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DISABILITIES ISSUES COMMITTEE 
October 21, 2015 
Minutes of the Meeting 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes reflect the views of, nor 
are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents.] 
 
[In these minutes: Review of Stakeholders; Update on Metro Mobility; Report on Parliamentary 
Procedure and Communication Flow; Appointment of a Chair Pro Tem; Assessment of 
Committee Goals; DRC Update]  
 
PRESENT: Chair Peggy Martin, Katherine Murphy, Michele Chilinski, Andy Hillis, Maki 
Isaka, Katy O’Brien, Anna Mosser, Kim Doberstein, Heather Peters, Lars Oddsson  
 
ABSENT: Donna Johnson, John De Haan, Jane Jones, Madison Wood, Alison Oosterhuis, 
Libby Parker 
 
REGRETS: Betsey Kerr, Perry Moriearty 
 
GUESTS: NONE 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING: Victoria Nelson, project manager, Parking and Transportation 
Services; Mari Magler, administrative manager, Disability Resource Center 
 
1. Welcome: Chair Peggy Martin welcomed everyone and members introduced themselves.  She 
reviewed the topics from the previous meeting and asked the committee for approval of the 
September minutes.  Ms. Katherine Murphy noted a minor correction and the change was made.  
With the change, the committee approved the meeting minutes from September.     
 
Ms. Andy Hillis said she noticed that there were vacant student seats on the committee and she 
would like to refer some students to fill the seats.  She was instructed to send their information to 
Becky Hippert, University Senate Office.   
 
As a follow up from the September discussion about connecting with groups and individuals who 
might have a vested interest in the work the committee performed, Chair Martin distributed a list 
of possible stakeholders for the committee to review.  She invited all members of the committee 
to add names and contact information to the list on an ongoing basis in a Google Doc that was 
shared with the committee.  The stakeholder list is to be an important part of the committee’s 
communication plan.  The committee discussed possible additions to the list and many members 
commented on the importance of remembering to include student groups and other organizations 
that focused on mental health.  Ms. Michele Chilinski said that the Humphrey School has the 
Humphrey Association for Disability and Mental Illness (HADMI) student group, which 
addresses disabilities and mental health issues for Humphrey students.  Martin asked Avonna 
Starck, staff to the committee, to research the group and add their leadership to the stakeholders 
list. 
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Mari Magler, administrative manager, Disability Resource Center, said that there are around 
2,300 students registered with the DRC and around 2,600 faculty and staff members registered.  
Magler said that around 11% of the student population would experience a mental health 
condition each year.   
 
2.  Metro Mobility update: The committee reviewed and continued the ongoing discussion of 
Metro Mobility passes available for students with disabilities.  Ms. Kathryn Murphy provided a 
report on information she collected through communication with Parking and Transportation 
Services (PTS) regarding its relationship with Metro Mobility. She explained that PTS sold 
booklets of Metro Mobility ride tickets to qualifying students.  She said that her concern was 
spurred by Earl Wilson, finance director, Disabled Student Cultural Center (DSCC), who 
reported to the committee in September, that many students do not receive enough ride tickets to 
get to and from classes for a full semester.  
 
Murphy reported that the University has a contract with Metro Transit, not Metro Mobility.  
Metro Transit and the University’s contract covers the UPass, MetroPass, and Campus Zone.  
PTS purchases the Metro Mobility passes at full price and resells the passes at a greatly reduced 
price.  The passes are not unlimited use passes.  Rides are purchased in booklets and the cost is 
calculated by both on-peak and off-peak hours. PTS pays purchases booklets of 150 rides from 
Metro Transit for $540 and then resells the same booklets to students for $190.  The pass 
package for staff is 50 rides, purchased from Metro Transit for $190 and resold for $169.75 per 
month.  This plan mirrors the structure of Metro Transit’s contract with the University for the 
Upass, MetroPass, and Campus Zone which supplies students for a semester worth of rides, and 
staff for a month’s worth of rides.  Ms. Heather Peters asked why the University had a contract 
with Metro Transit, but not Metro Mobility.  Ms. Victoria Nelson explained that there is no easy 
answer to the question, but offered that both entities operate through the Met Council.   
   
