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I).  Professor Meyers called the meeting to order. 
 
II).  Professor Meyers welcomed Professor John S. Anderson, chair, Student Judicial 
Affairs Committee to the meeting.  Professor Anderson provided members with 
background information concerning the decision to review and revise the Student Code of 
Conduct. 
 
Members referred to both the older version of the code and the revised version as 
Professor Anderson outlined some of the proposed changes.  He noted that a majority of 
the proposed changes are editorial as opposed to substantive changes, although there are a 
few substantive changes. 
 
Of particular concern to several members was the matter of jurisdiction.  Professor 
Anderson indicated that after much discussion the task force that was created to look at 
the code came to the conclusion that it would be impossible to further define the limits of 
jurisdiction any more explicitly than what already exists in the code.  A member noted 
that other institutions such as the University of St. Thomas have a worldwide code.  
Another member asked if the task force intended to be intentionally ambiguous in terms 
of jurisdiction.  Professor Anderson noted that the task force was unable to ascertain how 
this issue could be addressed in a more constructive way than how it is already addressed 
in the existing code. 



 
Moving on, because of how the code has been revised it is somewhat difficult to outline 
the changes between the two versions.  The revised code has 16 subdivisions, much of 
which has been extrapolated from the old code and renumbered and renamed.  In 
addition, some wordsmithing has been done to bring the language more up-to-date and 
material has been reorganized so it is laid out in a more systematic fashion. 
 
Professor Anderson noted because there were only two students on the task force, there 
was not a lot of student input on the revisions to the code.  As a result, the task force’s 
recommendations to the code are being presented to various committees, such as Student 
Affairs, to be discussed and reviewed before any final changes are adopted. 
 
Another concern was raised regarding the removal of the reference to the University’s 
Sexual Harassment Policy from the code.  This is a very important policy and needs to be 
referenced and distributed.  Who should be notified that this policy is being removed 
from the code?  If distribution of this policy is to continue it will need to be done using a 
different format.   Additionally, the question was raised as to whether there are similar 
policies on other types of harassment or conduct that get distributed with the Student 
Code of Conduct.  It was noted that the actual policies were never distributed with the 
code but are available on-line.  The member concluded by recommending that all the 
policies that individuals are responsible to abide by need to be distributed.  With this in 
mind, it was noted that the code could be distributed to students on-line with a links to 
other relevant policies they are expected to comply with.  The committee asked Professor 
Anderson to follow-up on this idea. 
 
Members decided they would like to make a statement concerning the revised code but in 
light of the time and the desire to discuss the issue further, it postponed making a formal 
statement until its February 2003 meeting. 
 
III).  Professor Meyers welcomed Vice Provost Swan and Rebecca Hall from the Office 
of the Executive Vice President & Provost.  The purpose of their visit is to update 
members on what the University is doing to assist juniors towards graduation. 
 
Vice Provost Swan began by saying that he is optimistic that what the University is doing 
for freshman students should help retain and graduate students in a timely manner.  From 
the onset, students are encouraged to take their academic load seriously and to bond to 
the University.  Another factor that may be contributing to the retention of juniors is the 
fact that starting about 4 years ago there is no longer a price difference between upper 
division and lower division courses. 
 
The 2002 Graduate Exit Survey conducted last spring provides evidence that the 
University is doing a better job of guiding and supporting its students.  Technology has 
helped colleges to do a much better job following up with students that have not declared 
a major, or registered for classes as well as be more proactive in terms of other advising 
issues. 
 



While ideally the University would like to focus on the quality of education students 
receive here, it is important to keep in mind that students are also concerned about what 
happens when they graduate.  Vice Provost Swan noted that Rebecca Hall spends a lot of 
her time identifying ways the University can collectively do a better job with regard to 
career services for students. 
 
Ms. Hall distributed information on some of the career services available to students at 
the University.  She noted that most units offer interview preparation/job search 
workshops, on-campus interviewing opportunities for internships and full-time jobs as 
well as host career fairs.  Next, she highlighted what some of the specific colleges are 
doing in terms of career development opportunities for juniors.  Besides the various units 
focusing on career development opportunities there are also some campus-wide events 
such as the Etiquette Dinner, the non-profit career fair, the government sector career fair, 
etc.  Vice Provost Swan noted that over the years the career development offices in the 
various colleges have come to work together with much more cooperative programming 
and sharing of ideas. 
 
Vice Provost Swan also mentioned a new web-based tool, the “Grad Planner”, which is a 
resource that allows students better planning options for timely graduation.  Using the 
“Grad Planner” students are able to quickly determine where they stand in terms of 
meeting course requirements and also do ‘what if’ scenarios for future planning in the 
event they decide to change majors etc.  With this tool students can develop a tailor made 
graduation plan for themselves. 
 
By offering students these resources and tools is one way the institution can be clear 
about its expectations, values and commitment to work with its students. 
 
According to Vice Provost Swan, graduation rates are increasing and there is every 
indication they will continue to increase.  A member asked whether course access has had 
any impact on graduation rates.  Vice Provost Swan believes strongly that there is a night 
and day difference between course access today compared to 5 years ago. 
 
Professor Meyers thanked Vice Provost Swan and Ms. Hall for attending today’s 
meeting. 
 
IV).  Hearing no further business, Professor Meyers adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 


