
Minutes* 
 

Senate Consultative Committee 
Thursday, November 20, 2008 

3:00 – 4:00 
Room 238A Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Gary Balas, William Craig, Shawn Curley, William Durfee, Jason 
Einertson, Marti Hope Gonzales, Michael Hancher, Ryan Kennedy, Karen Lovro, 
Michael Oakes, Kristopher Schwebler 

 
Absent: Jeffrey Anderson, Katie Best, Susan Cable, Nancy Carpenter, Carol Chomsky, Janet 

Fitzakerley, Jeffrey Kahn, Miriam Maiga, Judith Martin, Nelson Rhodus, Pamela 
Stenhjem, Jeffrey Wencl, Becky Yust 

 
Guests: Katherine Himes (Office of the Provost), Craig Mooty (Environmental Health and 

Safety); Marie Gabrielson (Student Health Advisory Committee); Professor Martin 
Sampson (Faculty Legislative Liaison) 

 
Others: Kathryn Stuckert (Office of the President) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) Twin Cities campus-wide smoking ban; (2) "Support the U Day"] 
 
 
1. Twin Cities Campus Smoking Ban (Indoors and Outdoors) 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 3:00 and welcomed Dr. Himes from the Provost's 
office to discuss the findings of a committee appointed to consult on a potential smoke-free policy for the 
Twin Cities campus. 
 
 Dr. Himes reported that she was a member of a committee created last August to assess the 
University community's attitude toward a ban on tobacco and smoking everywhere on the Twin Cities 
campus.  She said there has been no determination made whether there will be such a policy. 
 
 Dr. Himes reported on the background and work of the committee.  It was appointed in response 
to a request to the President from the Student Health Advisory Committee to consider a total ban on 
smoking on the campus.  The question came to the group of senior officers responsible for policy 
approval; three of them agreed to be sponsors if there were to be such a policy:  Vice President Carrier, 
Vice President O'Brien, and Senior Vice President and Provost Sullivan.  They appointed the committee 
to determine if there is campus support for smoke-free campus policy. 
 
 The committee sent surveys to a random sample of 2000 full- and part-time faculty and staff 
(46.2% response rate) and a random sample of 5000 full- and part-time students at all levels (33% 
response rate).  The results suggest that of about 17,000 faculty and staff (full- and part-time), about 5.1% 
(867 people) use tobacco on a daily basis.  For the 51,000 students, the number appears to be about 4.1% 
(2091).  The total is thus about 3700 people out of a population of approximately 82,000.  Dr. Himes said 

                                                           
* 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 represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 



Senate Consultative Committee   
Thursday, November 20, 2008 
 
 

2

there is additional data about the number of individuals who have used tobacco within the previous 30 
days and the previous year, rather than on a daily basis. 
 
 A bar graph indicated that a large percentage of faculty and students say they have been exposed 
to second-hand smoke on campus.  Professor Balas commented that one could say the same thing about 
car exhaust. 
 
 A second bar graph indicated agreement or disagreement ("strongly agree" "agree" etc.) with the 
sentiment "I am concerned about the health consequences of being exposed to secondhand smoke on this 
campus."  Smokers and non-smokers had different views:  non-smokers tended to agree more strongly 
while smokers tended to disagree more strongly.  Mr. Kennedy noted that the question posed did not 
mention whether the reference was to the indoors or outdoors. 
 
 Dr. Himes next presented a table indicating where students and faculty/staff say they have been 
exposed to second-hand smoke on campus (walking across campus, entrance to buildings, outdoor seating 
areas or bus stops, parking lots/facilities, inside buildings—drifted in, and intramural sporting events).  A 
number of the areas mentioned in the survey responses are already covered by the existing smoking 
policy, several Committee members pointed out.  Dr. Himes also noted that with outdoor smoke, there are 
questions of diffusion and the health consequences are vague.  Another bar graph indicated results of 
questions to those who smoked on campus:  they were asked where they had done so.  With the exception 
of the response "off campus," the list of places was the same as that in the preceding paragraph.   
 
