
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, October 20, 2003 

1:15 - 3:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Gary Balas (chair), Victor Bloomfield, James Cotter, Christopher Cramer, Dan Dahlberg, 

Kathy Ensrud, David Hamilton, Paul Johnson, Katherine Klink, Andrew Koch, James 
Luby, James Orf, Maria Sera, Virginia Seybold, Charles Spetland, George Trachte, 
Barbara VanDrasek, Jean Witson 

 
Absent: Kathleen Conklin, Sharon Danes, Robin Dittman, Steven Gantt, Phillip Larsen, Mark 

Paller, Thomas Schumacher, Michael Volna 
 
Guests:  Assistant Vice President Richard Bianco (Office of Regulatory Affairs); Andrea Scott 

(Graduate School); Professor Leonard Kuhi (Astronomy) 
 
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) technology park development; (2) hazardous materials policy; (3) international 
graduate students, visas, and the impact of homeland security measures on graduate education and 
research; (4) report from the Office of Regulatory Affairs; (5) statement on the USA PATRIOT Act; (6) 
Mt. Graham telescope project] 
 
 
1. Technology Park Development 
 
 Professor Balas convened the meeting at 1:15 and turned to Vice President Hamilton for the 
introduction of two items.   
 

Dr. Hamilton distributed copies of two documents, "Guiding Principles for Technology Park 
Development in Relationship to the University of Minnesota" and "Agreement Between the University of 
Minnesota and the City of Minneapolis for the Development of Technology Research and Development 
Facilities and Minnesota Bioscience Program Subzone Designation."  These documents deal with the 
development of technology parks in concert with Minneapolis and St. Paul that would sponsor businesses 
of interest to the University.  Since the University cannot invest cash in these enterprises, it must leverage 
its intellectual power into an agreement with the cities.  He said he would like to discuss these issues with 
the Committee and will get on the agenda soon. 

 
2. Hazardous Materials Policy 
 
 Professor Balas next welcomed Assistant Vice President Bianco to the meeting to discuss the 
policy on "Using Potentially Hazardous Biological Agents for Research or Teaching."   The policy had 
been distributed earlier to Committee members for review. 

                                                           
* 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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 Committee members asked a number of questions about some of the provisions in the policy. 
 
-- The policy asks for an inventory; will that mean providing a list or an accounting of acquisition, 

disposition, etc.?  The first inquiry will be a yes/no question whether one has such materials; there 
will be a confidential follow-up on inflow and outflow, similar to what is done with controlled 
drugs. 

 
-- ALL University employees will have to fill out a form, including employees who will never see 

hazardous materials?  No, the recipients of the form will be targeted.  They do not intend to ask 
the members of the English department if they use hazardous materials. 

 
-- Is there a minimum level one must have to be covered by the policy?  The first question is yes or 

no for any amount. 
 
-- Does this cover all biological materials or only hazardous materials?  Only hazardous materials.  

The form will list the items; if one has none of them, one signs and returns it. 
 
-- Is there a definition to the word limited when it is used to describe access to these materials?  

There is. 
 
-- With respect to disposing of hazardous materials, is there any way a disposal charge can be 

included in a contract?  Contracts run out and a department or investigator cannot obtain funds for 
disposal, but there should be a charge for such costs.  That is an important point but it is not clear 
how the University could do this from an accounting standpoint; Dr. Hamilton said they would 
look into the possibility.  If one has hazardous materials that no one is using, Mr. Bianco said, the 
Department of Environmental Health and Safety must dispose of it. 

 
 The Committee voted unanimously to approve the policy. 
 
3. International Graduate Students, Visas, and Homeland Security Impacts on Graduate 

Education and Research 
 
 Professor Balas turned next to Dean Bloomfield for a report on the impact of recent events on 
graduate education and research.  Dean Bloomfield provided copies of a handout with text and tables of 
data. 
 
 Dean Bloomfield first drew the attention of Committee members to graphs showing the 
applications, admissions, and matriculation data of international and domestic graduate students from 
1998-2003.  The most distinctive item is that 2002 appears to have been a year with a bumper crop of 
applications, notably above the norm (over 7000 versus approximately 5500 the three preceding years).  
In 2003 the applications fell off equally as dramatically, back to the numbers for 1999, 2000, and 2001.  
When the applications are broken out by Policy and Review Council areas it is apparent there are 
differences among fields.  The biological sciences are declining, education and psychology are not, 
engineering, math, and physics follow the same pattern as the total (a peak in 2002 and decline to the 
level of the three preceding years in 2003, from about 4000 applications to fewer than 3000), and the 
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humanities and social science disciplines seeing increases or little change.  The drop-off is a matter of 
concern, Dean Bloomfield said, but may be as a result of coming off an anomalous year. 
 

