{n yeat reserves will be used for rcphccment of cc;t_fpmem and
2t s'b[lwar,e for student fechnology labs. 0

V i -"

The part is document : ize that the naturg, use, and cost. of fg@d‘ogy are
dynamic,.as are the state and Umvemty pahcnes that govern its use. It is s agreed,
therefore, that the student repl:esemauves and the Un1ver<;1ty will gﬁm the
Northwestern State University, Student Technology Fee User Agreement annually. Any
additions/modifications to this document must be mutua].ly agreed upon. E T i

between the Students and the Umversny shall be c0n31d' >

stated conditions. Th1s docmem-super%ede&“ailprevmus

g e
A signed copy oft §_-documerlt is located in the Student Technology Qunport Specidlﬁt
office, Watson Liary, Room 113. %
i —~ e 5
President ' i LY Date
Northwestern State Universi 1ty 1 i} )
SGA President Date
Natchitoches Campus

jlm/0407
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Student Technology Fee
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State of Louisiana
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION

OFFICE OF STATE INSPECTOR GENERAL
Sharon B. Robinson, CPA

(225) 342-4262
1-800-354-9548
FAX (225)342-6761
KATHLEEN BABINEAUX BLANCO JERRY LUKE LEBLANC
GOVERNOR COMMISSIONER OF ADMINISTRATION

January 17, 2007

Honorable Kathleen Babineaux Blanco
Governor of the State of Louisiana
P.O. Box 94004

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-3004

Re: Case No. 1-06-0019

Dear Governor Blanco:
This report addresses issues raised during our review of the Student Technology Fee
collected from students by state universities and community and technical colleges. The report
includes one recommendation that, if implemented, could help define and regulate the

expenditures from this fee. -

We provided a draft of the report to the Board of Regents. Their written response is
included as Appendix B.

Respectfully submitted,

/J:{’@w 8 Robinoos

Sharon B. Robinson, CPA
State Inspector General

SBR/GD

Enclosure

POST OFFICE BOX 94095 =+ 224 Florida Street, Suite 303 « BATON ROUGE, LA 70804-9095
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



Student Technology Fee

Executive Summary

On March 15, 20086, the Office of State Inspector General received a complaint
alleging the University of Louisiana at Monroe (ULM) violated state law by paying
salary expenses from technology fees collected from students.

The enabling legislation found at LSA-R.S. 17:3351.1 allows universities along
with community and technical colleges to assess a $5 per course credit hour fee
with a $100 per semester limit. The legislation states the fee is to be used in
accordance with a written plan developed by the institution for implementing,
replacing, improving, and expanding technologies to benefit student life and
learning. The legislation does not specifically address the use of technology fee
funds for salaries.

ULM provided several documents including a letter by an enabling legislation co-
sponsor that indicate the institutions could use the technology fee to pay salaries
for new staff required to support and maintain the new technology. The co-
sponsor wrote “| believe it was the Legislature’s intent that these fees not be
used for salaries except where those salaries are directly related to the
technology purchased by the student technology fees. "

After reviewing this documentation, we determined that ULM did not violate state
law and expended its technology fee funds in compliance with a written plan and
University of Louisiana System (ULS) guidelines.

Since the enabling legislation provided that each institution prepare its own
written plan governing technology fee collection and expenditure, we expanded
our review to include all public postsecondary education institutions collecting a
technology fee.

Our review of expenditures did not include an examination of source
documentation and therefore does not constitute an audit. Appendix B includes
a response from the Board of Regents.

Summary of Observations

e A majority of the institutions' technology fee plans are broad in scope and
generally do not address specifics such as allowable percentages of total
expenditures for salary expenses, operating costs, supplies and
acquisitions.

» Technology fee expenditures compared among institutions vary greatly by
categories such as salaries, supplies, acquisitions, etc.

» Large technology fee fund balances reported by some institutions raise
questions regarding the appropriate amount the institutions should collect
from students.

Louisiana Office of State Inspector General 1
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Student Technology Fee

Background

LSA-R.S. 17:3351.1 aliows public postsecondary education institutions to collect
a technology fee from students after receiving approval from the respective
management board and student government association. The law allows the
institution to collect five dollars per course credit hour up to $100 per semester
from each student. p
Institutions are required to develop a written plan for expending the technology
fee for purposes of implementing, replacing, improving, and expanding
technologies to benefit student life and learning. The law states the term
“technologies” includes but is not limited to instructional and laboratory
equipment and the networking and supporting computer and telecommunications
infrastructure necessary to support these activities.

Each institution collecting the technology fee is required by law to make an

annual accounting to its management board of the use of monies collected from
the fee.

Scope and Methodology

We conducted our review in accordance with Principles and Standards for
Offices of Inspector General as promulgated by the Association of Inspectors
General.

Our review consisted of an analysis of technology fee plans and reported
expenditures for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2005, for postsecondary
institutions under the following system management boards:

o Board of Supervisors of Louisiana State University and Agricultural and
Mechanicial College (Louisiana State University System - LSUS)

e Board of Trustees for State Colleges and Universities (University of
Louisiana System - ULS)

e Board of Supervisors of Southern University (Southern University System
- SUS)

o Board of Supervisors of Community and Technical Colleges (Louisiana
Community and Technical College System - LCTCS)

We asked the staff of these management boards to supply the following
technology fee related information:

Board of Supervisors’ system-wide policy and procedures;

Each institution’s written plan;

Each institution’s approved budget;

Each institution’s annual accounting to its management board including a
breakdown of expenditur es by expense account and object code.

