
P&A Consultative Committee (PACC) 
January 23, 2020 
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 represent the views of, 
nor are they binding on, the senate, the administration or the Board of Regents. 
  
[In these minutes: Welcome and Introductions; P&A Senate Vision and Mission Statement 
Approval; Health Sciences Education Center Security Update; Joint Compensation Committee 
Update and Survey] 
  
PRESENT: Noelle Noonan (chair), Erin Heath (chair-elect), Scott Creer, Fran Fabrizio, Tracey 
Hammell, Caleb Hicks, Ian Ringgenberg (immediate past chair) 
  
REGRETS: Ben Anderson, Emily Becher, Maureen Long 
 
ABSENT: Linsdey Konerza 
  
GUESTS:  Mike Berthelsen, vice president, University Services, Terry Beseman, chair-elect, 
Civil Service Senate and Civil Service Consultative Committee, Paige Rohman, chief of staff, 
University Services, Missy Juliette, co-chair, Joint Compensation Committee 
 
1. Welcome and Introductions 
Erin Heath, chair-elect, began the meeting by asking for a round of introductions. 
 
2. P&A Senate Vision and Mission Statements Approval 
Chair-elect Heath then asked committee members to review the updated proposed P&A Senate 
vision statement and mission statement with changes made based on feedback collected at the 
November 22, 2019, P&A Senate Meeting. Committee members agreed that the statements are 
ready to be presented for a vote at the February 21, 2020, P&A Senate meeting. 
 
3. Health Sciences and Campus Security Update 
Next, Mike Berthelsen, vice president, University Services, and Paige Rohman, chief of staff, 
University Services, introduced themselves and began their presentation regarding the questions 
and concern about the way the new security measures were implemented in the Health Sciences 
district . Berthelsen said he has met with many faculty, staff, and student groups since the end of 
November 2019, including: 

● Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
● Twin Cities deans (two meetings) 
● Student government leadership (two meetings) 
● College of Liberal Arts (CLA) student governance group  

 
Berthelsen noted that securing the Twin Cities campus is an enormous task. Factors that 
exacerbate the situation include: 



● Being located in a large metropolitan area 
● Over 1,000 entry or access points across the campuses that stretch from West Bank to the 

St. Paul campus.  
● Increase in trespassing and undesirable and criminal behavior since the advent of the 

Metro Transit Green Line on campus 
● Increase in the homeless population of the Twin Cities experiencing mental health and/or 

substance use crisis, which mirrors national trends 
 
Berthelsen said University Services has been working with the Health Sciences Security 
Advisory Committee to examine and implement security measures to help the population of the 
Health Sciences buildings be and feel more safe and secure in their work and educational 
environments.  
 
The safety and security of staff and students at the University and the University’s culture of 
being a public institution are often competing interests, Berthelsen said. He then listed some of 
the security measures and protocols that either changed or were added beginning on December 2, 
2019: 

● Entrances to the core/connected Health Sciences district buildings are now locked.  
● Staff and students may swipe/tap their UCard to enter any of the 36 entrances to health 

sciences buildings. Fairview and UMP cards are being upgraded to allow this expanded 
access. 

● There are four entrances open to the public during business hours (UCards may also be 
shown at these entrances). 

● University Services is currently reworking procedures for vendors; some proof of having 
business in the health sciences district is and will continue to be required. 

● University Services is currently working with the clinics in the health sciences district to 
create an invitation system; those who are not University staff or students, who have 
appointments in these buildings, must have some type of messaging showing the 
appointment information (email, text, or letter that can be shown at the security desk) 

● Welcome centers staffed by University employees are being designed and will be added 
to the security check-in areas. 

 
Berthelsen noted that the number of security calls from staff in the health sciences district has 
decreased dramatically (based on a short timeframe). University Services will continue to 
monitor such information to see if the trend continues. Berthelsen said they will use the the 
collected data to inform possible security measures on other parts of the campus and to gauge 
whether or not security needs are shifting, but there is “no active plan to expand that model 
anywhere else right now,” he added.  
 
Next Berthelsen referred to the Building Access and Campus Security Questions for 
Consideration document that was shared with PACC members prior to today’s meeting and 
invited committee members to share their questions.  
 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=0BweFZn4zOfaJSV92UFkxZW9GUER1djRtajRRRVVMdmNmTUFz
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0BweFZn4zOfaJSV92UFkxZW9GUER1djRtajRRRVVMdmNmTUFz


Noonan asked Berthelsen to share more information about President Joan Gabel’s announcement 
at the December 5, 2019, University Senate Meeting, regarding the University hiring additional 
sworn officers and community service advisors. Berthelsen reported that: 

● The hiring of three additional sworn officers was authorized in the 2019-20 fiscal year 
budget, with the intention of adding three more sworn officers in the coming fiscal year. 
The goal is to have four sworn officers patrolling every shift, 24 hours a day, seven days 
a week.  