Professor Lars Oddsson asked what the cost difference between the purchase price paid by PTS 
and the lower resale price given to students was.  Nelson said that PTS absorbs the cost 
difference.  The income from parking contracts and daily rates collected from parking spot fees 
fill in the gap.  It is a solid, consistent source of funding with no threat of being cut.   
 
Ms. Anna Mosser asked for clarification and restated what the perceived problem was; that 
students didn’t seem to have enough rides available to them to attend an entire semester of 
classes.  Murphy explained that there were enough rides for one round trip per day, but not 
enough for multiple back and forth rides within one day.  Members asked about the ease of 
signing up for the Metro Mobility passes and Murphy responded that to be eligible for the 
reduced rate passes, Metro Mobility eligibility has to be proven to PTS by the rider through an 
application process and the obtaining of a Metro Mobility identification card.   
 
When Murphy asked Nelson if she had any additional comments regarding Metro Mobility, 
Nelson said that since she was not present when Wilson visited the committee, she could not 
speak to his comments specifically.  She did say that the PTS focus is to get students to the 
University for the class day.  Metro Mobility operates differently from Metro Transit because a 
rider must schedule their rides, rather than wait at a stop for a circulating bus or van.  There is a 
different level of responsibility when using Metro Mobility compared to taking a bus.  Once on 
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campus, a rider can use paratransit to get from place to place rather than using Metro Mobility 
passes.   
 
Martin thanked Murphy for gathering the information for the committee.  Metro Transit is 
becoming more accessible but Martin said she was unsure of what the students needs were 
regarding this topic.  She questioned what evidence the DSCC had that led them to making this 
topic one of their platform issues.   
 
Martin said that the committee should consider what other student accessibility issues were at the 
University that the committee might not be aware of.   Mosser suggested that perhaps students 
did not know that the ride booklets were available.  Murphy said that Wilson did not ask the 
committee to take any specific action on the issue; it was a topic that caught the attention of the 
committee.  The committee wasn’t in a position to help DSCC meet a specific goal, it was 
simply gathering information and making an independent decision on whether or not they 
wanted to see a specific change.  Murphy also said she was concerned that the UPass was only 
$100 per semester and the Metro Mobility booklets were $175.  Disabled students were paying 
more than other students for the same quantity of rides.  The committee decided that more 
information was needed to fully understand the issue before any action could be taken.   
 
Regarding the cost disparity between types of rides, Nelson said that students with a state issued 
disability permit qualify to buy contract parking at a greatly reduced rate.  Parking in a ramp or 
garage because of access issues carries a cost of only $67.75 a month instead of the usual $130 a 
month.  Ms. Katy O’Brien asked how many students with disabilities drive their own car and 
park compared to those who use Metro Mobility or Metro Transit.  Nelson said that PTS does not 
have that data.  Magler said the Disability Resource Center (DRC) did not have the information, 
either.  O’Brien asked if PTS tracked how many passes/booklets were purchased every year and 
Nelson said that information would be available if needed.   
 
Martin reviewed the type of impact the committee could have, including writing letters and 
resolutions to send to the University Senate.  The committee decided that they should contact 
Wilson and compare the information Murphy gathered and compare it to the information that he 
has on the issue and the reasoning behind DCSS making Metro Mobility pass availability a 
platform issue.  Murphy volunteered to connect with Wilson.  Murphy said that even if the 
number of rides available was found to be satisfactory, the cost difference paid by disabled 
students versus other students was not satisfactory.   
 
3.  Parliamentary procedure and communication flow: Martin provided a flow chart to the 
committee showing the structure of the University Senate and how the committees report to their 
respective consultative committees and senates.  Martin reviewed the conference call she had 
with Senate staff Becky Hippert and Avonna Starck regarding the flow of communication and 
resolutions sent to the University Senate Office.       
 
Martin explained that a resolution was a call for a specific action and a letter of support 
expressed the support of an idea, individual, or group.  Letters of support did not call for a 
specific action.  Martin said that inviting administrators to the committee meetings gives the 
committee the opportunity to share their ideas and possibly influence change.  She said that the 
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committee has the ability to partner with other committees on specific issues of concern.  She 
mentioned the Equity, Access, and Diversity Committee as an example of a committee that has 
the potential to overlap topic areas.   
 
