
SENATE COMMITTEE ON STUDENT AFFAIRS 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
April 13, 2011 
Morrill Hall Room 238A 
 
[In these minutes: net price calculator, shared governance, student affairs update, 
committee business] 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the 
University Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these 
minutes represent the view of, nor are they binding on the Senate, the Administration, or 
the Board of Regents.] 
 
PRESENT:  Joyce Holl (Co-Chair), Silvia Canelon (Co-Chair), Amelious Whyte, 
Thomas Reynolds, Rachael Nguyen, Elena Machkasova, Gabriele Schmiegel, Carlos 
Torelli, Thomas Bilder, Brandee Polson, Nathan Pelzer, Kendre Turonie 
 
REGRETS: Anthony Albecker 
 
ABSENT:  Patricia Nguyen, Lauren Schrader, Kristy Eder, Thomas Rozeske, Christiane 
Bartels 
 
GUESTS: Kris Wright, Director of the Office of Student Finance 
 
OTHERS:  Aaron Carlson, Bree Dalager 
 
Joyce Holl, committee co-chair convened the meeting, welcomed those present, and 
called for introductions. 
 
Net Price Calculator 
Kris Wright, Director of the Office of Student Finance, provided the committee with a 
power point presentation regarding the recent federal regulations requiring institutions 
that receive federal financial aid to post net-price calculators on their websites.  She first 
explained the work of her office.  She stated the Office of Student Finance manages 
financial aid, student receivables, and loan collections for the Twin Cities.  Her office 
also provides systems support for the coordinate campuses.   
 
Ms. Wright noted that net-price calculators are not new tools.  The U. S. Department of 
Education, College Board, Minnesota Higher Education Office, and the Voluntary 
System of Accountability all have them.  The Department of Education’s net price 
calculator calculates Pell eligibility and other federal loans that are available.  The 
Minnesota Higher Education Office’s net price calculator calculates eligibility for federal 
and state Pell grants, and University Promise awards.  The Voluntary System of 
Accountability uses IPEDS data to calculate need.  IPEDS is a reporting system for the 
Department of Education that collects a broad base of information from institutions that 
receive Title IV funds.  It is open to the public.   
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While net price calculators are not new, what is new is the federal requirement that all 
Universities receiving Title IV funds (Pell, Federal Loans, Perkins, Federal Direct, PLUS, 
Grad PLUS, and Graduate Loans) have a net price calculator on their website by October 
29, 2011.  The federal regulation can be met in several ways.  Universities can:   

• use the Department of Education’s net price calculator,   
• provide a link to the Minnesota Higher Education Office calculator, 
• purchase a calculator, or 
• build their own calculators (Michigan State University and Purdue University 

have taken this route). 
 
The University of Minnesota already meets the federal requirement because it provides a 
link to the Minnesota Higher Education Office’s calculator.  But, the University recently 
purchased the College Board calculator in order to draw students to the financial aid site 
and keep them on their site.  Having the net price calculator on its own site rather then 
providing a link to the College Board site is desirable from a marketing standpoint 
because on the College Board site, users see many other schools. 
 
The net-price calculator is designed to give students and parents an idea of what an 
institution will charge.  The minimum requirements for inclusion in the net price 
calculator are: the yearly price actually charged to first-time, full-time students minus the 
amount of gift aid given to all students divided by the number of students receiving gift 
aid.  The estimated grant aid and percent of the cohort that received gift aid should also 
be included.  Ms. Wright stated that this does not provide students and parents with a 
good idea of the cost of an institution because it does not include information on the 
expected family contribution (EFC).  Most aid is need based and is a function of the EFC.  
Therefore, the University wants its net price calculator to be adjusted for EFC.  The 
question the net price calculator should answer is, “What is the cost of attendance?”  Ms. 
Wright explained to the committee the many factors that influence this such as, room and 
board, books, and personal allowances.  She went on to state that the University already 
has the information required for the net price calculator on the Office for Institutional 
Research website under student information.  The issue is how to get families to the 
information, how to allow families to enter EFC, and how to make it user friendly. 
 