● The University has authorized the hiring of ten campus security advisors, who will have a 
greater level of authority than student security monitors, and less than sworn officers. The 
campus security advisors will be University employees and members of the Association 
of State, County, and Municipal Employees (ASCME) Union.  

 
Ian Ringgenberg asked Berthelsen to discuss the University’s plans to address people seeking 
shelter in and around the University. Berthelsen said the University has a relationship with St. 
Stephen’s Human Services and is looking to create a similar relationship with an organization 
that works primarily with teens (he did not name the organization). The University of Minnesota 
Police Department (UMPD) has had discussions with Congresswoman Betty McColumm at a 
meeting she called with many governmental and non-profit organizations regarding 
homelessness in Minnesota, Berthelsen added. He noted that police officers on campus have 
copies of the Handbook of the Streets, a resource created by St. Stephen’s Human Services.  
Berthelsen next asked the committee for feedback on what it has been hearing from campus 
members and constituents. Scott Greer said that the enforcement of the existing policy that staff 
must wear an ID badge any time they are in residence halls is unevenly applied; he said he is 
rarely asked for his ID badge, and that people of color are routinely asked for their ID badges.  
 
Noonan added that since significant hiring is occuring for security personnel at the University, 
she hopes that representational diversity is taken into account. Caleb Hicks stressed that the fair 
and impartial implementation of the new security measures is of significant concern to many 
people on campus. For some students of color, Hicks added, there is extreme anxiety and real 
concern, as many of them come from communities that already have a history of negative 
interactions and associations with law enforcement. Hicks said the mere presence of more 
security personnel on campus is anxiety causing for some members of minority populations, and 
the potential negative impact on campus climate is very great.  
 
Berthelsen said he appreciated the feedback, and added that decisions are made based on risk 
assessment for the institution. He said the question remains: How does the University balance 
providing a safe, secure, and productive environment for its community without compromising 
the feelings and actual outcome for safety and inclusion for particular populations?  
 
Berthelsen then said that the UMPD Chief of Police Matthew Clark, wants to know when there 
are cases of people being inappropriately targeted regarding their presence in campus buildings. 
He wants to know if University community members have concerns about what might happen or 
what is actually happening. Noonan and Hicks both vehemently stated that profiling is occurring 
on campus, and offered examples. Hicks said he’s not surprised that the police chief doesn’t 
know about such cases as the students targeted do not feel empowered to report such situations.  

https://ststephensmpls.org/application/files/7815/3900/4312/MHB-1819.pdf


 
A discussion followed regarding the difficulties unique to universities embedded in large 
metropolitan areas. Berthelsen posed the question: What is the peer group that the University of 
Minnesota can look to for comparison and guidance on these issues? Many of its Big 10 peers 
are not situated in major metropolitan areas, he explained, so they do not have the same 
concerns. Rohman said there are lessons to be learned from large institutions even if they are not 
an exact comparison - those outside the realm of higher education for example.  
Noonan pointed out that as chair of the P&A Senate, and in her position as director of Student 
Affairs and registrar in the Law School, she has heard nothing but negative feedback. 
Constituents have expressed numerous concerns, she added, including the following: 

● Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) and Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) concerns 

● Will everyone be required to purchase a new UCard and lanyard? Will they be provided?  
● Confidentiality concerns when people use services on campus (medical appointments for 

example) - there is now an institutional record of a University member’s whereabouts 
 
Berthelsen said the University has no way of nor need to track where an employee goes, once 
they’ve entered a building using their Ucard. Rohman added that there is an administrative 
policy called Access To and Use of Physical Security Data which clearly outlines what collected 
data may be used for and by whom.  
 
Ringgenberg said that he recommends “[T]he lowest level of security possible, that still allows 
the mission of the University to be done.” He said he understands that some restrictions are 
necessary on campus, but that as a land grant university with a public service mission and a 
commitment to equity, the University should make the case for why someone who is 
experiencing homelessness has the right to be here. 
 
Noonan shared with Berthelsen an email she received from P&A representatives on behalf of a 
portion of the Libraries’ P&A staff: 

 
With the understanding that policy owners are seeking input on established questions, we 
would like to relay that many staff members, while recognizing the need for campus safety 
interventions, have significant concerns about the policy, and would not welcome seeing it 
expanded. In particular, I know that many libraries staff members have these concerns - even 
about buildings that are not themselves libraries, but the concerns are of course magnified for 
actual library buildings (or areas of buildings). 
 