 Faculty and staff, and students, were asked if they agreed or disagreed that it is "the responsibility 
of campus administration to enact policies and regulations that protect members of the campus 
community from exposure to secondhand smoke."  More of both groups tended to agree or strongly agree 
than to disagree or strongly disagree, but faculty and staff expressed greater agreement that this is a policy 
issue than did students.  Students, Dr. Himes said, are more likely to feel that their freedoms are being 
infringed by a campus policy than are faculty and staff. 
 
 Asked how likely they would be to support a policy prohibiting smoking on all University 
property, 46.3% of faculty/staff and 41.5% of students said "very likely" and 11.8% and 12.1% indicated 
the next choice (unlabeled) on the scale.  At the other end, 20.1% of faculty/staff and 23.3% of students 
said they were "not likely" to support such a ban, with an additional 6.7% and 6.7% indicating the next 
unlabeled choice on the scale.  (There were about 15% of faculty/staff and 16% of students who selected 
the middle two points on the 6-point scale.)  The same question, with responses broken out by smokers 
(including those who use chewing tobacco, and defined as someone who had used tobacco within the last 
year) and non-smokers, yielded results one might predict:  the non-smokers were much more likely to 
support a ban; the smokers were not.  The distribution of this bar graph was bimodal. 
 
 Survey responders were asked to indicate whether a smoking ban would influence their decision 
to work at or attend school at the University.  Three-fourths of faculty/staff and two-thirds of students said 
it would have no effect; about 1/5 of the faculty/staff and 1/4 of the students said it would make them 
more likely to stay while 4% of faculty/staff and 8.2% of students said it would make them less likely to 
stay.  The results for the question were also broken down by smokers and non-smokers; large majorities 
of both groups indicated a ban would have no effect, but the responses "more likely to stay" and "less 
likely to stay" followed from whether one is a non-smoker or a smoker.  Dr. Himes reported that a 
number of local colleges and universities are considering a smoking ban and looking to see what the 
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University does.  If the University enacts such a ban, others might follow; if other local campuses do so 
but the University does not, that could put pressure on the University to enact a ban.   
 
 Dr. Himes noted the various campus groups with which they will be consulting and asked the 
Committee to consider pros and cons, possible alternatives to a smoke-free policy, and the distinction 
between a smoke-free and a tobacco-free campus.   
 
 Dr. Himes briefly noted additional survey data on awareness of tobacco-cessation programs on 
campus and average number of attempts to quit smoking. 
 
 Professor Curley commented that he had two concerns about a proposed ban.  One, it is an 
unnecessary restriction on free choice, especially because the consequences of outdoor second-hand 
smoke are not clear, and two, a ban would push the problem to the University's neighbors.  Dr. Himes 
said they have heard the first point during the consultation process, that the University should not infringe 
on people's rights, and they also heard the opposite.  With respect to the second point, they are working 
with Jan Morlock in University Relations, who serves as the University's representative to the 
surrounding communities.   
 
 Professor Gonzales asked if the survey distinguished between attitudes about smoking indoors 
versus outdoors.  The questions appear not to have made that distinction and the responses might be 
different if they had.  Dr. Himes said she believed the questions all referred to outdoor smoking.   
 
 Professor Hancher said the questions focus on personal anxieties and how the survey respondent 
(non-smoking) would suffer.  That may not be the only concern; they may also be concerned about the 
smokers.  That point came out in written comments, Dr. Himes said. 
 
 How would the ban work, Mr. Craig asked?  How would people know when they cross the line 
on to University property?  What would be the enforcement mechanism?  It would be mostly self-
enforcing, Dr. Himes said.  At a few schools, the policy issued tickets for the first week or so.  The 
committee also has heard that if the ban were to be campus-wide (rather than banning smoking within 25 
feet of buildings), people feel more empowered to confront individuals who are smoking.  The 
University's perimeter would need to be defined, and there would be challenges for people who come to 
campus who are not familiar with its rules (e.g., international faculty and students with different 
expectations). 
 
