
SENATE COMMITTEE ON STUDENT AFFAIRS 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
DECEMBER 3, 2008 
 
[In these minutes:  Consultation Regarding Potential Smoke Free Campus, Family 
Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), Review of the Student Academic Complaint 
Policy] 
 
[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:  Jeffrey Wencl, chair, Nathan Pelzer, Thomas Bilder, Amelious Whyte, 
Thomas Reynolds, Catherine Solheim, Claire Wolters, Caroline Younts 
 
REGRETS:  Kendre Turonie, Jennifer Engler, Curt Baker, Eric Brown 
 
ABSENT:  Christiane Bartels, Andy Howe, Kim Roufs, Megan Hayes, Maureen Kunkler, 
Hilary Ploeckelmann, Olga Zakharenko 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Tina Falkner, Gabriele Schmiegel 
 
GUESTS:  Suzanne Bardouche, assistant vice provost, Office of Undergraduate 
Education; Katherine Himes, assistant to the provost, Office of the Senior Vice President 
for Academic Affairs & Provost; Tracy Smith, associate general counsel, Office of the 
General Counsel 
 
I).  Jeffrey Wencl called the meeting to order and welcomed all those present. 
 
II).  Amelious Whyte and Katherine Himes on behalf of the Smoke-Free Campus Work 
Group consulted with the committee on the potential smoke-free policy for the Twin 
Cities campus.  Mr. Whyte noted that the work group was formed in August 2008 to 
explore whether the University should adopt a smoke-free policy for the Twin Cities 
campus.  This issue came out of the Student Health Advisory Committee. 
 
Mr. Whyte noted that the work group conducted a survey in October 2008.  Two 
thousand surveys were sent to a random sample of full-time and part-time faculty and 
staff, and five thousand surveys were sent to a random sample of full-time and part-time 
undergraduate and graduate/professional students.  The response rate for faculty and staff 
was 46.2% and 33% for students, respectively.  In addition to the survey, feedback was 
gathered through consultation with over 30 groups on campus, conducting two campus-
wide consultation sessions, and creating a website to collect comments. 
 
Of the 31,800 faculty and staff on campus, 5.1% report being daily tobacco users, and of 
the 51,000 students on campus, 4.1% report being daily tobacco users.  Next, Mr. Whyte 



shared specific survey results with the committee by turning members’ attention to a 
handout containing bar charts with survey result information.  Katherine Himes noted 
that the work group has no position on a smoke-free policy, and was created to simply 
gather input from the University community.  A smoke-free policy is not a guaranteed 
outcome of the process. 
 
The work group anticipates wrapping up their work in early January and will report their 
findings and recommendations to its sponsors (senior vice president for Academic 
Affairs, senior vice president for University Services, and the senior vice president for 
Human Resources) shortly thereafter.  
 
Following their presentation, Mr. Whyte and Ms. Himes solicited comments and 
questions from members, which included: 

• What is the University’s current smoking policy and how is it enforced?  Mr. 
Whyte stated that under the current policy no smoking is allowed in buildings.  
Smoking outside University buildings is permitted as long as a person is 25 feet or 
more away from a building entrance.  Survey respondents, noted Mr. Whyte, 
reported the lack of enforcement of the current 25-foot requirement. 

• How is the University’s exploration into a campus-wide smoking ban set in the 
context of what is happening in the State of Minnesota?  Mr. Whyte noted that the 
State no longer permits smoking inside bars and restaurants, but he is unaware of 
conversations to ban smoking everywhere in Minnesota, including outdoor 
spaces. 

• A defining characteristic of the Twin Cities campus is that it is an urban campus, 
and the campus and city boundaries are not always clear.  In terms of other 
schools that have gone smoke-free, what has been the impact on surrounding 
neighborhoods?  Mr. Whyte agreed about the lack of clear cut campus boundaries, 
and stated that if the University institutes a smoking ban it will need to define 
what constitutes the Twin Cities campus.  Ms Himes added that she is scheduled 
to consult with Neighborhood Relations. 

• If the smoking ban is enacted, who would enforce it and what would the penalty 
be for violation of the policy?  Mr. Whyte reported hearing that other institutions 
that have enacted a smoking ban tend to use person-to-person enforcement.  If the 
policy were enacted, it is important to remember that enforcing policy is different 
from enforcing a law. 

• People may feel more empowered to remind smokers of a University smoking ban 
as opposed to reminding smokers about the 25-foot policy because it is sometimes 
unclear whether a person is 25-feet away from a building entrance.  Ms. Himes 
agreed that the lack of clarity around the 25-foot policy makes enforcement more 
challenging.  She added that other institutions have told the University that it is 
easier to enforce a campus-wide smoking ban versus a 25-foot rule. 

• If the smoking ban is enacted, will the University consider having designated 
smoking areas?  Mr. Whyte stated that this issue has been raised, but no decision 
has been made. 



• What is the ratio of institutions that have enacted a smoking ban that also have 
health centers?  Mr. Whyte stated that this was a good question but he did not 
know. 

• Has the work group consulted with Athletics about the potential smoking ban 
given the opening of the new stadium and the fact that tailgating will be allowed?  
Yes, stated Ms. Himes.  The Student Athletic Advisory Committee has already 
been consulted with and soon the athletic leadership will be consulted with. 

• Have there been any studies/cost benefit analysis done to determine whether there 
are any health benefits by making the campus smoke-free?  Mr. Whyte is unsure 
if such a study has been done, but noted that this question has been previously 
raised.  Ms. Himes stated that other schools that have gone smoke-free have found 
that their smoking rates have gone down.   

• Has the work group consulted with International Student & Scholar Services 
(ISSS)?  Ms. Himes noted that there are plans to consult with international 
students and scholars. 