Louisiana Office of State Inspector General 3



Student Technology Fee

We assembled and compared the information supplied by the respective
management boards resulting in the observations listed in this report. We did not
audit the technology fee expenditures but compiled the information for review
and comparison. Appendix A of this report provides a detailed compilation by
institution of technology fee revenues and expenditures reported by the
management boards for fiscal year 2005.

Our review procedures also included: P

1. Reviewing pertinent state laws;

2. Interviewing pertinent employees of various university systems and
institutions;

3. Reviewing other documents as we considered necessary.

4 Louisiana Office of State Inspector General



Student Technology Fee

Technology Fee

Fifty (50) higher education institutions reported collecting technology fees totaling
$24,266,695 from students during fiscal year ending June 30, 2005. These
institutions report to one of the states’ four university system management
boards and ultimately the Board of Regents.

Listed below are three areas of observation derived from ourﬁ review of the
information supplied to this office.

Observation #1 — Written Plans

A majority of the institutions’ technology fee plans are broad in scope and
generally do not address specifics such as allowable percentages of total
expenditures for salary expenses, operating costs, supplies and acquisition. ULS
is the only board providing system-wide written guidelines for its institutions.

Our review of institution plans found the schools generally addressed campus
goals such as providing computer labs, internet access, student e-mail accounts,
multi-media classrooms, and interactive communication systems between
students and teachers. The majority of plans approve salaries for new positions
and student labor required to maintain and support the equipment purchased by
the technology fee.

The plans do not specify goals such as expending at least 50% of the fee on the
purchase of new equipment, etc. Several plans do include a limit for salary
expenses such as Louisiana State University-Baton Rouge and the ULS
guidelines.

State law addresses appropriate uses of the fee for items such as the purchase
of instructional and laboratory equipment, networking, supporting computer and
telecommunications infrastructure, but does not limit expenditures to these goals.

State law does not require the respective management boards to issue system-
wide guidance or policy for the collection and expenditure of the student
technology fee. The law requires the respective management boards to approve
the assessment of the fee at the institution and requires the institution to make an
annual accounting to its management board.

Our review found, for example, that ULS issued guidelines effective September
1, 1999, stating the purpose of the technology fee and giving examples of
appropriate and prohibited expenditures. The guidelines listed personnel costs
for new positions required to support new equipment as an appropriate
expenditure. However, the guidelines stated these expenditures should
generally not exceed 25% of the annual budget. As guided by this policy, we
noted ULS institutions reported salary expenditures generally consistent with the
25% recommendation.

Louisiana Office of State Inspector General 5



Student Technology Fee

Our review of institution plans and expenditures show the schools appear to
follow their written plans. However, expenditures reported by institutions show a
wide range of percentages for salaries (including related benefits), operating
services, supplies and acquisitions. For example:

e Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge (LSU-BR) — The plan states
expenditures for salaries should be no more than 15% of funds
generated. Of total fee expenditures, LSU-BR reported expending 10%:
for salaries and 54% for acquisitions.

o University of Louisiana at Lafayette (ULL) — ULS recommends its
institutions expend no more than 25% on salaries. ULL reported
expending 16% for salaries and 74% for acquisitions.

e Louisiana State University, Shreveport — The plan allows for salaries but
does not limit the expenses. The university reported expending 67% for
salaries and 9% for acquisitions.

e Southern University, Baton Rouge — The plan states expenditures for
salaries will total approximately 50% of total expenses. The university
reported expending 57 % for salaries and 21% for acquisitions.

The Office of State Inspector General understands there is no established
standard either in law or in practice to define allowable percentages of total
expenditures for salaries, operating services, professional service or supplies.
However, state law appears to favor the purchase of equipment and
infrastructure. With these goals in mind, we feel technology fee plans should
establish allowable ranges of percentages for expenditures that are not
equipment or infrastructure-related.

Observation #2 — Technology Fee Use

The way the technology was used varied widely from institution to institution.

For the review period, we compared expenditures for six categories as a
percentage of total expenses to get a snapshot of institution priorities in
expending the technology fee (See Appendix A). We were not able to ensure
that all institutions record expenditures consistently among the various
categories. Expenditures in the categories are represented as a dollar figure and
a percent of total expenditures by the institution. Categories of expenditures
include the following:

1. Salaries
e Universites and community colleges reported salary expenses.
Technical colleges did not report expending the technology fee for salary
expenses. Salaries as a percentage of total expenditures at the
institutions ranged from zero to 67%.

6 Louisiana Office of State Inspector General
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Of the 20 institutions reporting salary expenditures, 15 spent less than
30% of the total budget for salaries, while five schools spent 40% or
more.

o Institutions reporting salary expenses that are 10% or less of total
expenditures:

= Delgado Community College $ 59,455 ( 4%)
L.S.U. - Baton Rouge $481,627 (10%)
= Bossier Community College $ 37,857 (10%)

o Institutions reporting 50% or greater for salaries:
= L.S.U. - Shreveport $312,967 (67%)
= Southern — New Orleans $314,385 (62%)
= Southern — Baton Rouge $722,881 (57%)

2. Travel
o Expenditures for travel were not widespread with only 10 institutions
reporting travel expenses. The percentage of total expenditures ranged
from less than 1% to 19%. Expenditures generally were less than
$2,500, however several institutions reported greater dollar expenditures

as follows:
o Southern — Baton Rouge $21,586 ( 2%)
o Nicholls State $ 8,000 ( 1%)

o Northeast La. Technical College $ 3,751 (19%)

3. Professional Services/Other
 Expenditures in this category include services provided in specialized or
highly technical fields by sources outside of state government. These
expenditures were reported by 10 institutions ranging from less than 1%
to 29%. Eight of the 10 institutions reported 4% or less of total
expenditures in this category. The two institutions reporting the greatest
expenditures are as follows:

o Grambling State $205,469 (29%)
o Southern — Baton Rouge $239,342 (19%)

