
[In these minutes: Discussion with President Bruininks, March 4 Student Senate agenda, Student 
release questions, Policy review guidelines] 
 
STUDENT SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE (SSCC) MINUTES 
 
FEBRUARY 18, 2010 
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represent the 
views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents.] 
 
PRESENT: Kathy Julik-Heine (chair), Jeffrey Anderson, Aaron Carlson, Manjari Govada, 
Andrew Heairet, Jonathan Lundberg, Kris Schwebler, Andrew Smith, Greg Summers, John 
Worden. 
 
GUESTS: President Bruininks. 
 
1. CHAIR’S REPORT 
 
Kathy Julik-Heine reminded members that President Bruininks would be joining the meeting 
later today. She would like to ask him for an update on the budget and then take questions from 
members. She said that the student release question email was sent to Twin Cities faculty on 
February 4. Morris is working with the Office of Measurement Services to establish a system for 
their campus, so it was determined that their faculty should not be emailed to release questions 
until the system is in place. Pending the bylaw amendment on March 4 to add Rochester to the 
Student Senate, she is planning a visit to the campus on March 26. Interested members are 
welcome to attend with her. 
 
She surveyed Morris students for a textbook scorecard. The response rate was less than 10 
percent, so she will only release general information. However she will share the process with 
other student associations if they wish to survey their students as well. 
 
2. STUDENT ASSOCIATION/ASSEMBLY UPDATES 
 
Jonathan Lundberg said that UMDSA is working on getting a zip car process on campus, course 
guide use by all departments, and textbook pricing. 
 
Greg Summers stated that CSA sent 40 students to Support the U Day. Its other projects are 
involvement in campus energy plan groups and refocusing the recycling program with campus 
clubs. 
 
Manjari Govada noted that MCSA has been working on its budget process for next year and 
technology fee allocations. The new technology fee allocation process will be approved March 5-
6, so students will still control the allocations this year. Lastly the new campus assembly 
constitution was not approved due to low voter turnout. 
 



Aaron Carlson said that MSA’s free tax program is running and can handle 36 people per week. 
At a recent meeting, a resolution was approved to pro-rate the UPass fee based on usage, a 
presentation on UMore Park was made, and the Minneapolis Social Host ordinance was 
discussed with a general sentiment against it. 
 
Jeffrey Anderson stated that GAPSA held open houses thisweek and has its annual conference 
this week. Position descriptions are being revised for this year’s elections. As for GAPSA’s 
budget request for next year, it has been told to wait for the final fee decisions to be made and 
then request a hearing. 
 
3. DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT BRUININKS 
 
President Bruininks joined the meeting and began by talking about this year’s budget request. He 
thanked students for their level of engagement and the important role that they are playing at the 
legislature and with the community. He admitted that political gridlock is a challenge this year. 
The various parties used to work together but now are polarized. The state has a structural budget 
deficit due to an archaic tax structure and reliance on maintenance funding from the federal 
government. 
 
When the University receives cuts, it is accomplished through a two-third budget reduction and 
reallocation and a one-third revenue increase. However, with repeated cuts this strategy becomes 
more difficult. There is no one area left that can be cut to make-up a large deficit. 
 
In the next two year period the state will have a $5 billion deficit when including inflation. The 
state’s recent strategy to shift payments and make cuts is not a long-term solution. The 
University wants to remain accessible and affordable through funding of scholarships and work 
for students, but this becomes harder with decreased state funding. 
 
The University will maintain its commitment to a 7.5 percent tuition increase this year. For 
Minnesota students this amount will only be 4.4 percent. However, there is no guarantee what 
this figure will be in two years. 
 
In terms of the University’s bonding request, while the Governor’s total amount has been low, 
the University has received a good percentage of the total (14-15 percent). This year’s Senate bill 
for $111 million only amounts to 11 percent for the University and the House bill of $77 million 
in the lowest as 7.5 percent. The House bill would be the worst option for the University. The 
University’s hope is to increase the House bill to the amount of the Senate’s and receive some 
level of funding for all this year’s projects.  
 
One reason for the low House bill is that they do not think that the University is paying attention 
to its students since the request for the new Physics Building does not include classrooms. The 
reason for this is that the new Science Teaching and Student Service Building was built to house 
new classrooms. The House is also holding the University responsible for an incomplete light 
rail agreement. Most of this agreement has been completed but the University wants to make 
sure that advanced maintenance is provided for instead of waiting for an element to break before 



it is fixed. The University is committed to transit and will make sure that this project can 
continue. 
 