 Professor Oakes said that as a professor of epidemiology, the issue is "a no-brainer for me":  no 
one should smoke.  But if 1000 people say one should not smoke, and 5 people say they should be able to, 
he worries about the tyranny of the majority over the minority.  In terms of outdoor second-hand smoke, 
he said there is probably a greater health threat to people from the sour cream at a Mexican restaurant or 
from bus exhaust.  The University may want to enact such a ban, but there is little evidence that second-
hand smoke outdoors has an effect on the health of others.  There should be a little caution exercised as 
this project moves forward.  Dr. Himes noted that the committee was only charged to collect information.   
 
 Professor Durfee asked how they interpret the survey data.  Dr. Himes reported that the Boynton 
Health Service experts who examined it said the percentage of people who agree it is the campus 
administration's responsibility to enact policies and regulation to protect from exposure to second-hand 
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smoke is the highest they have seen at any university.  The campus is divided over issues of personal 
freedom and enforcement; there is a big spread in opinions and written comments in the survey. 
 
 Professor Balas responded to Professor Hancher's point about looking after the health of others by 
saying he would start telling people to quit eating unhealthy food.  When did the University become his 
father or mother, he asked?  He said he was opposed to the ban; if the University would just enforce the 
rules it already has on the books, the attitudes expressed in the survey would be different. 
 
 Mr. Kennedy asked about residence halls.  What if a student wants to do "an all-nighter"—would 
he or she need to go stand across the street at night or down by the river to smoke?  At the Duluth 
campus, he reported, ash trays were removed, so now there are cigarette butts on the ground (and it takes 
12 years for them to degrade).  It becomes a pollution problem versus a wisp of smoke in the air.  He also 
reported that Mr. Whyte, in Student Affairs, gave a presentation and indicated that the University would 
have no authority to issue tickets to smokers.  Dr. Himes pointed out that she did not say the University 
would, only that tickets have been issued for a brief time on some campuses. 
 
 Mr. Schwebler said he did not believe a ban would be adopted to protect a smoker's health, it 
would be for non-smokers.  He said that as an asthmatic, he must hold his breath when he goes between 
buildings in order to avoid inhaling smoke.  If people respected the 25-foot rule, that would be fine, but as 
a University with a hospital, the smoking around entrances is a danger to patients.  For him, the question 
is the right to smoke versus the right to clean air. 
 
 Mr. Einertson pointed out that the University has a hospital and will also soon have a stadium, to 
which people will come from off-campus to tailgate at games.  Will the University tell them they cannot 
even smoke outside at tailgating events?  There are a lot more services here than just the schooling and 
this is a big campus, he said.  He asked Dr. Himes if they had done any research on the University's peer 
groups or campuses of equal reputation and size.  If they do so, he asked that they inquire about people 
smoking in their dorm rooms.  Dr. Himes said they have done some research and are doing more; they 
have heard there have not been problems where a ban has been adopted.   
 
 Before the University adopts a new policy, Professor Martin suggested, it should enforce the 
current one so that people don't walk into a cloud of smoke when they leave a building. 
 
 Professor Hoover thanked Dr. Himes and her colleagues for making her report. 
 
2. "Support the U Day" at the Legislature 
 
 Professor Hoover noted that a question has arisen about student participation in Support the U 
Day at the legislature, when faculty, staff, and students have been encouraged to go to the Capitol and 
lobby for the University.   
 

Professor Sampson explained that Support the U Day is one of a number of days when citizens 
come to the legislature and focus on one activity (in this case, the University).  He said he could not say 
who shows up, but it does seem there are more coordinate campus people than people from the Twin 
Cities.  It is effective for people to button-hole their legislators, but it might be that repeat appearances 
would be more effective.  He explained the difference in student representation from the University and 
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from MNSCU at the legislature and suggested that neither University students nor faculty may be able to 
put in the kind of legislative effort that MNSCU students and faculty do.   