Part of Dean Bloomfield's report noted, however, that the decline in international applications 
"has been compensated by increases in domestic applications in all but Engineering/Math/Phys Sci, so 
that total applications (international and domestic) have stayed steady or increased except in 
Engineering/Math/Phys Sci and in Biological Sciences. The fraction of applications from international 
students has declined in all Councils." 
 

"Admission offers to international students have generally declined, while offers to domestic 
students have increased in all but Engineering/Math/Phys Sci and Biol Sci, so that admission offers are 
fairly steady overall."  There are fewer applications but there is still a large pool, Dean Bloomfield said, 
and a number of programs have said they are being more selective in order to obtain a higher quality of 
student. 
 

"Matriculations (enrollments) of international grad students have declined, while matriculations 
of domestic students have generally increased, so that total matriculations have held remarkably steady 
over time. The number of international matriculants has dropped substantially in the past two years: by 
17% from 2001 to 2002, and another 11% from 2002 to 2003. The percent of matriculants who are 
international students has declined from 30% in 2001, to 23% in 2002, to 21% in 2003."  There is a 
downward trend in the number of international students who showed up, Dean Bloomfield observed.  The 
biggest decline, in terms of the percentage of matriculants, has been in the Engineering/Math/Physical 
Sciences area (from about 50% to under 40%); some of the areas tend to draw more domestic students 
(e.g., Language, Literature and the Arts, Education and Psychology) so are less affected by the decline of 
international matriculants. 

 
Overall, the total number of admits and matriculants has remained fairly constant, Dr. Bloomfield 

said.  What the University lost in international students it made up in domestic students.  That varies by 
Policy and Review Council area, however.  One implication of these data is that while international 
applications are declining, the graduate enterprise is not being damaged because those students are being 
replaced with domestic students (and again, the numbers can vary considerably between programs). 
 
 The text of the report from Dean Bloomfield contained these observations and speculations: 
 
-- 2002 was an unusually strong year for international applications. Applications in 2003 have declined, 

but for the most part that represents a reversion to historical trend lines. 
-- The big declines in applications have been in some of the large science and engineering programs. 

Other programs have seen little or no decrease. 
-- Applications may have fallen off because of a low visa success rate for China, relatively low 

admission rates (especially with financial aid), and increasing standards in some programs that have 
become known and have discouraged potential applicants.  (They asked the 13 largest programs why 
international enrollments dropped; there was no good answer, but some indicated they have increased 
standards for international students and some wanted more domestic students; Dr. Bloomfield said he 
did not know if that is because the programs wanted more balance or because they believed it unlikely 
international students would be able to get through the visa process.) 

-- Most programs state that they do not "prescreen", but some may give informal advice about the 
likelihood of a successful application, which would reduce the number of applications.  One of the 
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largest programs has been deluged with international applications and is glad to see the number 
decline by 50%.  If a department has a big pool with high-quality candidates, reducing the size of the 
pool makes the fishing more efficient. 

-- Most programs say that they have not made a policy decision to reduce the number of international 
admissions and concentrate on domestic recruiting. However, some say they may do so if Chinese 
applicants keep getting refused.   

-- One large program did cut down the overall number of admissions last year from foreign countries 
because of lower amounts of research funding and fewer TA positions available. 

-- The decrease in admissions and matriculations seen by Minnesota seems to have occurred earlier and 
to have been larger than that seen by other schools. However, 4 of the 12 CIC institutions reported 
decreases this year. 

-- The largest sources of international students are China and India, and it is from those two countries 
that the decline in number of matriculations has been greatest. Enrollments from Korea have held 
fairly steady. 

-- Visa denials seem mainly to afflict Chinese students, and appear to be related to concerns by consular 
officials that the students will not return to China after finishing their degrees. However, the fraction 
of admitted students who have been denied visas, even from China, has been relatively small this year 
(at most 10-20%), except in one program.  

