
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Valentine's Day 2002 

1:15 – 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Joseph Massey (chair), Muriel Bebeau, Susan Brorson, Daniel Feeney, Richard 
Goldstein, Marti Hope Gonzales, Candace Kruttschnitt, Leonard Kuhi, Judith Martin, 
Scott McConnell, Paula Rabinowitz, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Charles Speaks 

 
Absent: Wilbert Ahern, Les Drewes, Arthur Erdman, Marc Jenkins 
 
Guests: Vice President Sandra Gardebring, Associate Vice President Robert Kvavik, Mark 

McCahill; Interim Assistant Vice President George Aylward 
  
[In these minutes:  (1) web integration group and development of a University portal system; (2) campus 
security; (3) statement on tuition and graduation rates; (4) OIT charges; (5) a nomination; (6) 
Senate/Assembly authority; (7) faculty donors to the capital campaign; (8) faculty legislative liaison] 
 
 
1. Web Integration Group 
 
 Professor Massey convened the meeting at 1:20 and welcomed Drs. Gardebring and Kvavik and 
Mr. McCahill.   
 
 Vice President Gardebring explained that they had asked to meet with the Committee in order to 
explain what they are doing to bring a variety of web-based activities into a loose organization.  It is a 
confederation of activities around a common agenda:  to maximize use of the web. 
 
 There are many high-quality web resources at the University but they are not well-coordinated or 
synthesized, Dr. Gardebring said.  They have created the Web Integration Group (WIG) to try to address 
that problem; it is a self-defining group that is working on various policies that relate to the web.  It not a 
command-and-control structure but rather a coordinating group. 
 
 One thing that has been decided is that the University will develop a portal.  The most common 
commercial home pages are "highly customizable"; the idea of a portal is that information changes over 
time.  No university has developed an external portal where one signs in and has access to much 
university information.  They hope to have this operational by September. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik explained that they are building a tool that is not expensive and simple to construct 
and available to all.  Ultimately alumni, faculty, students, will be able to use it to get the information they 
need and will be able to interact with the portal in various ways.  This portal would be unlike the 
commercial portals, which are very "thin," and would have much greater capacity.   
 

                                                           
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represents the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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 The University has never had a system where external users have a log-in and participation 
option.  The portal will provide a personalized page with access to other news and topics of interest; the 
user controls what is on the page.  What it does is help people avoid the need to visit five or six places on 
the web to obtain what they need.  This will not replace the one-stop, Mr. McCahill added; the portal will 
pull things together that might include the one-stop. 
 
 The advantage of the portal over the one-stop, Mr. McCahill explained, is that the portal can be 
used for external purposes as well, and it is cheaper because the University did not write most of the 
software; it used open-source software.   
 
 They have heard from the public that it is difficult to find things at the University, Dr. Gardebring 
related; people are forced into the structure used inside the University (for example, if one is interested in 
something in CLA, they must know to go to CLA to find what they want, rather than being able to search 
by topic).  This will make it easier for the public to draw on the University's resources.  The portal can 
also be used to push information externally, Dr. Kvavik said, such as to advisors or students (e.g., if a 
student drops 2 courses, the advisor would know immediately). 
 
 Mr. McCahill provided a live demonstration of how the portal would work.   
 
 Professor Massey thanked Drs. Gardebring and Kvavik and Mr. McCahill for the presentation. 
 
2. Campus Security 
 
 Professor Massey next welcomed Interim Assistant Vice President George Aylward to the 
meeting to discuss campus security.  He noted that the President had recently spoken with the Board of 
Regents about the need for investments in public safety, which is the responsibility of Mr. Aylward. 
 
 Mr. Aylward explained that even before the events of September 11, the University had started an 
analysis of safety components, a rather traditional review.  After September 11, the review became much 
broader and included a wider array of offices.  The group responsible meets once per week and, among 
other things, tries to imagine what could happen and evaluate where the University stands in responding 
to crises (that might biological, chemical, radiological, or other).  It turns out some of the worst cases fall 
in the "other" category.  The group is developing a series of recommendations to meet the concerns that 
have been identified. 
 