Martin said that she wants to create a report to send to the University Senate through the Senate 
Office describing the focus of the committee and the work that is being done by members.  She 
presented an example of the layout and invited the members to review it and make and changes, 
corrections, or revisions to the content as the year progressed. 
 
4.  New Business - Martin asked for a volunteer to act as chair pro tem in case she must miss a 
meeting.  Michele Chilinski volunteered and there were no objections.      
 
Martin shared highlights from her meeting with Scott Marshall, administrative manager, DRC, 
regarding accessible technology on campus.  She said they discussed the progress of his work 
and exactly what he was doing in terms of making technology more accessible for students, 
faculty, and staff with disabilities.  They also discussed unmet needs of students with disabilities 
that he was finding the committee could help address.  Marshall replied that he would like to 
visit the committee to discuss some broad scale change that is needed concerning faculty 
attitudes toward using universal design approaches to technology.  He said he is in the process of 
performing a needs assessment.  The committee decided it would like Marshall to visit and 
present his findings.  Martin said Marshall would be added to an upcoming agenda.  
 
Martin asked for member’s goals for the year and reminded them of Johnson’s desire to focus on 
aging staff and faculty on campus.  Aging can create both temporary and permanent disabilities, 
which fall under the committee’s jurisdiction.  Mosser agreed that aging on campus was an 
important to address, as focus tends to fall on undergraduates with disabilities.  She said there are 
other groups on campus that need to be considered, such as graduate students and post-docs with 
disabilities.  Martin said she would like the committee to evaluate potential needs of the aging 
University workforce.  Data regarding who the aging workers are, how to track them, and the 
experience of employees with disabilities is needed to understand their campus experience.  The 
committee’s priorities regarding understanding the disabled student experience on campus 
should be defined by data gathered through direct communication with students with disabilities, 
Martin said.  She said graduate students, research assistants, teaching assistants, and all 
employees with disabilities should be included in data discovery.  Magler said that the DRC was 
engaging in the disabled student campus experience as a resource to new, incoming students.  
DRC also trains orientation and welcome week leaders regarding accessibility and inclusion 
while they give tours and lead other welcome week activities.   
 
Martin moved the discussion to the creation of a list of committee goals to be shared online with 
members.  She reminded the committee that the DRC was, for the first time, looking at retention 
and graduation rates for undergraduate students with disabilities compared to the total number of 
registered students at the University.  If there was any way for the committee to support this 
process, it fell within its charge to do so.  
 
Other topics to be added as committee goals: 

• Focus on more than just undergraduate students 
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• Determine if there is an established welcome program for incoming students and if there 
is not one, determine what such a program might look like 

• Learn about the student experience on campus 
• Compile a list of student groups/stakeholders 
• Analyze retention statistics and graduation rates  
• Gather data regarding the aging workforce and the employee experience  

 
5.  DRC Update:  Magler said there has been a general increase in the number of students, staff, 
and faculty that the DRC serves.  With this growth, an issue facing the DRC, is the ability to 
provide distraction free exam accommodations.  The DRC has limited space and this year they 
have administered over 1,000 exams.  Last year there had been about 700 exams administered.  
This is a 40% increase in distraction free testing being proctored by the DRC.  The DRC Office 
has six to eight private testing rooms and staff members with private offices vacate their offices 
to make room for students to take exams during finals week.  The future of how to provide exam 
space is something the office is working to address.  The committee had a discussion regarding 
what it could do to support the DRC in finding testing accommodations.  Mosser suggested that 
this issue be added to the committee aims.  Magler reiterated that the issue is finding private 
space that is quiet and distraction free.  The DRC rents out both private and semi-private space 
during finals every year.  The goal is to find locations that reduce noise and distractions so that 
space doesn’t have to be rented.  The hours of need are 8:00 am through 6:00 pm.   
 
With the increase of individuals served, intakes of new students, faculty, and staff are occurring 
later into the semester each year.  The goal is to register students as soon as possible but the DRC 
is currently experiencing a two to three week waiting period.  Magler said the DRC is not 
meeting its operational goals.  Magler gave an update on the second annual mental health forum.  
There were close to 200 participants for the invite-only event.  The forum discussed mental 
health issues on campus.    
 
Hearing no further business, the committee adjourned.  
 
Avonna Starck 
University Senate  