-- There have been some visa delays, though perhaps no more than usual. There were numerous 
problems, but they were generally cleared up in time for fall classes. Students seem to have gotten the 
word that they need to begin the visa process immediately after receiving the I-20. 

 
 Did not the Graduate School raise application fees for 2002-03, Professor Balas asked?  They did 
and that is part of what they have been thinking about.  The University of Minnesota is at $75; Michigan 
has now raised the fee to $75 but most of the rest of the CIC schools are at $55.  Professor Balas said that 
in some countries, $75 is a lot of money.  Have they thought about reducing the fee to zero?  Dean 
Bloomfield said that the Admissions office must pay its own way and cannot eliminate the fees.  In some 
fields the cost is zero because the departments pay the fee from their own funds. 
 
 Professor Orf asked if a change in the GRE might be discouraging some applicants.  That would 
affect all institutions across the board, Dean Bloomfield observed.  In the past year, Minnesota saw the 
biggest drop in the number of applicants. 
 
 There are little hard data on behavior, Dean Bloomfield said, but there is a concern about visa 
issues.  Ms. Scott said that will be seen vis-à-vis other countries, since Canada and UK, for example, have 
not made it more difficult to obtain a visa.   
 

Dean Bloomfield's report also noted that "Homeland security seems not generally to be a 
significant factor in visa denials or delays.  However, both we and Penn State last year experienced fairly 
large numbers of Chinese students intending to major in computer science, who were either denied visas 
or experienced long delays. This may be because computer science is viewed as a sensitive field of 
study." 

 
Professor Balas asked if there was any correlation between visas denied and areas of study 

deemed sensitive.  There has been speculation but no clear data, Dr. Bloomfield said.  Last year Computer 
Science had problems; 9 of 10 Chinese students were denied visas--but Minnesota is the only school in 
the CIC that had that experience. 
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It thus appears the University is not headed for disaster, Dean Bloomfield summarized, but 

perhaps the U.S., by making enemies around the world, will cause countries to send their students 
elsewhere.   

 
Professor Balas reported that his department had a student who left the U.S. six months ago and 

has been unable to return.  Dean Bloomfield said their information is all anecdotal.  "There has been one 
egregious case in which a Chinese student from Microbiology went home (against advice) over Christmas 
and still hasn't been allowed back, for reasons unknown.  In another case, a Japanese student in Human 
Resources and Industrial Relations who returned home for a family emergency over spring break was not 
able to return until summer because of visa delays.  These are the only two cases of which we're been 
informed; in other situations students have left and have been able to return."  Professor Balas said that 
the University is not in a position to say visas are not a problem if its only information is anecdotal. 
 

Dean Bloomfield also reported that "It should be more widely known than perhaps it is, that the 
Department of Homeland Security has imposed on international students a three-year limit for a Master's 
degree, and seven years for a Ph.D.  After those limits they will have to leave the country.  We haven't yet 
had students run into trouble because of these deadlines, but students and advisors will have to keep a 
close eye on timely progress toward completion of a degree." 
 

"We are not aware of any cases in which international students from "sensitive" countries have 
been denied permission to work on specific research projects, go to conferences, or interact with other 
students and scientists.  In the two instances in which we accepted research restricted for "antiterrorist" 
countries, there were no students from those countries in the research group." 
 
 There are also SEVIS issues, Dean Bloomfield said.  SEVIS is a new computer system that all 
international students must go through to be registered; it was implemented in a big hurry with a totally 
inadequate computer system that caused huge problems around the country.  The University met the 
federal deadline, but it has been a major hassle.  It has increased workload and has an ongoing cost of 
about $50,000 per year for the University (in addition, the start-up costs were about $250,000).  That is a 
big drain on resources and he said he did not know if the situation would get any better.  The report also 
said, according to Kay Thomas in ISSS, that "there are still many problems with SEVIS.  Far from saving 
us time, most of the functions we would normally do at this time of year require more work.  For 
example, all transfers need to be done in real time and cannot be batched to SEVIS.  This means double 
entry and extra steps for each case.  Secondly, students who cannot come by the deadline on the new I-20 
must have another I-20 issued to enter the U.S.  Before we could simply send a letter.  Third, this year 
there are extra steps we must do in SEVIS before a new student is activated in our system. 
 

"We estimate that SEVIS requires more than an additional 0.5 FTE for support staff in the Grad 
School Admissions Office, and presumably at least that much in ISSS. 
 