Next, Ms. Wright showed a chart with the expected cost of attendance for the fall.  The 
total cost is $23,818.  Ms. Wright demonstrated what a net price calculator would deliver 
for a family with adjusted gross income (AGI) of $25,000 to $30,000 and family with 
AGI of $82,000.  It demonstrates the availability of federal grants, state grants, 
University Promise awards, and the total gift aid available.  She next discussed the loans 
and work-study available for students to pay for the remaining balance of tuition.   
 
Ms. Wright noted that the she is not satisfied with the College Board’s net price 
calculator that the University purchased because it does not use formulas well.  She 
indicated the University would probably end up building a net price calculator.   
Ms. Holl asked if the University would meet the federal regulation’s October deadline if 
it builds its own net price calculator.  Ms. Wright responded that there are many ways to 
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meet the regulation’s deadline, and the information the University already provides on its 
website satisfies the regulation’s requirements.  The reason the University would build its 
own net price calculator is for marketing purposes and to include information on the 
EFC.  This year, the Twin Cities campus will use the College Board product, and it will 
likely be on the University’s website the week of April 18.  The coordinate campuses will 
likely use the Minnesota Higher Education website as they have in the past.  Next, year 
the University will have its own net price calculator in place.  Ms. Wright also indicated 
that it is not cost effective for the University to continue to use the College Board 
calculator.  The College Board charges  $4,500 a year per campus for it net price 
calculator. 
 
Ms. Holl asked if the federal requirement of a net price calculator is just for 
undergraduate students.  Ms. Wright stated that it only applies to undergraduates.  The 
wide variety of graduate program costs and methods of financing make a net price 
calculator impracticable for graduate students.    
 
Professor Tom Reynolds asked if the information regarding the loans that make up the 
amount parents’ contribute is available on the website.  Ms. Wright responded that it will 
be made available on the website, and currently it is available on the individual financial 
aid award notices to freshman.  It includes financial aid up to the cost of attendance (gift 
aid, work study, student loans, and parent loans).  In July, every student receives an 
individual financial aid award notice on line.  This includes the outside scholarships 
students receive. 
 
Professor Elena Machkasova asked if there would be a method to account for the 
individual circumstances at different campuses such as the Native American Tuition 
Waiver at Morris.  Ms. Wright responded that when there is a cohort of students who 
meet certain criteria, the Office of Student Finance wants to be able to ask sufficient 
questions to determine what aid should be given to this group and to incorporate this 
information into the net price calculator.  Professor Machkasova asked if there are any 
issues with asking confidential information.  Ms. Wright responded that her office must 
frequently ask confidential information, and the net price calculator must be built with 
sufficient security to protect this information. 
 
Thomas Bilder asked if the Office of Student Finance informs students of the debt load 
they are incurring.  Ms. Wright responded that they have not in the past, but they are 
beginning to do this when students receive their financial aid award notices.  Mr. Bilder 
asked if there is a point at which the University tells students that their debt is so 
enormous that borrowing would significantly impact their future.  Ms. Wright responded 
that this is a difficult issue because there are a number of different ways federal loans 
work.  There are, for instance, income contingent repayment programs.  The difficult 
problem is when students incur significant debt and leave before they earn their degree.  
The average loan indebtedness at the University is $26,000 per year.  Additionally, most 
student aid ends if students do not graduate in four years.  The University is required by 
the federal government to provide students with exit loan counseling when they leave the 
University.  The University has a low federal loan default rate. 
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Amelious Whyte asked whether the University continues to loan students money when 
they reach the federal loan limit of $57,000.00.  Ms. Wright responded that the federal 
government would not allow the University to provide these students further loans.  The 
University can offer a Perkins loan or a University Trust Fund loan.  These loans are only 
given to the neediest students, those with an expected family contribution of under 
$8,000. 
 
Mr. Whyte next asked if the University is aware of the loans that transfer students have 
taken out at other Universities.  Ms. Wright responded that the University would not 
know this information, but the student can see all of their federal loans on the National 
Student Loan Directory. 
 
Brandee Polson asked if there is a maximum loan amount for graduate students, and if 
undergraduate loans impact this.  Ms. Wright responded that graduate students could 
borrow up to the cost of attendance.  The important factor for graduate students is 
maintaining a positive credit rating, because graduate student loans are based on credit 
worthiness.    
 