We are a public university, and it is appropriate for members of the public who are not directly 
affiliated with the University to feel comfortable entering many of our buildings. Any policies 
which erect procedural barriers make members of the public less welcome across the board. 
These policies, and those that create physical barriers to entry, or require interaction with 
gatekeeping personnel, create actual disparate impacts on people with disabilities, and many 
members of other marginalized groups. These cannot be considered unintended consequences; 
they are foreseen and foreseeable effects. Expansion of such a policy would expand these 

https://policy.umn.edu/it/physicalsecuritydata


already negative impacts, causing harm to the University's mission, our reputation, and our 
relationships with the people of Minnesota. 

 
A vigorous discussion followed around balancing employee safety and security with ensuring a 
campus that is welcoming, open to the public, and aims to decrease and eliminate discrimination. 
Committee members expressed concern that the direction of University administration is to 
implement more rigorous security measures on campus which target and effect people 
experiencing homelessness, rather than openly addressing homelessness and its causes.  
 
Berthelsen asked committee members if anyone they had talked with had concerns about their 
personal security and safety on campus? A lengthy discussion followed, with committee 
members voicing the opinion that generally, while white people on campus feel relatively safe, 
marginalized communities, against whom it feels like these initiatives are being directed, do not 
feel safe on this campus. Fabrizio noted that implementing ID requirements without lockdown of 
a building is a recipe for mass profiling and inequity. He then listed communities who may be 
unfairly targeted: 

● Second career students 
● Returning students 
● Non-traditional students 
● Marginalized community students 
● Students of color 

 
Fabrizio suggested it may be more productive to ask if there are other buildings on campus that 
have challenges similar to those of the health sciences district that would warrant exploring 
increased security measures.  
 
Berthelsen stated, “I am not here to get University support to do any particular thing.” He 
wondered if the Questions for Consideration document suggested to the committee that that was 
his intention. Berthelsen added that feedback from faculty, staff, and students in the health 
sciences district was that these changes should have been implemented much sooner to address 
criminal and unsafe behaviors. To that end, he added, the goal now is to start the conversation 
regarding possible changes to security and safety measures in other buildings much earlier and 
more openly.  
 
Rohman invited committee members to share any additional feedback or information  
directly with him or Berthelsen. He noted that University Services had received feedback that the 
deployment of the new security measures in the health sciences district did not meet the 
threshold of consultation and that by continuing the conversation with stakeholders, University 
Services hopes to avoid a similar situation in the future. Noonan thanked Berthelsen and Rohman 
for their time and they left the meeting. 
 
Noonan then asked committee members if there was a written summary, a statement, or an action 
that they would like to commit to at this time. Creer recommended putting the committee 
members’ concerns in writing and submitting them to Berthelsen. Noonan outlined what she had 
heard from committee members to be included in the communication to Berthelsen: 



● Concerns about equitable enforcement at security points 
● Requesting continued consultation with appropriate groups 
● Belief in the mission of a public land grant university being open to the public 

 
3. Joint Compensation Committee Survey Discussion 
Missy Juliette, co-chair of the Joint Compensation Committee (JCC), asked committee members 
for feedback on survey questions developed by the JCC to solicit responses from P&A 
constituents as to job satisfaction and concerns around benefits and compensation. The JCC has 
developed a grievances report, and the survey questions are intended to collect anecdotal 
evidence that elucidates the information in the report. Ringgenberg highlighted the suggestions 
and changes that have been made thus far. A discussion followed as to the best method of 
distributing the survey questions to P&A employees, and it was decided that a unique email 
would go out to all full time P&A staff, with a follow-up reminder in the monthly P&A 
newsletter. Juliette said she would begin a shared Google document that committee members 
could use for commenting and making suggestions.  
 
In the interest of time, Noonan adjourned the meeting.  
 
Geanette Poole 
University Senate Office  
 
Addendum 
Mike Berthelsen shared the following information after the committee meeting, and it was 
decided to add it as an addendum to the minutes.  
 
Berthelsen submitted the following: “There are no current plans to require all staff across campus 
to wear a U-Card. For those who have needed a new U-Card - these have been provided for free 
(as any needing new technology are old enough that the U provides replacements for free) and 
has provided free lanyards.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=0BweFZn4zOfaJc251bjFBZG0tQlFkdUJ5dDUwclRHQzRYY1hj