"SEVIS is not well integrated with PeopleSoft, which is cumbersome and considerably increases 
the complexity of the additional required data entry. 
 

"Things may not be as bad as we feared in a worst case scenario, but they are bad." 
 
Professor Balas thanked Dean Bloomfield and Ms. Scott for their report. 
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4. Office of Regulatory Affairs 
 
 Professor Balas turned back to Assistant Vice President Bianco for a report on the Office of 
Regulatory Affairs (ORA) in the Office of the Vice President for Research. 
 
 Mr. Bianco said his purpose in making the report is to explain what does.  It is not well-known, 
which is not bad; a research compliance office should be there to support faculty, not draw headlines.  He 
distributed copies of a set of slides to accompany his report. 
 
 The Vice President for Research has four units that report to him, one of which is ORA, which 
Mr. Bianco heads.  He reports jointly to the Vice President for Research and to the Senior Vice President 
for the Health Sciences.  He oversees compliance with all regulations governing the conduct of research, 
and carries out that responsibility in a variety of ways:  education and training, audits and inspections, and 
compliance committees (faculty committees that oversee the conduct of research, which he and Dean 
Bloomfield work with). He noted that as the institutional official responsible for regulatory affairs, he has 
the authority to go directly to the President in the case of an emergency, but in 15 years in the position he 
has never had to do so. 
 
 In explaining a chart outlining the Research Subjects' Protection Programs (RSPP) reporting 
lines, Mr. Bianco commented that there is a symmetry in the approach to animals and humans used in 
research because in much research, the issues are the same.  The RSPP is comprised of the Institutional 
Review Board (and also serves the IRB function for Fairview), the Animal Care Committee, and the 
Institutional Biosafety Committee, which will soon also cover Fairview as well because many issues now 
in University labs will move to clinical labs but the University must be sure protocols are followed. 
 
 There is a post-approval monitoring program, Mr. Bianco said; they audit about 10% of clinical 
studies per year, stratified by risk.  The University was one of the first institutions in the country to 
conduct audits; they have been well-received by the faculty.  The audits are random, high risk, or of a 
study about which there has been a complaint.  The audits monitor compliance with IRB approval, federal 
regulations, patient consent, adverse events, investigator training, and institutional requirements.  They 
also do post-approval monitoring of veterinary research, including on-site inspections of laboratories and 
training/certification of individuals using animals. 
 
 Also part of his office, Mr. Bianco said, is the Conflict of Interest Management.  There are two 
committees that review management plans for conflicts of interest, one in the Academic Health Center 
and one for the rest of the University.  He also is responsible for administration of other research-related 
policies, including controlled drugs (primarily in animal programs), investigational drugs (in clinical 
research), select agents, HIPPA, and other new federal regulations that seem to be appearing regularly.  
 
 The University has an integrated compliance structure so that security, occupational health, 
patents, financial reporting and accounting, and the legal office all work together.  Representatives from 
these offices serve on each others' committees.  They want to make it as easy as possible for faculty; if no 
one is hearing about them, Mr. Bianco said, they are probably doing a good job. 
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 Will there be anything different with the new agreement with Mayo, Professor Balas asked?  Dr. 
Hamilton said the agreement with Mayo will provide that each institution will abide by its own 
regulations, rather than setting up a separate institution. 
 
 Professor Balas asked about the requirement that people wear badges.  It was noted that this issue 
will come before the Faculty Consultative Committee.  Mr. Bianco said that everyone in the Academic 
Health Center is required to wear one; he did not know if Vice President O'Brien has decided the 
requirement should be University-wide.  One other measure they took in the AHC to increase security 
was lock doors in the evenings; one result is that crimes of convenience have dropped by 50%. 
 
 Professor Balas thanked Mr. Bianco for his report.  
 
5. Statement on the USA PATRIOT Act 
 
 Professor Balas distributed copies of a statement approved by the Faculty Consultative 
Committee concerning the USA PATRIOT Act (to be sent to the Minnesota Congressional delegation) 
and asked Committee members for comments.  The background to the statement was an article by 
Jonathan Cole, Provost of Columbia University, on the surprising lack of response of the higher education 
community to the Act and its effect on universities.  The idea of the statement is to make people more 
aware of the implications of the Act and ask that things be done differently. 
 
 The chief concern of Committee members is that the statement makes assertions that it might be 
difficult to back up with data or evidence.  Several points were made. 
 