 The President also has a higher-level group looking at the emergency management plan that also 
helps keep the review group on track and asks it what needs to be done.  His group has developed a 
priority list (using as criteria such things as the number of people who would be affected, overall impact 
on the University, and so on) and costed out the options.  That list is what went to the Board of Regents. 
 
 The President also decided that too many people were involved in safety and security at the 
University, which is why he appointed Mr. Aylward Interim Assistant Vice President.  Right now, he 
said, there is no office; he is assistant vice president of nothing, but he is building an organization. 
 
 Will the efforts cover the entire campus, Professor Martin asked?  At first the focus will be on 
tunnels and highly-sensitive labs, Mr. Aylward said.  They have to be choosy about where they put their 
efforts, in a place this large, because of the cost.  They also plan to involve people in a way similar to the 
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neighborhood watch program--volunteers, in various locations--and the program will start with the St. 
Paul campus, which has been the site of the most recent problems.  This program costs nothing and 
represents the ultimate solution, because everyone is in charge of security. 
 
 There has been talk about increasing the size of the campus police department.  They have 
decentralized officers to every major component of the campus has an officer, a community investigator 
who looks into crimes.  The department has seven such officers and would like to expand the program 
slightly.  Those who have been in contact with these officers are pleased with the program; it provides a 
more personal touch but it does require a few more officers. 
 
 The general theme of his efforts is that there is a central responsibility for safety and security and 
also a need to get more people involved.  They also intend to expand the use of "swipe cards" for building 
access; with keys, Mr. Aylward commented, one may as well leave the doors open because there are so 
many copies of building keys floating around.  The building code now requires the installation of swipe 
card systems in new buildings. 
 
 Mr. Aylward reported that he told the deans that buildings could be made much safer if students 
did not have to use them (but that obviously is not possible).  He noted that there are three levels of 
security in a courthouse--there is a reason the public never walks by judges' offices.  That kind of design 
could be used with new buildings for sensitive areas. 
 
 Professor Kruttschnitt asked about parking ramps.  They are monitored from 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 
a.m., Mr. Aylward said, and the rest of the time a tape is kept.  It is not optimal security; they need motion 
detectors and segmented screens.  Parking is to be complimented; they have tried as best they are able to 
provide security, but they were happy to turn over the responsibility to his office. 
 
 In terms of security versus access, Professor Martin recalled seeing children (perhaps 12-13 years 
old) playing around in classrooms on the West Bank on weekends.  What they were doing was harmless, 
but their presence reflects the difficult boundary between access and security, and others could be a 
problem.  Mr. Aylward said there must be decisions building by building, college by college, on what 
should be left open and what should not.   
 
 What is needed is someone paying attention in areas that are not in high demand, Professor 
Martin said.  Mr. Aylward said the number of student monitors will be increased.  They now have 150 
who are trained, and who carry radios, who patrol areas evenings and at night.   
  
 Professor Massey asked about the cost of converting existing doors to a swipe-card system.  Mr. 
Aylward said it runs about $6000 per door, because of the need for a system, running electricity to the 
door, and putting a secure alarm box on the door.  He said he hopes to get better prices by seeking bids.  If 
it is cost-prohibitive to install swipe-card systems, Professor Speaks asked, what about at least converting 
doors to self-locking systems?  That is being done in some places, Mr. Aylward said. 
 
 Mr. Aylward said he does meet with the deans to keep them apprised of what is taking place.  
Professor Feeney noted that deans will vary in how much they communicate with their colleges; some 
may focus more on academic matters and pay little attention to matters of personal security.   
 
 Professor Feeney thanked Mr. Aylward for joining the meeting. 
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3. Statement on Tuition and Graduation Rates 
 
 Professor Massey now turned to Professor Speaks to introduce a statement concerning tuition 
structure and graduation rates.  The statement read as follows: 
 

STATEMENT ON ADOPTION OF A NEW TUITION-BANDING MODEL AS A FINANCIAL 
INCENTIVE FOR IMPROVING GRADUATION RATES FOR UNDERGRADUATE 
STUDENTS 

 
The Senate Committee on Finance and Planning (SCFP) has read and discussed the 

document, Improving our Graduation Rates: The Report of the Graduation and Retention 
Subcommittee of the Council of Undergraduate Deans (August 13, 2001).  The Committee 
concludes that the University must establish and communicate an explicit expectation that, upon 
admission, most students will be full-time students and will be expected to graduate within four-
to-five years of matriculation.  In reaching that conclusion, the SCFP strongly endorses the 
comments and recommendations prepared by the Council of Undergraduate Deans and sent to the 
President and Provost on January 22, 2002.  In addition, the SCFP offers the following additional 
recommendations for undergraduate students in all colleges of the Twin Cities campus. 