4. Operating Services
e Expenditures in this category include equipment maintenance, data line
charges, telephone services, etc. Seventeen of the 19 university
campuses reported operating services expenditures. The percentage of
expenditures range from less than 1% to 36% of total expenses. The two
institutions reporting the largest expenditures are:

o Grambling State $248,454 (36%)
o Southern - Shreveport $ 40,721 (26%)

Louisiana Office of State Inspector General 7
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» Four of six community colleges reported operating services expenditures
ranging from 3% to 72% of total expenses. The institution reporting the
largest percent of expenditures in this category is:

o Baton Rouge Community College  $383,363 ( 72%)

e Seven of 25 technical colleges reported operating services expenditures
ranging from less than 1% to 100% of total expenses. The institutions
reporting the largest percent of expenditures include:

o Mansfield Technical College $2,180 (100%)
o North Central Technical College $1,435(61%)

5. Supplies

e Expenditures in this category include articles and commodities, which are
consumed, to be consumed, or materially altered when used in day-to-
day operations. Virtually every institution reporting technology fee
expenditures recorded supply expenses. Expenditures reported by
universities and community colleges ranged from less than 1% to 100%.
Institutions reporting very small or very large percentages for supplies
generally had small technology fee budgets. The majority of institutions
reported supply expenses from 1% to 20% of total expenditures.

Technical colleges reported small total expenditures, and supplies ranged
from zero to 85%. Actual dollar expenses ranged from $505 to
$11,961.

Institutions reporting the largest percentage of expenditures in this
category include:

o South La. Community College $ 54 (100%)

o S. Jackson Technical College $ 6,440 ( 85%)

o LSU Law Center $ 63,060 ( 69%)

o Avoyelles Technical College $ 11,961 ( 56%)

o Bossier Community College $185,984 ( 50%)
6. Acquisitions

o Expenditures in this category include the purchase of computer
equipment and durable goods. Acquisitions ranged from less than 1% to
100% of total expenditures. Institutions reporting lower percentages of
expenditures in this category include:

o Baton Rouge Community College $ 779 (<1%)
o Grambling State $ 31,775 (5%)

o LSU - Shreveport $ 41686 (9%)

o LSU Law Center $ 11,989 (13%)
o $S. Jackson Technical College $ 1,160 (15%)
o Southern — Baton Rouge $ 271,296 (21%)
o Southern — New Orleans $ 108,232 (21%)
o Southern - Shreveport $ 42,330 (27%)

8 Louisiana Office of State Inspector General



Student Technology Fee

As previously stated, the figures reported by institutions were not audited or
adjusted by this office. This office has not set allowable limits for classes of
expenditures; however, some institutions appear to have exceeded reasonable
limits for expenditures within expense categories.

Observation #3 — Fund Balances "

Large technology fee account fund balances reported by some institutions raise
questions regarding the appropriate amount the institutions should collect from
students.

We understand that the ending fund balance reported by the institutions may not
be unrestricted cash (i.e., available to spend). The fund balance, or some part of
it, may be committed to ongoing projects awaiting expenditures or simply being
saved to fund future projects.

The following institutions reported a large ending fund balance when compared
to total technology fee expenditures for the review period:

e LSU - Eunice $339,215 or approximately 334% of
expenditures

¢ Northwestern State $2,645,008 or approximately 218% of
expenditures

e Bossier Community College $784,158 or approximately 210% of
expenditures

e Southern - Shreveport $196,841 or approximately 123% of
expenditures

The following institutions reported a substantial ending fund balance but little or
no technology fee expenditur es for the review period:

e South La. Community College $347,103 ending balance
with $54 total expenses

e Delta Community College $167,961 ending balance,
no expenses

e Shreveport-Bossier Technical College $94,875 ending balance, no
expenses

o Slidell Technical College $46,070 ending balance, no
expenses

s Collier Technical College $41,250 ending balance, no
expenses

While this office does not recommend an appropriate ending fund balance,
institutions should not use the technology fee account to accumulate large sums
of money without appropriate plans for expending the funds.

Louisiana Office of State Inspector General : 9



Student Technology Fee

Recommendation:

The Board of Regents in conjunction with the Board of Supervisors for the
LSUS, SUS, ULS, and LCTCS should review the Student Technology
Fee Program and consider developing and implementing system-wide
guidelines and/or proposing legislation that addresses allowable ranges
of expenditures by category and accumulating fund balances.

10 Louisiana Office of State Inspector General
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Technology Fee Revenue and Expenditures



SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY SYSTEM
Southern University - Baton Rouge
Southern University - New Orieans
Southern University - Shreveport

LSU SYSTEM

LSU - Baton Rouge

LSU - Health Sciences Center - N.O.

LSU - Health Sciences Center - Shreveport
Louisiana State University at Alexandria
Louisiana State University at Eunice
Louisiana State University at Shreveport
Paul Hebert Law Center

University of New Orieans

UNIVERSITY OF LOUISIANA SYSTEM
Grambling

Louisiana Tech

McNeese

Nicholls

Northwestern

Southeastern

University of Louisiana at Lafayette
University of Louisiana at Monroe

COMMUNITY COLLEGES
Baton Rouge Community College
Bossler Parish Community College
Delgado Community College
Louisiana Deita Community College
Nunez Community College

South Louisiana Community College

Appendix A
Student Technology Fee Revenue and Expenditures Fiscal Year 2004-2005

Revenue  Total Salaries (1) Travel Professionall  Operating Supplies Acquisitions Ending
Expenditures Other Services Balance