-- The ambiguity of the Act is the most important point; the entire Act has the potential for a lot of 
harm to universities and democracy and it would be better to leave strong language in the statement and 
take a stand. 
 
-- It is helpful to know if the statement is talking about facts or worries.  It is good to worry, but 
there is a need for data if the statement is making affirmative declarations.  Are more data needed?  For 
example, data just presented by Dean Bloomfield are ambiguous with respect to the number of 
applications from international graduate students.   
 
-- This is a political debate (about the Act) over fundamental issues; like many such debates, it is 
better to talk about the issues before they come to fruition--by then it is too late.  The statement should 
include qualifiers, but unless higher education speaks up, it will abandon the field to others. 
 
-- "I do not oppose saying something negative about the USA PATRIOT Act" because it is a 
devastating act that did not receive enough debate, but it is worrisome that the statement says things that 
the University cannot prove.  One can be against the Act without saying that it has a negative impact--
although it may. 
 
-- There are a lot of things the Committee could write to Congress about, such as research funding.  
The contents of this statement, however, are things one might bring up at cocktail parties.  Until there are 
data on the research impact of the Act on the University, the statement should not go forward.  Where are 
the data?  Without them, the University could look bad. 
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-- The statement is vague.  Does it advocate specific amendments to the Act?  This is a talking point 
and does not have enough substance.  Which amendments?  The Attorney General wants to amend the 
Act as well, although not in the direction the statement had in mind. 
 
-- The Committee needs more information on the "sensitive but unclassified" contracts that have 
come to the University (even if the University negotiates the language out of the contracts) and on the 
number of students who are not permitted to work in certain areas.  The federal government has not yet 
actually imposed publication restrictions on research contracts; the potential is there, but it has not yet 
happened.  (But there is an attempt at restriction simply because the contracts come with the "sensitive 
but unclassified" designation, which the University must then get removed.)  And some have not listened 
to the Secretary of Homeland Security, who has reaffirmed the Executive Order that there will not be 
publication restrictions on unclassified research. 
 
-- It would be useful for this Committee to go to FCC and say it would like to support the statement 
but it needs more data.  If the statement goes to members of Congress and they call asking for 
information, the University needs to be able to provide it. 
 
-- The statement addresses a national concern, not something that is just of concern to the 
University of Minnesota. 
 
-- The Committee should obtain data, but even if it does not have the data, it is important to take a 
political stand on the potential impact of the Act.   
 
-- Major universities agree the Act is bad policy; will not the problems work themselves out when 
the federal government cannot find place to do research?  Some universities take classified research and 
would be delighted to have more, so that would not be a problem. 
 
-- The Association of American Universities, the National Association of State Universities and 
Land Grant Colleges, and other national organizations are addressing this issue as well.  The data from 
the CIC schools and the AAU can be brought to the Committee. 
 
 Professor Balas said he would convey the sentiments of the Committee to the Faculty 
Consultative Committee. 
 
6. Mt. Graham Telescope Project 
 
 Professor Balas welcomed Professor Len Kuhi, chair of the Department of Astronomy, to the 
meeting to discuss the resolution adopted by the Senate Committee on Social Concerns in May, 2003, 
calling for the University to terminate its participation in the Mt. Graham Large Binocular Telescope 
project in Arizona.  He recalled that the Committee had discussed this issue in May, 2002, in response to 
an earlier resolution from the Social Concerns Committee opposing University participation in the 
project.  At that meeting, this Committee had unanimously adopted the following resolution and sent it to 
the Board of Regents as it was considering the University's participation: 
 

The Senate Committee on Research has considered the question of the University's 
involvement in the Large Binocular Telescope (LBT) now under construction on National Forest 
Service land on Mt. Graham in Arizona and scheduled for completion in 2004.  The telescope 
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will provide a unique capability for astronomical investigation of all aspects of the universe in 
which we live, ranging from the formation of stars and planets to the very early stages of the 
universe itself.  This in turn makes the Department a major player in astronomy and astrophysics, 
enhancing the reputation of the University and attracting the highest quality faculty and graduate 
students.  Therefore, the Senate Research Committee strongly supports the Department of 
Astronomy's effort to join the LBT and recommends its approval by the Board of Regents. 

 
 The more recent resolution from the Social Concerns Committee has been placed on the docket of 
the October 30, 2003, University Senate meeting for action, meaning the committee is asking the Senate 
to endorse its request that the University withdraw from the project.  Does this Committee wish to weigh 
in on the issue again, Professor Balas asked his colleagues. 
 