 
-- A policy that mandates a minimum average credit load of 13 credits per semester should 

be accompanied with a financial incentive in the form of a tuition structure that will 
support the University’s objective. 

-- After review of three tuition-banding options (13 credits and above; 13-17 credits; and 12 
credits and above) and a new tuition-discount option (75% discount for more than 12 
credits) expresses its strong preference for the 13 credits and above band option. 

-- A 13 credits and above band model, with no upper limit, is projected to cost the 
University $3.7 million dollars in lost tuition revenue.  Rather than accept that cost as an 
investment to improve undergraduate graduation rates, the Committee believes that the 
per-credit tuition charge for students who register for fewer than 13 credits should be 
adjusted upward to offset the projected cost of the 13-credit band model.1 

-- The Committee further concludes that the 13 credits and above band model should 
become effective fall 2002 for all undergraduate students—entering freshmen, entering 
transfer students, and returning students. 

 
1The estimated per-credit increase in cost, in 2001-02 tuition rates, is $5.36 (2.9%). 

 
Adopted unanimously by the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning February 12, 
2002. 

  
 Professor Speaks reported that the general topic of improving graduation rates of undergraduate 
students on the Twin Cities campus has been discussed by two committees, Finance and Planning as well 
as Educational Policy.  He said he has spoken with Professor Ahern, who has said he is not worried by 
"turf" issues; at the same time, the Finance and Planning Committee is trying to stay away from 
educational policy issues.  The statement it adopted does not say whether there should be a 13-credit rule, 
but says that IF there is a 13-credit rule, then the tuition structure should support it.   
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 The Finance and Planning Committee considered several tuition options and focused on the two 
that were seen as most reasonable:  a 13-17-credit band and a 13+-credit band with no upper limit.  The 
Committee agreed with Dr. Zetterberg's view that any plan adopted should be simple and understandable, 
and no one could figure out a good answer to why tuition would increase again at 18 credits if a 13-17 
band were adopted.  The Committee concluded that a straight 13+ band made the most sense and was 
easiest to explain. 
 
 SCFP has also endorsed the letter from the Council of Undergraduate Deans to the President and 
the Provost, and had information sessions with Drs. Rinehart, Swan, and Zetterberg to discuss tuition 
options. 
 
 The Committee concluded it did not wish to recommend, as an option, that the University absorb 
the cost of changing to a 13-credit band (projected at $3.7 million) as an investment in increasing the 
graduation rates.  That investment would have to be made by the colleges.  The additional cost per credit 
in order to make up the lost revenue from the tuition band, for students who enroll for less than 13 credits, 
is only slightly over $5 per credit.   
   
 Finally, because the band is to be structured in such a way that there is no hidden tuition increase, 
the Committee concluded it should apply to all students immediately, rather than phased in.  Another 
reason was that this change is a relatively modest shift from the current plan that offers a 50% discount on 
the 13th and additional credits, unlike more drastic changes that could have been approved, so there is no 
reason to phase in the implementation.  This plan should have virtually NO effect on freshmen and 
sophomores, who already average 14 credits per term. 
 
 Why have tuition bands, Professor Kruttschnitt asked?  Why not assume that if a student registers 
at the University, he or she will be full time and must take 13 credits--and if they do not, they will pay 
more?  Professor Speaks said SCFP considered a variety of tuition options at a number of major 
institutions.  The Council of Undergraduate Deans appointed a committee to look at the issue of 
graduation rate.  It seems clear that there is need for a financial incentive as well as a rule.  But why not 
insist that students pay more if they are not full-time, Professor Kruttschnitt repeated?  The argument, 
Professor Martin said, is that there are so many students who must go slow (e.g., single parents, students 
with disabilities) that it is not reasonable to impose a penalty on those students.  SCFP says nothing about 
part-time and full-time students, Professor Speaks pointed out; that issue should be taken up by the 
Council of Undergraduate Deans and the Committee on Educational Policy. 
 