Lastly he thanked students for their well-wishes during and following his surgery. His recovery 
is going well. The Duluth chancellor search is also progressing. 
 
Q: How will the University reach its goal of a becoming a top 3 research institution with cuts to 
staff and pay? 
 
A: The goal to be a top 3 research institution is an aspirational goal for improvement at the 
University and is an obligation to make each campus the best it can be. With every other 
institution in the same situation he does think that the University will slide. However, if the 
University can work during this period with the state, great leaps can be made. This is not 
possible through cuts but only through new public capital and creativity. 
 
Q: What will be done to protect and foster undergraduate research opportunities? 
 
A: In budget instructions, departments have been told to protect their investments in students, 
such as research opportunities, jobs, scholarships, and the student experience. He wants 
departments to find other ways to make these cuts. 
 
Q: For graduate students, assistantships are a key experience. With increases to tuition and health 
care costs for graduate assistantships, will these opportunities decrease or remain at the same 
level? 
 
A: The total number should remain close to last year due to his instructions to protect 
investments in students, however, the number allocated by each department may change. Support 
for these positions has grown ten-fold in the last eight years through federal stimulus funding 
being used to lessen the impact from the current state funding decrease, faculty and staff 
competing for federal funding, and increases to undergraduate enrollment. 
 
Q: If state funding is not approved for some projects, does the University have discretionary 
funding for them? 
 
A: If the state does not fund projects, the University would have to put them on hold since it does 
not have a high level of discretionary, internal funding. Some projects with outside funding, 
student projects, and remodeling would still continue on a smaller scale. A small capital request 
could possibly be made next year for unfunded projects. 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MARCH 4 STUDENT SENATE AGENDA 
 
Members suggested a discussion at the meeting regarding extending the list of legitimate 
absences in the Makeup Work Policy to possibly include graduate and professional interviews, 
sick dependent child care, and presentations at conferences. The agenda was approved as 
amended. 
 



5. APPROVAL OF POLICY REVIEW GUIDELINES 
 
The guidelines were approved as presented. 
 
6. DISCUSSION OF STUDENT RELEASE QUESTIONS 
 
Tom Dohm, Director of the Office for Measurement Services (OMS), provided a report to the 
committee on the Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) responses and Student Release 
Questions (SRQs). He said that each semester Vice Provost Carney emails instructors of record 
to ask that they release their SRQs. As of February 4, 187 faculty had agreed to this release in 
three semesters. On February 4 the Student Senate sent a personal request to this same group and 
another 511 faculty agreed to release. 
 
Q: The Student Senate has been trying to get this information updated on the One-Stop website. 
What can be done to make this a priority? 
 
A: What determines priority is yield. With this large increase in release, it should provide the 
push to move this project up the priority list for a smaller information technology department. He 
suggested that work be done with Vice Provost Carney to make this a common good and that the 
information be better incorporated into the course selection process to make it more useful for 
students. 
 
Q: Were any negative responses received to the student email? 
 
A: No, just one question about where to find the data once released. 
 
Q: Are the responses broken-down by undergraduate and graduate/professional classes? 
 
A: Not at this time since it has not been requested in that format. Many graduate and professional 
classes also have low enrollment, so their numbers are not included in some of the reports. 
 
Q: Are the SRQs protected data? 
 
A: The core questions are protected data since they are used for salary and promotion and tenure 
decisions. The SRQs are not supposed to be used for these purposes, however, they have to still 
be considered protected data since they appear on the same form as the core questions and some 
of the SRQs refer to the instructor and not just the class, which is the way students wanted them 
to read. 
 
He said that faculty have also mentioned releasing a list of faculty who score in the top 10 
percent on the SET as a way to help students. 
 
Kathy Julik-Heine said that this list has been proposed previously but it was instead of the SRQs. 
Students agree that a list could be useful, but only in conjunction with the SRQs since they are 
each reporting on separate questions and serve different purposes for students. 
 



In closing, he said that his office’s mission is to record data for the University and issue reports 
that can help make data-driven decisions. Other services at OMS include scoring electronic 
exams and surveys. 
 
7. OTHER BUSINESS 
 
A member asked about repercussions for faculty who do not turn-in grades on time. Kathy Julik-
Heine said that the question would be referred to the Educational Policy Committee. 
 
With no further business, Kathy Julik-Heine thanked all members for attending and adjourned 
the meeting. 
 
8. STUDENT STIPEND REVIEW 
 
The members of the Stipend Review Committee met and determined the stipend amounts to 
recommend to the Student Senate for approval on March 4. Andrew Smith will present the 
request to the Student Senate. 
 
Becky Hippert 
University Senate 
 