$1,153,402 $1,271,151  $722,881 (57%) $21,586 (2%) $239,342 (19%) $0 $16,045 (1%) $271,296 (21%) $85,184
$478,886 $506,581  $314,385 (62%) $0 $20,288 (4%)  $52,301 (10%)  $11,376 (2%) $108,232 (21%) $942,205
$233,069 $159,640 $73,483 (46%) $2,347 (1%) $0 $40,721 (26%) $759 (<1%) $42,330 (27%) $196,841
$4,265439 $4,738,250 $481,627 (10%) $0 $0 $1,158,829 (24%) $539,189 (11%) $2,558,605 (54%) $395,593
$3089,056 $286,239 $0 $0 $0 $39,970 (14%) $127,078 (44%) $119,191 (42%) $354,950
$32,783 $5,963 $0 $0 $0 $0 $408 (7%) $5,555 (93%) $109,640
$304,026 $255,384  $50,983 (20%) $0 $0 $668 (<1%) $94,798 (37%) $108,935 (43%) $250,628
$326,840 $101,493 $15,205 (15%) $0 50 $11,585 (11%) $33,255(33%)  $41,448 (41%) $339,215
$490,815 $470,247  $312,967 (67%) $0 $12,000 (3%) $11,333 (2%) $92,261 (20%) $41,686 (9%) $6,547
$104,049 $91,652 $0 $0 $0 $16,603 (18%) $63,060 (69%) $11,989 (13%) $123,606
$1,970,283 $1,934,754 §767,590 (40%) $0 $21,040 (1%) $316,394 (16%) $300,168 (16%) $529,562 (27%) $84,203
$587,448  $602,166  $200,423 (29%) $0 $205469 (29%) $248,454 (36%)  $5631(<1%)  $31,775 (5%) $8,262
$1,378,668 $1,201,362 $193 481 (16%) $0 $3.412 (<1%) $273,793 (23%) $278,995 (23%) $451,679 (38%) $744.428
$1,193,932 $1,356,540  $230,590 (17%) $0 $0 $123,716 (9%)  $64,926 (5%) $937,307 (69%) $675,884
$862,030 $715,608 $183,281 (26%) $8,000 (1%) $0 $151,195(21%) $183,935(26%) $189,196 (26%) $378,240
$1,395150 $1,214,766 $314,960 (26%) $879 (<1%) $41,372 (3%) $79,395 (7%)  $48,238 (4%) $729,921 (60%)  $2,645,008
$2,053,834 §$1,840,056 $436,877 (24%) $2,633 (<1%) $3,804 (<1%) $251,167 (14%) $118,354 (6%) $1,027,131 (56%)  $1,472,932
$2,129,399 $2,015221  $320,352 (16%) $0 $28,000 (1%) $76,763 (4%)  $94,478 (5%) $1,495,627 (74%)  $1,191,153
$1,039,184 $1,282,782 $179,286 (14%) $2,450 (<1%) $0  $251,340 (20%) $212,935 (17%) $636,769 (50%) $216,001
$603,235 $532,517 $117.407 (22%) $1,142 (<1%) $0  $383,363 (72%)  $29,827 (6%) $779 (<1%) $568,622
$446,314 $372,953  $37,857 (10%)  $3,447 (1%) $0 $27.401 (%) $185,984 (50%) $118,263 (32%) $784,158
$1,706,267 $1,673,979 $59,455 (4%) $0 $22,800 (1%) $301,386 (18%) $46,728 (3%) $1,243,609 (74%) $984,006
$100,893 $0 $o $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $167,961
$237,205 $204678  $62,626 (21%) $0 $0 $8.493 (3%) $30,908 (11%) $192,651 (65%) $216,461
$183,716 $54.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $54 (100%) $0 $347,103
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Appendix A

Student Technology Fee Revenue and Expenditures Fiscal Year 2004-2005

LOUISIANA TECHNICAL COLLEGE CAMPUSES

Acadian Campus

Alexandria Campus

Avoyelles Campus

Bastrop Campus

Baton Rouge Campus

Collier Campus

Florida Parishes Campus

Folkes Campus

Hammond Campus

Huey Long Campus

Jefferson Campus

Jumonville Campus

Lamar Saiter Campus

Mansfield Campus

North Central Campus

Northeast Louisiana Campus

Ruston Campus

Sabine Valley Campus

Shreveport-Bossier Campus

Slidell Campus

South Jackson Campus

Sullivan Campus

Tallulah Campus

West Jefferson Campus

Westside Campus
TOTALS:

Overall Percentages

(1) Figures reported in this column contain the salary expense plus related benefits.

Page 2 of 2

Revenue Salaries (1) Travel Professionall  Operating Supplies Acquisitions Ending
Expenditures Other Services Balance
$25,261 $3,613 $0 $0 $0 $0 $505 (14%) $3,107 (86%) $26,397
$46,246 $17,630 $0 $0 $0 $0 $849 (5%) $16,781 (95%) $28,615
$24,385 $21,454 $0 $1,815 (9%) $0 $576 (3%) $11,961 (56%) $7.101 (33%) $2,931
$33,755 $37.898 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $37.898 (100%) $13,231
$88,727 $42,062 $0 $0 $0 $18,408 (44%) $1,792 (4%) $21,863 (52%) $51,158
$23,418 $0 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $41,250
$15,525 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,700
$5,723 $0 = $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,518
$23,361 $10,371 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,081 (49%) $5,290 (51%) $12,990
$17,989 $13,012 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,012 (100%) $4,976
$20,282 $14 479 $0 50 $0 $30 (<1%) $10,678 (74%) $3,770 (26%) $26,336
$679 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,199
$22,867 $13,747 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,891 (43%) $7,854 (57%) $9,121
$12,263 $2,180 $0 $0 $0 $2,180 (100%) $0 $0 $15,509
$14,663 $2,368 $0 $0 $0 $1,435 (61%) $0 $933 (39%) $15,105
$21,084 $20,111 $0  $3,751 (19%) $0 $5,569 (28%) $2,795 (14%) $7,996 (40%) $10,311
$24,397 $18,469 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1.220(7%)  $17,249 (93%) $5,928
$15,282 $2,987 $0 $0 $0 $0 $552 (19%) $2,435 (81%) $16,695
$88,720 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $94,875
$31,016 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $46,070
$10,544 $7.600 $0 $0 $0 $0  $6440(85%)  $1,160 (15%) $2,944
$40,066 $13,761 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,464 (11%) $12,297 (89%) $26,305
$30,675 $28,475 $0 $0 $0  $11,740 (41%)  $2,730 (10%)  $14,004 (49%) $2,200
$26,567 $26,488 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $26,488 (100%) $7.219
$17,277 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 _$0 $19,617
$24206.095 $23.310.741 $5.075716 $48.050 $297,617 $3.864.808 $2.631.348 $11.092774 $13.796.031
100% 21.77% 0.21% 2.56% 16.58% 11.29% 47.59%
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Pat A. Strong
Chair