 How is this resolution different, Professor Orf asked?  It is stronger in that it wants the Senate to 
take action, Professor Kuhi said; the earlier resolution was advisory.  Social Concerns adopted a 
resolution in 2002 after he talked with them; this resolution he only heard about when asked, so it appears 
that the Social Concerns Committee did not wish to hear from the Astronomy Department. 
 
 Professor Sera asked that Professor Kuhi provide some history for the new members of the 
Committee.  Professor Kuhi reviewed the history of the project.  It came about as a result of a gift of $5 
million from Stanley Hubbard, allowing the department to participate in the LBT project at the University 
of Arizona, along with the University of Virginia, that there has been a long history of protests about the 
site of the observatory, that there were a significant number of lawsuits in the 1990s, all of which were 
resolved in favor of the project, and so on.  They were taken by surprise at the initial reaction to the 
University's participation because they had read all the legal documents and assumed the issues were 
settled.  The Board of Regents approved the project, with the condition that the University work with the 
San Carlos Apache Indians, whom it is said hold the site of the project sacred.  The project is nearing 
completion. 
 
 This project means an enormous amount to the department, Professor Kuhi said; all astronomy 
departments want to be able to have access to a telescope such as this one.  The department has been 
phasing in participation; it has paid $1 million of the $5 million thus far.  It is entitled to X hours on the 
LBT as well as Y hours on other telescopes that the University of Arizona is involved in, which is a 
significant number./ 
 
 With respect to the objections, he said he has been told that a small fraction of the San Carlos 
Apaches are well-funded to protest.  The tribal council has issues resolutions on the LBT; initially they 
were neutral and later opposed, but with the changes that occur because of elections, the current chair of 
the tribal council supports the project.  The University, along with Virginia and Arizona agreed to a three-
year pilot project, for $120,000 per year, with the goal of establishing various outreach programs for the 
San Carlos tribe designed to help students.  While the protesters are objecting to the project, the chair of 
the tribe has indicated the help she wants is in writing a constitution for the tribe.  After three years, the 
project will be assessed. 
 
 Professor Kuhi said he did not know why the Social Concerns Committee brought this up again.  
They did not talk to his department. 
 



Senate Research Committee 
October 20, 2003 
 
 

10

 What does the Committee wish to do, Professor Balas inquired?  Reaffirm its original statement?  
Say nothing?  Agree with Social Concerns?  What would make the Committee want to reconsider, 
Professor Orf asked?  The University is more involved in the project and it has agreed to help support a 
program to engage the San Carlos Apaches, Professor Balas said.  What will happen at the Senate 
meeting, Professor Sera asked, and who will present the Committee's voice?  [Professor Balas, as chair of 
a Senate committee, is an ex officio member of the Senate.]  She said she had the sense that what the 
Astronomy Department has gone through should be information that is part of the discussion.   
 
 Dean Bloomfield suggested that one of the voting members of the Committee move to reaffirm 
the resolution from last year and disagree with the Social Concerns resolution.  Professor Kuhi said he 
would greatly appreciate a resolution.  Professor Johnson moved that the Committee reaffirm its previous 
position. 
 
 Professor Cotter said he recalled the Committee had a similar discussion with Professor Kuhi and 
then there was an 11th-hour discussion along with emails from the Social Concerns Committee chair.  He 
expressed concern that this Committee has not heard the entire story--and again, it is right before a Senate 
meeting.  Professor Kuhi pointed out that the Social Concerns Committee adopted its resolution last May 
and had plenty of time to come to this Committee but did not do so.  When the Social Concerns 
Committee members sent the email, did it provide any new information this Committee did not know 
about, Ms. Witson asked?  Professor Balas said he did not believe they did.  Professor Cotter said that the 
Social Concerns Committee had not felt the dialogue was open and that Professor Kuhi had not 
communicated with them.  Professor Kuhi took exception to this comment and said he met several times 
with the Social Concerns Committee before they adopted their first statement; he did not meet with them 
before they adopted this most recent statement, however.  Professor Balas said he had not been invited to 
their meetings, either. 
 
 The Committee voted 9-1 to reaffirm its previous position; 4 Committee members abstained. 
  
 Professor Balas adjourned the meeting at 3:10. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
  
 