 What should the Committee do with the statement, Professor Massey asked?  Will it go to the 
Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP), Professor Martin inquired?  Professor Speaks said he wanted it 
to go to the President and Provost within a week or so, and he did not know if SCEP would endorse it.  
He said he will ask Professor Ahern if the statement should come first to SCEP and then go to the 
administration, but he knows that this issue is on a fast track and he wants the Committee's views to be 
part of the decision. 
 
 Professor Rabinowitz urged that this Committee not act separate from a SCEP recommendation.   
 
 Professor Kuhi asked if there is any evidence, from institutions that have adopted a minimum 
credit load, that it has changed student behavior.  Professor Speaks said he did not know; SCFP did not 
address the issue of a minimum credit load.   
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 Professor Martin said that, from her term as SCEP chair, she recalled that the University's 
problem is that it has never had an EXPECTATION about what it means for a student to be full time.  
There are no examples of a school so loose with its rules and expectations.  Where there are expectations, 
the graduation rate is much higher.  Professor Speaks agreed; of all the data SCFP was provided, the 
ONLY factor that seemed to explain the low graduation rate is the University's climate.  Something 
changes for students by the end of the sophomore year--the average number of credits for which students 
enroll declines after that point for many students. 
 
 Professor Rabinowitz asked if the University has more non-traditional students than comparable 
campuses, or if it provides better day care for single mothers?  She said she worried about the University 
not letting people in.  It is clear from the proposals that single mothers would not be excluded from the 
University, Professor Speaks said.  One has the sense that it is more than just a tuition band, Professor 
McConnell said; day-care opportunities and similar factors will have an effect on whether students enroll 
for more credits.   
 
 Professor Rabinowitz recalled that when she was director of graduate studies for her department, 
when the NRC rankings came out, the department was 50-75% smaller than its peers but had the same 
number of students.  One can figure out the culture question:  it's economics.  Students have to wait to get 
classes.  It is not fair to lay the responsibility for the problem entirely on the students.  Professor Speaks 
agreed there needed to be a multi-pronged approach; SCEP is looking at a number of issues related to 
advising, course access, registration queue, and so on.  SCFP does not disagree, but it is only addressing 
the finance issues. 
 
 It was agreed that SCEP should be strongly encouraged to take a position on the 13-credit rule 
and possibly on tuition as well. 
 
 It was also confirmed that these issues are primarily a Twin Cities matter now, and the other 
campuses have autonomy in deciding on graduation rate issues.  Professor Brorson pointed out that all 
campuses have to be concerned about graduation rates, however, and if things work on the Twin Cities 
campus, they would be worth exploring for the other campuses as well. 
 
4. OIT Charges 
 
 Professor Speaks also reported that he has drafted for SCFP a statement on charges from the 
Office of Information Technology to support the network.  There had been an inclination on the part of 
the administration to adopt a charging system that the units might have found unacceptable.  SCFP has 
urged the administration to move to treating the network as a common good.  He said he believes the 
administration will agree. 
 
5. A Nomination 
 
 The Committee agreed that Professor Massey should contact an individual who had expressed an 
interest in serving on the Faculty Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate Athletics. 
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6. Senate/Assembly Authority 
 
 A question has arisen about where action should be taken with respect to a 13-credit rule.  It has 
been the view of the President and Provost that this is a matter of college authority, inasmuch as a number 
of programs already have minimum credit rules.  At the same time, the Assembly has responsibility for 
educational policy matters that affect more than one college, so there is an argument that any rule 
regarding minimum credits should be approved by the Assembly.  It was also suggested that the 
administration would have greater faculty support if the policy were enacted by the Assembly, rather than 
by decision of the administration or the deans. 
 
7. Faculty Donors 
 
 It was agreed that Professor Massey, in his comments to the Senate and his report to the Board of 
Regents, should recognize faculty who have donated to the University as part of the capital campaign.   
 
8. Legislative Liaison 
 
 Professor Massey reported that he is having lunch with the individual who may accept the faculty 
legislative liaison position.  There remain a few details to be ironed out. 
 
 Professor Massey adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
  
 
  