Scont O. Brame

Vice Chair
Artis L. Tervell, Jr.
Secretary
E. Joseph Savoie -
Commissioner of
Higher Education BOARD OF REGENTS
d P. 0. Box 3677
Baton Rouge, LA 7082]1-3677

Phone (225) 3424253, FAX (225) 342-9318
W regenis.state. (. us '

January 12, 2007

Ms. Sharon Robinson

State Inspector General
Office of Inspector General

P. O. Box 94095

Baton Rouge, La 70804-9095

Dear Ms. Robinson:

William D. Blake
Richard E, D’Aquin
Frances T. Henry
Ingrid T. Labat

Robert W. Levy

W. Clinton Rasberry, Jr.
Mary Ellen Roy
William Clifford Smith
Harold M, Stokes
Roland M. Toups

Terry C. Landry, Jr. Student

RE: Case No. 1060019

Thark you for your letter of December 8, 2006, requesting a written response from the
Board of Regents on the use of student technology fees in Louisiana public institutions of higher

education.

I am attaching my response to this request. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact Mr Donnie Vandal, Deputy Commissioner for Finance and Administration,

Commissioner of Higher Education

on my staff.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
E. Joseph Savoie
EJS:chb
Attachment

The Board of Regents is an Equal Opportunity and ADA Employer



Pat A. Strong William D. Blake

Chair Richard E. D’Aquin

Frances T. Henry

Scott O. Brame Ingrid T. Labat

Vice Chair Robert W. Levy

W. Clinton Rasberry, Jr.

Artis L. Terrell, Jr. Mary Ellen Roy

Secretary William Clifford Smith

Harold M. Stokes

E. Joseph Savoie Roland M. Toups

Commissioner o i Terry C. Landry, Jr. Student
ool BOARD OF REGENTS oy G,

P. 0. Box 3677
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-3677
Phone (225) 3424253, FAX (225) 342-9318
www.regents.state,lo. us

BOARD OF REGENTS RESPONSE TO INSPECTOR GENERAL’S REPORT
ON STUDENT TECHNOLOGY FEES
January 11, 2007

General

Act 1450 of the 1997 Regular Session (House Bill No. 2339) authorized higher
education management boards to assess student technology fees at their institutions under
certain conditions and within certain limitations. The technology fee must be approved by
the favorable vote of two-thirds of the members of the management board, limited to five
dollars per course credit hour, and cannot exceed $100 per student per semester. Prior to
the fee being assessed it must also receive approval by the governing body of the student
government association by a vote of at least two-thirds of its members. The law
prescribes that the monies derived from the fee shall be restricted and accounted for

separately. ?

The fee is to be terminated by a simple majority vote of the management board if
two-thirds of the members of the governing board of the student government association
vote to terminate the fee.

The proceeds shall be used in accordance with a written plan developed by the
institution with students afforded an opportunity to make recommendations concerning
the use of the fee proceeds.

For purposes of the law, “technologies” includes but is not limited to instructional
and laboratory equipment and the networking and supporting computer and
telecommunications infrastructure necessary to support these activities.

Each institution at which the technology fee is assessed is required to make an
annual accounting to its management board of the use of monies derived from the fee.

The bill as originally introduced applied only to LSU and A&M College, but as
the bill went through the legislative process the University of New Orleans, the other
institutions with students within the LSU System, and finally the institutions of the
Southern University System and under the then Board of Trustees for State Colleges and
Universities (currently, the University of Louisiana System) were added to the
legislation. In the 1* Extraordinary Session of 1998, Act 151 established the Louisiana
Community and Technical College System and its Board of Supervisors and amended the
provisions of the technology fee statute (R.S. 17:3351.1) to authorize the institutions of

The Board of Regents is an Equal Opportunity and ADA Employer



that system to assess the technoiogy fee. Therefore, the technology fee authorization by
the legislature applies to all postsecondary education institutions with student enrollment.

R nses to Specific Observations

1. Written Plans — The Office of Inspector General report states that “a majority of the
institutions’ technology fee plans are broad in scope and generally do not address
specifics such as allowable percentages of total expenditures for salary expenses,
operating costs, supplies and acquisition” but acknowledges that “there is no
established standard either in law or practice to define allowable percentages of total
expenditures for salaries, operating services, professional service or supplies.”

The report says the law “appears to favor the purchase of equipment and
infrastructure.” The relevant portion of the law is as follows:

For purposes of this Section, “technologies” includes but is not limited to
instructional and laboratory equipment and the networking and
supporting computer and telecommunications infrastructure necessary to
support these activities.