• Has the Office of the General Counsel looked at the legality of implementing a 
smoke-free policy?  In Mr. Whyte’s opinion, an institution can set reasonable 
rules about what takes place on its property. 

 
Mr. Whyte stated that if members have additional comments following this meeting that 
they should direct those comments to the website where feedback is being gathered. 
 
III).  Mr. Wencl introduced the next agenda item, the Family Education Rights and 
Privacy Act (FERPA), and welcomed Tina Falkner and Tracy Smith who were invited to 
share information on this topic.  Handouts to supplement their presentation were 
distributed to members. 
 
Ms. Falkner began by noting that faculty and staff have a legal responsibility under 
FERPA to protect the confidentiality of student educational records in their possession.  
She added that some student information is designated as “directory information” or 
information that is a matter of public record.  “Directory information is…information 
contained in an educational record of a student which would not generally be considered 
harmful or an invasion of privacy if disclosed.”  (FERPA Regulations, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Title 34, Part 99.3).  Directory information is considered public and can be 
released without a student’s written permission; however, a student can opt to keep this 
information confidential.  The University repeatedly reminds students of this right, and 
provides them with information on what they need to do to suppress their information 
from public view.  Directory information consists of: 

• Name 
• Mailing address 
• Electronic address (e-mail) 
• Telephone number 
• Dates of registration and registration status 
• Major, adviser, college and class  
• Academic awards received and degrees received 

 



Within the University, all employees with a demonstrated need to know will be granted 
access to student academic information.  Some employees will have access to all 
information, others to limited sets of information.  Employees with a need to know 
include, but are not limited to: 

• Advisers 
• Instructors 
• Unit scholastic progress representatives 
• Department data managers 

Outside agencies acting on behalf of the University such as the U.S. Department of 
Education, authorized lending institutions, and accrediting agencies also have access to 
specific student information.  Sharing of information is based on whether a person on 
campus needs access to a student’s information in order to provide a service or an 
educational component to that student.  This does not mean that every University 
employee has access to all student information. 
 
A member asked if a student is experiencing mental health problems, who needs to know.  
Tracy Smith stated that there exists a lot of flexibility in terms of legitimate educational 
interests when it comes to need to know.  There is a fair amount of flexibility legally for 
defending the sharing of information for legitimate educational interests.  If a faculty 
member has concerns about a student, including mental health concerns, it would be 
appropriate to report/discuss these concerns with anyone who, by reason of their 
job/duties, could be helpful to that student.  Ms. Falkner added that it is important to keep 
in mind that the sharing of information must be appropriate for the person that it is being 
shared with.  If a person is afraid for their health or safety or that of a student, the 
information should be shared.  
 
In response to a question about sharing of information about a student, Ms. Falkner noted 
that she has concerns about the sharing of academic information.  For example, if a 
faculty member knows a student is not doing well in his/her class, this information should 
most likely not be shared.  However, if a faculty member has a student with a mental or 
physical health concern, this information should be shared.  Ms. Falkner stated that she 
has concerns about sharing academic information with other people who may be teaching 
the student if they do not have a need to know that information. 
 
A member asked whether it is acceptable to share student e-mail addresses among 
students in a class.  Ms. Falkner stated that as long as only students in the class have 
access to the e-mail addresses that is fine; however, if people outside the class have 
access then student consent should be secured.  Students should be told before they 
register for a class that the class has a component that is transacted via a web-based 
product and this means that e-mail addresses will be shared within the class. 
 
Ms. Falkner noted the FERPA is permissive, and does not compel the University to do 
anything.  She added that if someone identifies themselves as staff for the Star Tribune or 
Minnesota Daily, these inquiries should be directed to University Relations. 
 



Hearing no further questions from the committee regarding FERPA, Mr. Wencl thanked 
Ms. Falkner and Ms. Smith for their presentation. 
 
IV).  Next, Mr. Wencl introduced the last agenda item, review of the new Student 
Academic Complaint Policy.  Prior to today’s meeting, members were asked to review 
the following policies: 
 

• “Addressing Student Academic Complaints," 
http://www.policy.umn.edu/Policies/Education/Student/STUDENTCOMPLAINT
S.html  This is a system-wide policy that directs campuses to have a student 
academic complaint procedure.   

• For the Twin Cities campus, the new procedure is "Conflict Resolution Process 
for Student Academic Complaints:  Twin Cities," 
http://www.policy.umn.edu/Policies/Education/Student/STUDENTCOMPLAINT
S.html#200 

• The above policy implements the Board of Regents Policy:  Conflict Resolution 
Process for Student Academic Complaints, 
http://www1.umn.edu/regents/policies/academic/Conflict_Res_Process_Students.
pdf   In 2006, the Board substituted this Board Policy for an earlier, more 
procedural policy on Student Academic Grievances, and directed the 
administration to create an administrative policy that lays out procedure.  

 
In sum, noted Tracy Smith, the new system-wide administrative policy, together with the 
Twin Cities procedure, serves the purpose that the old Board of Regents policy 
previously served for the Twin Cities campus.  Other campuses are developing their own 
procedures for student academic grievances.  Ms. Smith stated that the new procedure for 
resolving student academic complaints is similar to the previous policy except for the fact 
that it eliminates the burdensome appellate process, and provides guidelines for colleges 
for conducting a hearing. 
 
Comments on the proposed changes to the policy are being collected through December 
19th. 
 
Hearing no comments from the committee regarding the policy, Mr. Wencl thanked Ms. 
Smith and Ms. Bardouche for bringing the revised policy to the committee for feedback. 
 
V).  The committee unanimously approved the October 1, 2008 minutes. 
 
VI).  Hearing no further business, Mr. Wencl adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