Shared Governance 
Aaron Carlson, Student Senate Consultative Committee chair, reported to the SCSA on 
the discussions between members of student governance and the Office of Student 
Affairs (OSA) regarding shared governance.  He stated the discussion began in 2009, and 
centered on students’ desire to implement a governance model similar to that of the 
University of Wisconsin.  Mr. Carlson stated that Wisconsin Statute section 36.09(5) 
codifies students’ rights to be consulted by the University of Wisconsin administration on 
issues that impact student life at the University.  After a series of meetings between MSA 
and GAPSA leadership and the Office of Student Affairs, the following Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) was drafted.    

 
 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
Student Involvement in University Decision Making 

 
 
The University of Minnesota administration recognizes the value of student input to inform University 
decision-making, particularly when the decision will impact directly a significant student interest or the 
student experience. As past practice has demonstrated, (see the attached materials outlining existing student 
participation in University governance and decision making), the University has sought to uphold the 
following principles: 
 

Students should be involved in the University decision-making process in consultative and 
representative capacities. 
 
Students should be consulted in a timely and proactive manner on policy issues and other matters 
that will impact directly a significant student interest or the student experience. 
 
Students may be consulted on other matters that will not impact a significant student interest or the 
student experience, and students may also request representation or consultation on other matters. 
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Students should be represented on system, campus, and college committees that are charged to 
make recommendations that will impact directly a significant student interest or the student 
experience.  
 
Student input should be sought from regular consultation avenues that include campus student 
associations and the Student Senate. The administration may seek input from students beyond 
those consultation avenues  

 
The Office for Student Affairs on the Twin Cities campus is working with students and 
the current administration to explore the feasibility of creating a Board of Regents or an 
administrative policy regarding student involvement and shared governance. 
 
As part of this process, Student Affairs will work with students to create proposals 
regarding the following: 1) regular meetings of student leaders with senior administrators, 
2) the range of issues that warrant student representation and/or consultation (as well as 
those that do not), 3) a process for nominating students who may serve on standing 
system- and campus-wide committees, 4) approaches to training/orienting students to 
their responsibilities as participants in University governance, and 5) a process for 
campus student associations and Student Senate to seek, collect, and communicate to the 
administration input of students outside of the regular consultation avenue.  
 
As part of this Memorandum of Understanding, representatives from the appropriate 
offices are agreeing to meet monthly, January-May 2011, to develop these proposals, 
consult further with the current administration, and further explore the feasibility of an 
administrative or Regents policy.   
 
Recognizing that this is a time of presidential transition, the parties agree that significant 
progress can be made but a final resolution may be after July 1, 2011. 

 
Subsequently, there was some conflict among student leaders as to whether to continue to 
pursue the Wisconsin model, to sign the MOU, or to set the issue aside until President-
Designate Kaler takes office.  The MOU was disseminated to all members of the MSA, 
then there was turn over in the GAPSA leadership, and meetings with the administration 
ended.  An ad hoc committee of the MSA and GAPSA presidents and the SSCC chair 
was then formed, and work on shared governance was restarted.   
 
Mr. Whyte explained that the issue of shared governance had been under consideration 
since 1999.  He noted that under the Wisconsin and MNSCU models students sit on all 
university committees that impact students.  Student consultation is defined.  The student 
association then sends a message to the board of regents about whether consultation 
occurred and the results of the consultation.  Mr. Whyte stated the University of 
Minnesota has a similar process in place.  It is just not set out in a policy.  The MOU 
represents the administration’s commitment to work on issues of shared governance but 
recognizes that the OSA does not create Board of Regent’s policies.  It is intended to help 
determine the range of issues on which students want to be consulted, and a process for 
nominating students to participate on committees.  He noted that most of the University’s 
peer institutions do not have policies on shared governance.  He also noted some 
concerns students have expressed.  Students would like a firm deadline for 
implementation of a shared governance policy and they are concerned that if the policy is 
merely an administrative policy, and not a Board of Regents policy it is too easily subject 
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to change.  He emphasized the willingness of administration to continue to work on the 
issue with students. 
 