The language provides no priority or preference for specific types of expenditures
and, we believe, clearly contemplates the use of these funds to support human and
physical infrastructure.

It could also be argued that the law was simply clarifying that “technologies” include
the referenced types of equipment and infrastructure because those items might have
been interpreted to be excluded otherwise.

The Board of Regents believes that the legislature recognized the diverse needs
among the wide range of campuses, student bodies, and technology investment
priorities and allowed for customized plans for use of the technology fee proceeds by
each campus in order to address individual campus needs over time.

The management boards are required to regularly monitor campus plans and
technology fee use to insure they are appropriate and meeting the current needs of
students of the respective campuses within their systems.

2. Technology Fee Use — The Office of Inspector General report states that “technology
fee expenditures compared among institutions vary greatly by categories such as
salaries, supplies, acquisitions, etc.” and that “some institutions appear to have
exceeded reasonable limits for expenditures within expense categories.”

It should be noted that due to the broad nature of “technologies” there are a wide
variety of types of expenses that can be required for effective delivery of such
services — “hardware” and “software” are obviously examples, but “skinware”, or the
appropriate staffing support, can be just as critical for effective use of technology by
students.



Due to the wide variety of institutions, student bodies, and technology needs it is not
surprising to find a variety of strategies and approaches to serving student needs. For
some institutions, a priority might be setting up a number of computer labs
throughout the campus with specific software and technical capabilities. At other
campuses, a priority might be insuring that the computer labs they have are supported
with regular and competent technical assistance for students.

A decision-making process for technology fee proceeds use that is conducted with
student input and requires annual oversight provides for a reasonable appreach to
address student needs on individual campuses. Statewide rules applicable to all
institutions for funding allocations are unlikely to assure that priority student needs on
a specific campus are being addressed.

3. Fund Balances — The report states “Large technology fee fund balances reported by
some institutions raise questions regarding the appropriate amount the institutions
should collect from students.” ;

Although the report identifies some campuses with large end-of-year balances relative
to expenditures for the review period, it also acknowledges that such fund balances
may be, at least in part, committed to ongoing projects awaiting expenditures or to
fund future projects. The report did not address whether institutions with relatively
large fund balances had plans for the use of those funds.

Part of the value of treating these funds as “restricted” and accounting for them
separately, as the law prescribes, is that funds can be accumulated for projeots whose
costs exceed an amount that could be easily allocated out of an annual budget, or even
over a multi-year period of time. Several campus plans also call for “contingency or
replacement balances” which are prudent approaches. We do agree, though, that
campuses should not be accumulating large balances unless there are specific plans
for their use.

Systems and campuses should have appropriate policies to insure that careful review
and planning for the use of technology fee collections and balances is such that
student technology needs are addressed to the maximum extent possible.

Office of Inspector General Recommendation

The Office of Inspector General report recommends that the Board of Regents in
conjunction with the Board of Supervisors for the LSUS, SUS, ULS, and LCTCS should
review the Student Technology Fee Program and consider developing and implementing
system-wide guidelines and/or proposing legislation that addresses allowable ranges of
expenditures by category and accumulating fund balances.

The Board of Regents believes that the systems and their campuses are the appropriate
entities to determine best practices with respect to Student Technology Fees. Due.to the
wide diversity of institutions, student needs and campus circumstances a single statewide
policy beyond the restrictions of the law would be inappropriate. Further legislation with
respect to Student Technology Fees is not necessary.



The Board of Regents urges each system to review carefully current policies and
practices and to make adjustments if determined necessary to insure best outcomes and
services for students.



This public document was published at a total cost of $ 74.15. Twenty-nine copies of this
public document were published in this first printing at a cost of $.74.15. The total cost of all
printings of this document, including reprints is $_.74.15. This document was published by
the Office of State Inspector General, State of Louisiana, Post Office Box 94095, 224 Florida
Street, Suite 303, Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9095 to report its findings under authority of LSA-
R.S. 39:7-8. This material was printed in accordance with the standards for printing by state
agencies established pursuant to LSA - R.S. 43:31.

A copy of this report has been made available for public inspection at the Office of State
Inspector General and is posted on the Office of State Inspector General's website at
www.doa.louisiana.gov/oig/inspector .htm. Reference should be made to Case No. 1-06-0019.
If you need any assistance relative to this report, please contact Bruce J. Janet, CPA, State
Audit Director at (225) 342-4262.

REPORT FRAUD, WASTE, AND ABUSE

To report alleged fraud, waste, abuse, or mismanagement relative to state programs or
operations, use one of the following methods:
¢ Complete complaint form on web site at www.doa.L ouisiana.gov/oig/inspector
» Write to Office of State Inspector General, P. O. Box 94095, Baton Rouge, LA 70804-
9095
e Call the Office of State Inspector General at (225) 342-4262
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“

Rita Graves

From: Rita Graves

Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2007 9:16 AM

To: NBruno@uils.state.la.us

Cc: Dr. Randall Webb; Carl Jones; Dr Thomas Hanson; Jennifer A. Kelly; Jennifer Long; Cathy Trichel
Subject: Student Technology Fees

Attachments: NSU Student Tech Fee.xlIs; technology reserves.doc

Dr. Bruno

-t

Attached is our analysis and justification for the Technology Fee reserves. This information will be presented to The Student
Technology Advisory Team (STAT) for their consideration and action.

Please let us know if you have any comments or recommendations. | do apologize for taking so long to respond. Putting the
information together for the analysis was time consuming and

prolonged by the Holiday and the weather. Please let us know if you require any other information.

Thank You

Rita Graves

1/18/2007



Northwestern State University

Technology Fees

The policy of putting a max of $200,000 each year from current revenue into a reserve provides a means of
funding to apply to recurring maintenance and replacements without having current revenues bear the total
cost of these expenditures, which would decrease the amount of funding current students would have for

programming and initiatives.