 
Mr. Kennedy concurred and described the MNSCU student-lobbying effort.  He said that if the 

University would excuse students from class, with a check-in, check-out system at the legislature so that 
faculty would know the students went to Support the U Day to lobby and did not simply skip class, that 
would help.  Allowing students to lobby this year could be especially important, given the budget 
situation.  He said that the activity would be covered under the policy on makeup work for legitimate 
absences, which provides that students must be given the opportunity to make up missed work if they 
participate in University-sponsored activities. 

 
Professor Hoover said the specific issue before the Committee is whether to recommend that 

students be excused from class to participate in U Day.  She reported that Ms. Stenhjem, the chair of 
CAPA, has suggested the event be broadened to include staff, some of whom have more flexible 
schedules and could also participate.  Professor Hoover said she believes staff and student participation 
are two separate issues; excusing students is different from employment contracts.   

 
Mr. Schwebler said they are trying to increase student involvement and to make it more year-

round.  Support the U Day has a lot of student involvement—and they do not lobby only for student 
interests.  They ask for full funding for the University's biennial request, for example, and they need the 
faculty on board.  Students always hear that they should be involved, but when it comes down to it, the 
University does not facilitate the involvement.  The Crookston, Duluth, and Morris campuses send 
contingents to U Day because those students are excused.  Professor Balas agreed that if those three 
campuses participate, and this is a system, it must be University-sponsored—and the Committee only 
needs to say so.  What is the problem? 

 
Professor Wambach explained that there are a lot of University-sponsored events (such as 

through Recreational Sports); how far does one wish to extend that designation?  A number of faculty 
might very well support excusing students to participate in Support the U Day, but others who have 
elaborate labs or exams that take a lot of work would likely not.  The Senate Committee on Educational 
Policy has been reluctant to issue mandates that students must be allowed to make up missed work for 
different kinds of events.   

 
Professor Gonzales said she was of mixed mind about the issue.  On the one hand, she agreed that 

the University should encourage student involvement.  On the other hand, as Aunt Biddy Marti, she says 
that life isn't fair, students are adults, and they need to make choices.  But the instructor has to allow 
makeup work if the student participates in a University-sponsored event, Mr. Kennedy objected.  
Professor Wambach observed that this can be a problem even for athletes when conflicts arise, although 
they are clearly participating in University-sponsored events.   

 
Professor Sampson agreed that students and staff should be separated.  He suggested that it would 

not be a good idea for faculty and staff, who are paid by the state, to appear at the legislature during a 
work day to ask for more money.  He said he was glad to hear that students are organizing themselves 
better; the higher-education committees want to hear from students and he will be glad to have them 
there.  And while it is good to have one day to make a splash, it would also help if they could organize 
other activities during the year, which can be more effective than increased numbers appearing on U Day. 
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Professor Durfee said that a new interpretation or policy change (with respect to students) could 
take some time; this Committee could adopt a resolution encouraging faculty to excuse students and 
supervisors to excuse absences for employees.   

 
Mr. Einertson said the existing policy on makeup work is too broad and needs review but 

contended that Support the U Day is covered by the policy as it currently stands and instructors need to 
comply with it.  Mr. Schwebler agreed that if a test were scheduled on Support the U Day, it could be 
difficult to change it, but since spring semester has not yet begun, the date of a test could be changed.  
Faculty members on the Committee assured him that is not true and that spring semester schedules and 
syllabi are already established.   
 
 Professor Wambach suggested that Support the U Day be added to the University calendar on the 
web; the Committee concurred. 
 
 It was agreed that a resolution would be drafted and circulated for a vote, and that it would 
address only students.  The Committee agreed that it would not urge faculty and staff participation. 
 
 Professor Hoover thanked everyone and adjourned the meeting at 4:10. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