Ms. Polson noted the MOU seemed vague and wanted to know how the term “students” 
is defined in the document and how students would be informed.  Mr. Carlson responded 
that they would be informed through the MSA, GAPSA, and the Student Senate.  Mr. 
Whyte noted it is important to consider how to reach and include students beyond those 
involved in student governance.  There are issues around how students on committees 
share information with other students.  He also mentioned the shared governance 
committee at Wisconsin that is charged with finding students to participate on 
committees.  Ms. Holl noted that the issue of communication between student governance 
groups and students outside of governance is a top priority for the SCSA. 
 
Student Affairs Update 
Student Service Fees – Mr. Whyte stated that the process of student groups applying for 
student service fees is nearing completion and some student groups are appealing.  He 
noted that OSA was not concerned that the date for appeals was moved back; as it is the 
first time that there has been an appeals process in the student portion of the fees 
application process.  Mr. Whyte stated that OSA would charge a committee to complete a 
comprehensive review of the fees process after spring 2011.  Some issues to be reviewed 
include:  conflict of interest, receipt of fees by partisan organizations, and size of the fees 
committee.   
 
Spring Jam – Mr. Whyte stated Spring Jam is an annual week-long series of events 
similar to homecoming.  OSA has concerns about student behavior during Spring Jam.  
Therefore, it trademarked the name Spring Jam so that students cannot host parties or 
make t-shirts with the name Spring Jam.  OSA staff are sending cease and desist letters to 
students who violate the trademark.  This is designed to promote good relations with the 
University’s neighbors.   
 
Space in Coffman Memorial Union for Student Groups – There has been ongoing 
concern about the way in which space in Coffman was allocated to student groups.  OSA 
charged the Student Unions and Activities Board of Governors to consider the issue and 
make recommendations.  The committee recommended that the second floor space 
allocated for the student cultural centers should remain the same at 68%.  GAPSA and 
MSA would be allocated 8% of the space.  This would be a shared space.  The commuter 
connection would also retain its space.   The remaining space would become common 
space for storage and copy machines.  The regulations on allowing groups to share space 
would also be loosened. 
 
Surveys – Mr. Whyte reported the results of the student survey on holding a graduation 
celebration.  He stated that over 40% of the students reported they were likely to attend a 
graduation celebration in April or May.  
 
Student Safety – Students were recently surveyed on their safety and perceptions of 
safety.  Students were asked questions such as whether they were recently victims of 



 7 

crime and whether they had reported it. Other questions concerned whether to expand the 
Gopher Chauffer and 624 Walk services.  Ms. Canelon asked what would be done with 
the survey information.  Mr. Whyte stated the survey was done in conjunction with MSA 
and the University of Minnesota Police and the results would be shared with these 
groups, the SCSA, and other interested offices. 
 
Bree Dalager asked Mr. Whyte how members would be selected for the fees committee 
review process.  Mr. Whyte responded that OSA has not yet determined the process, but 
typically student governance groups would be asked for recommendations.  Additionally, 
he stated most of the review committee members would be students.   
 
Statement Supporting the Comprehensive Waiver Requirement to the Student 
Health Benefit Plan. 
Ms. Holl provided the SCSA with copies of the Statement Supporting the Comprehensive 
Waiver Requirement to the Student Health Benefit Plan (Statement).  
  

STATEMENT SUPPORTING the COMPREHENSIVE WAIVER for the 
STUDENT HEALTH BENEFIT PLAN 

 
Background 
Carl Anderson, Interim Director of Boynton Health Services, and Susan Jackson, 
Director of Student Health Benefits, presented to the Senate Committee on Student 
Affairs at its February 9, 2011 meeting.  They updated the committee on the impact of the 
changes in the federal health care legislation on student health benefits and student 
service fees.  Key points of their presentation follow: 

• The philosophy of Boynton Health Services (Boynton) is to reduce students’ out of 
pocket fees such as deductibles, co-insurance and co-payments in order to eliminate 
financial barriers to receiving care.  When there are co-pays and other up front costs, 
students defer their care for chronic conditions.   

• Insurance is billed first for services at Boynton and then student service fees are used to 
cover the deductibles, coinsurance, and copayments.  The fees allow for year round 
coverage so that students do not defer care for chronic conditions.  

• Under health care reform, insurance premiums and deductibles will rise because the 
federal law requires reforms such as eliminating preexisting-condition exclusions, lifting 
caps, and covering preventive services. 