As can be seen from the attached spreadsheet the majority of expenditures are capital outlay which, in
keeping with the LA RS 17-3351.1, is to benefit student life and learning by providing for the

implementing, replacing, improving and expanding technologies.

As can also be seen from the attached spreadsheet, as more equipment and technologies are purchased the
more it cost for replacements each year to maintain those programs which have been established. In
FY07/08 it is estimated that 1,411,579 of revenue will be generated, of this 1,045,353 will be expended for
providing services to students and providing new technologies and initiatives. This leaves 366,226 to fund
200,000 of reserves and 727,547 of replacements, a shortfall of 561,321 which must come from the
accumulated fund balance. By 09/10 if this continues the shortfall will began to erode not only the fund
balance but would began to erode the reserves as well, based on projected spending , in 09/10 there would
be no funds available to increase the reserves and 154,774 (340,222-494,996)of the existing accumulated
fund balance would be needed to fund planned replacements. After FY 09/10 the cost of current operations
plus the projected cost of replacements exceed the current year projected revenues. At this point there
would be no funds available for additional increases in reserves, in fact reserves would start to diminish.

Without thé reserves and the additional interest earning from the fund balance and the reserves, 649,478
as of 12/31/06, it would not have been possible to provide support of student technologies and continue to
fund other initiatives at the level currently set. In fact a new plan will have to be developed or the reserves
and the fund balance will began to diminish and choices will have to be made between support of new

initiatives or reduction of continued support of those services and equipment now in place.

The university believes the establishment of the reserve was a fiscally prudent decision and will enable the
students to be served on a continuing basis at a level that will enable them to have sufficient funds available

for access to the most advanced technologies now and in the future.



Northwestern State University
Student Technology Fee

Actuals Per 12/31/06
Quarterly Report
97198 98/99 89/00 00/01 o1/02 o203 03/04 0405 05/06 06/0T* TOTAL
MEMO ONLY
Technology Fee 1,080,817.25 1,184,621.75 1,246,264.75 1,244,541.40 1,309,865.84 1,400,722.77 1,433,219.59 1,395,150.00 1,310,287.50  1,341,120.00 12,946,610.85
Interest Earned 19,309.62 35,503.62 46,834.70 60,117.46 27,405.39 14,638.72 30,620.49 71,874.47 59,974.00 366,278.47
Interest on Reserve @ average 3.4% 6,800.00 13,600.00 20,400.00 27,200.00 34,000.00 18,000.00 47,600.00 54,400.00 61,200.00 283,200.00
BPCC at NSU Revenue 14,289.50 1,038.00 15,327.50
Louisiana School Revenue 250.00 310.00 6,480.96 7,040.96
Fines = 1,350.00 2,979.00 8,882.00 220.00 13,431.00
Miscellaneous Income - Bad Debt Recovery : 3,311.23 2,343.00 2,681.89 4,343.86 7,289.43 8,208.99 8,489.46 2,270.00 38,937.86
Total Revenues 1,081,067.25 1,;111»«.37 1,208,679.60 1,314,118.10 1,399,865.19  1,467,82202  1,476,126.74 1,490,461.48 1,485821.89  1,465822.00 13,670,826.64
Regular Salaries 18,976.51 70,936.30 73,383.01 105,247.78 73,613.56 69,499.58 72,280.00 75,170.68 75,170.68 78,178.00 712,456.10
Other Compensation 52,059.00 126,530.50 131,553.00 129,196.00 131,919.00 149,867.50 181,200.50 215,987.50 199,694.00 156,840.00 1,474,847.00
Related Benefits 4,627.24 17,472.63 14,883.04 20,171.87 14,276.92 14,709.31 19,438.03 23,802.12 24,829.59 22,878.00 177,088.75
Total Personal Services 75,662.75 214,939.43 219,819,05 254,615.65 219,809.48 234,076.39 272,918.53 314,960.30 299,694.27 257,896.00 2,364,391.85
Travel 288.82 894.16 631.20 242,38 497.26 879.58 394,16 3,827.56
Operating Services 20,728.48 52,272.79 111,949.73 92,642.07 67,437.04 64,151.96 101,320.28 79,394.95 69,683.41 125,441.00 785,021.71
Supplies 20,061,50 24,391.42 34,162.92 88,224.98 11,879.15 21,907.18 42,143.24 48,238.41 51,077.10 342,085.90
Professional Services - - - - - - - 2,710.00 - 2,710.00
Other Charges 60.00 23,396.23 15,214.41 42,640.04 4,502.72 13,500.18 28,512.77 38,662.25 41,183.49 207,672.09
Total Expenditures Excluding Capital Outiay 116,512.73 314,899.87 381,434.93 479,016.90 304,259.59 333,878.09 445,392.08 484,845.49 462,032.43 383,337.00 3,705,709.11
Capital Outlay 747,993.96 481,315.82 757,282.87 383,928.40 643,140.42 602,209.76 888,042.24 729,921.26 494,719.28  1,019,526.00 6,748,080.01
Total Expenditures Including Capital Outlay 864,506.89 796,315.69 1,138,717.80 862,845.30 947,400.01 936,087.85  1,333,434.32 1,214,766.76 956,751.71 1,402,863.00 10,453,789.12
inE of Expenditures 216,560.56 414,725.68 169,961.80 451,173.80 452,465.18 £31,734.17 142,692.42 275,694.73 509,070.18 62,959.00
Planned Replacements (Capital Outiay)
Ending Fund Balance after Repk 216,560.56 631,286.24 791,248.04 1,242421.84  1,694,887.02  2,226,621.19  2,369,313.61 2,645,008.34 3,154,078.52  3,217,037.52 3,217,037.52
Planned Reserve (200,000) (400,000} (600,000) (800,000)  (1,000,000)  (1,200,000)  (1,400,000)  (1,600,000)  (1,800,000)  (2,000,000)
Fund Balance after Reserve 16,560.56 231,286.24 191,248.04 442,421.84 654,887.02 1,026,621.19 969,313.61 1,045,008.34 1,354,078.52 1,217,037.52

*Projected Actuals per 12/31/06 Quarterly Report



PROJECTED

o708 oaios 0si10 1011 1112 12113
1,294,700.00  1,294,700.00  1,294,700.00  1,294,700.00  1,294,700.00  1,294,700.00
41,379.00 22,294.00 1,775.00
68,000.00 74,800.00 81,600.00 78,113.00 77,150.00 67,271.00
1,535.00 1,535.00 1,535.00 1,535,00 1,535.00 1,535.00
704.00 704.00 704.00 704.00 704.00 704.00
1,340.00 1,340.00 1,340.00 1,340.00 1,340.00 1,340.00
3,921.00 3,921.00 3,921.00 3,921.00 3,921.00 3,921.00
1,411,579.00 1,399,294.00 1,385,675.00 1,280,312.00 1,379,350.00 1,369,471.00
71,245.00 71,245.00 71,245.00 71,245.00 71,245.00 71,245.00
147,485.00 147,485.00 147,485.00 147,485.00 147,485.00 147,485.00
17,530.00 _17,530.00 17,530.00 17,530.00 17,530.00 17,530.00
236,260.00 236,260.00 236,260.00 236,260.00 236,260.00 236,260.00
380.00 380.00 380.00 380.00 380.00 380.00
78,502.00 78,502.00 78,502.00 78,502.00 78,502.00 78,502.00
34,210.00 34,210.00 34,210.00 34,210.00 34,210.00 34,210.00
271.00 271.00 271.00 271.00 271.00 271.00
20,800.00 20,800.00 20,800.00 20,800.00 20,800.00 20,800.00
370,423.00 370,423.00 370,423.00 370,423.00 370,423.00 370,423.00
674,930.00 674,930.00 674,930.00 674,930.00 674,930.00 674,930.00
1,045,353.00 4,045,353.00 1,045,353.00 1,045,352.00 1,045,353.00 1,045,353.00
366,226.00 353,941.00 340,222.00 334,960.00 333,997.00 324,118.00
(727,547.00)  (757,446.00)  (494,996.00)  (363,274.00)  (624,551.00)  (640,817.00)
2,855,716.52 2,452,211.52 2,207 437.52 2,269,123.52 1,978,569.52 1,661,870.52

(2,200,000.00) (2,400,000.00) (2,600,000.00) (2,800,000.00) (3,000,000.00) (3,200,000.00)

655,716.52

52,211.52

ae

{302,562.48)

(530,870.48)

(1,021,430.48)  (1,538,129.48)
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Rita Graves

From: Jennifer A. Kelly

Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2007 1:36 PM

To: Rita Graves

Subject: FW: Question Re: OIG Audit and Board of Regents' Response

Attachments: OIG Technology Fee Audit.pdf

From: Betty Deans

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2007 9:23 AM

To: Jennifer Long; Jennifer A. Kelly; Carl Jones

Cc: Dr. Randall Webb

Subject: Question Re: OIG Audit and Board of Regents' Response

Jennifer/Jennifer/Carl,

Please note following excerpt from the BOR response to Observation 3 of the attached OIG report on Student
Technology Fees.

“Several campus plans also call for “contingency or replacement balances” which are prudent approaches. We
do agree, though, that campuses should not be accumulating large balances unless there are specific plans for
their use.”

NSU increased the Student Technology Fee fund balance by a half-million dollars, bringing the total to $3,154,078 as
of June 30, 2006. The amount reported in the attached report is as of June 30, 2005, at $2,645,008.

Please provide the specific plans on how the $3,154,078 fund balance amount is to be used. (The 2005-2006 or 2006-
2007 budgets do not answer my question related to the specific plans for the accumulated fund balance.)

Your response is requested by the close of business on Tuesday, February 27, 2007.
Should you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me.

Thanks,

Betty

Betty J. Deans

Internal Auditor

Northwestern State University
South Hall, Room 202
Natchitoches, LA 71497

PH: 318-357-4421

FX: 318-357-5272
www.nsula.edu/internalaudit

“I’m a victim of the consequences of my own behavior” — Bishop Noel Jones

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION: The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and
may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material

2/21/2007



SP2TERy Student Technology

& ‘% NORTHWESTERN STATE Watson Library, Room 113
z UNIVERSITY OF LOUISIANA
€ Natchitoches, LA 71497 Telephone (318) 357-6482

FAX (318) 357-6480

)

February 22, 2007
TO: Betty Deans, Internal Auditor

From: Jennifer Long-Martin
Student Technology Support Specialist

Ref:  IA Tech Fee Response

In addition to the guidelines set forth in the Student Technology User Fee Agreement for
use of the Student Technology Fees collected, the attached information concerning the
spending plan and fund balance was sent to the Board Staff on January 18, 2007 for their
comments and recommendations on the Technology Fee Reserves. As of today we have
received no response from the Board Staff.

The information sent to the Board Staff and the Inspector General report will be
presented to the Student Technology Advisory Team (STAT) for their consideration and
action as soon as it can be scheduled.

The Student Technology Advisory Team will be advised of the need for an updated
specific plan that addresses the concerns of the Inspector General.

(9)9&/04

Date

Date

Carl Joncs = (_”/ Date

o]
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