• This will result in a decrease in third-party insurance payments to Boynton, and increase 
in costs to the Student Health Benefit Plan (SHBP). 

• Other aspects of the federal health care reform law such as the requirements to eliminate 
limits on essential primary care and provide immunizations will also cause cost increases 
to the SHBP. 

• After reviewing several options for managing the projected cost increases to the SHBP, 
Boynton determined that the best option for students was to institute a comprehensive 
waiver.  This is a method of enforcing the institutional mandate that all students have 
health insurance by requiring students to provide a certificate of coverage proving 
insurance.  Students who do not provide a certificate of coverage for an insurance plan 
that is either a Untied States-based employer-sponsored group health plan (with a 
deductible of less than or equal to $1,000), or the University sponsored Graduate 
Assistant Health Plan (GAHP), will be automatically enrolled in the SHBP. 
 
SCSA Statement 
The SCSA supports Boynton’s implementation of a comprehensive waiver.  The SHBP 
provides excellent benefits at affordable rates.  The SHBP is already above the 
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requirements set by the federal Accountable Care Act health care reform standards.  
Other than employer-subsidized plans, there is no equivalent plan in costs and benefits 
available.  Implementing the comprehensive waiver will strengthen the SHBP by 
covering more students, improving the risk pool and quality of the plan, and reducing 
overall costs.    
 
Implementing the comprehensive waiver will also strengthen the existing institutional 
mandate that all students have health insurance because it reinforces the SHBP as the 
default health insurance plan.  The comprehensive waiver is already in place for students 
receiving insurance through the Academic Health Center health benefit plan, and has 
been successful.  
 
The comprehensive waiver will also specifically benefit students by eliminating 
inequities in coverage thereby reducing student services fees needed to cover students 
with high deductible plans.  Most importantly, it will cover the eight to ten percent of 
students who currently have no health insurance.     

 
She stated that Carl Anderson, Interim Director of Boynton Health Services and Susan 
Jackson, Director of Student Health Benefits, spoke to the committee about the changes 
to the Student Health Benefit Plan (SHBP) necessitated by the changes in federal health 
care legislation, and were seeking the SCSA’s support of the comprehensive waiver.  She 
further stated that she and Ms. Canelon met with Mr. Anderson and Ms. Jackson to gain a 
better understanding of the institutional mandate and the comprehensive waiver process.  
They subsequently drafted the Statement supporting the waiver.  Ms. Holl called for 
questions or concerns from the committee.  Ms. Polson asked when the comprehensive 
waiver would go into effect.  Ms. Canelon stated she believed it would go into effect this 
fall.  Professor Machkasova asked if the comprehensive waiver might adversely impact 
students who have reasonable health care plans.  Ms. Canelon responded that if students 
want to opt out of the SHBP, there is an appeal mechanism.  Ms. Dalager noted that the 
comprehensive waiver is already in place for AHC students, and relayed her experience 
with the waiver.  She stated her health insurance plan provided coverage for allergy shots, 
but did not meet the SHBP requirements, and she was required to purchase the SHBP 
although it did not cover her allergy shots.  Ms. Canelon stated she believes there are 
opportunities to request exceptions to application of the waiver. 
 
The SCSA voted in favor of the Statement. Ms. Holl stated the Statement would be 
provided to the Student Senate for its consideration. 
 
Ad Hoc Committee Review of SCSA 
Ms. Canelon reported that an ad hoc committee had been formed to review the SCSA.  
She explained that this is part of a larger process reviewing each of the University Senate 
Committees.  She noted that she, Ms. Holl, and Professor Carlos Torelli are members of 
the ad hoc committee.  She stated some of the issues the ad hoc committee will be 
considering are: 

• the ex officio representation on the SCSA, 
• creating seats on the SCSA for particular student groups, 
• insuring the interests of all student groups such as transfer and international 

students are being met, 
• considering the role of the coordinate campuses on the SCSA, and  
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• the reporting line of the SCSA. 
She asked the SCSA members to e-mail herself or Ms. Holl with any questions. 
 
Ms. Holl thanked the committee members for their service and recognized Professor Tom 
Reynolds for six years of committee service. 
 
Hearing no further business, Ms. Holl adjourned the meeting. 
 
       Dawn Zugay  
       University Senate Office 
 
  


