
SENATE COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL CONCERNS 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
DECEMBER 11, 2006 
 
[In these minutes:  Dream Act Update, Darfur, Coca-Cola] 
 
[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.] 
 
PRESENT:  Ken Heller as chair for Mani Subramani, Joseph Marchesani, Jennifer 
Oliphant, Peter Hiniker, Elizabeth Richardson, Benton Schnabel, Carolyn Chalmers, 
Greg Schooler, Katherine Fennelly, David Fox, Catherine Jordan, Ajay Skaria, Mira 
Reinberg 
 
REGRETS:  Mani Subramani, Richard Lidstad Amelious Whyte 
 
ABSENT:  Todd Tratz, Brandi Hoffman, Julia Washenberger, Craig Hassel, David 
Gysbers 
 
OTHERS:  Barbara FreyÕs GLOS 5900, Human Rights Advocacy class 
 
I).  Professor Heller called the meeting to order. 
 
II).  Professor Katherine Fennelly provided members with a brief update concerning the 
Dream Act.  She noted that the Office of Equity and Diversity is contemplating taking a 
stand on the Dream Act, and, therefore, they have requested the Social Concerns 
Committee hold off on taking up this issue. 
 
III).  Professor Heller welcomed Professor Frey and her class to todayÕs meeting.  
Professor Frey noted that she is the director of the Human Rights Program at the Institute 
for Global Studies and that she teaches GLOS 5900, Human Rights Advocacy.  Joining 
her today were her graduate, undergraduate and professional students from this course.  A 
good deal of this semester, she noted, was spent talking about potential steps 
organizations can take to have an impact on the situation in Darfur.   
 
Professor Frey noted that her class has had an opportunity to review the Social Concerns 
CommitteeÕs draft position statement on Darfur, and while they applaud the progress the 
committee has made in dealing with this issue and its recommendations concerning future 
investments made by the University, the class does not think the committeeÕs statement 
goes far enough.  Thus, the students will be bringing forward an alternate proposal for the 
committeeÕs consideration. 
 
In reviewing the committeeÕs minutes around this issue 
(http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/soccon/06-10-09.html) there is the sense that the 
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Sudanese central bank bonds have sidetracked the committee, stated Professor Frey.  The 
class feels strongly that further consideration needs to be given to the University 
divesting from any separately held accounts, which includes companies that are directly 
supporting the government of Sudan.  The class is recommending that the committee 
amend its drafted resolution to propose that, effective immediately, the University divest 
from direct holdings in the Òworst offending companies,Ó and communicate this 
decision to the UniversityÕs commingled fund managers.  This would entail identifying a 
list of the Òworst offending companiesÓ with assistance of the Sudan Divestment Task 
Force. 
 
Before concluding her introductory remarks, Professor Frey mentioned that her class also 
delved into the Coca-Cola issue, which she noticed is also on the committeeÕs agenda.  
If time permits, a couple of her students are prepared to provide the committee with 
background information on this issue.  Then, in terms of a future agenda item, Professor 
Frey requested the committee look into the Military Commissions Act of 2006.  She 
noted that faculty and staff who are not U.S. citizens have contacted the Human Rights 
Program concerning this Act, which abolishes habeas corpus for detained immigrants.  
Those University employees are requesting a show of support from the University by 
speaking out against the discriminatory nature of the Act.  Professor Frey formally 
requested that this item be placed on the committeeÕs agenda. 
 
The proposed resolution from Professor FreyÕs Human Rights Advocacy class is below: 
 

The University of Minnesota Targeted Divestment Plan 
Proposed Resolution 
December 11, 2006 

Human Rights Advocacy Class 
 
The University of Minnesota has a long established tradition of concern for 
social issues. The Senate Social Concerns Committee believes that the 
egregious situation occurring in the Darfur region of Sudan is particularly 
disturbing.  In 2003, the Sudanese government, working with Arab militias, 
began promoting the ethnic cleansing of non-Arab Darfurians.  Since that 
time over 400,000 Darfurian civilians have been killed, and over 2.5 million 
have been displaced due to violence.  In July 2004, the U.S. Senate and House 
of Representatives unanimously adopted a joint resolution declaring the 
situation in Darfur as genocide.  
 
 In recent years, the government of Sudan has been enriched by a massive 
influx of foreign direct investment, particularly in the oil, energy, and 
construction industries.1  The link between increased government revenue and the 
government of SudanÕs capacity to arm paramilitary groups has been well-

                                                 
1Sudan Divestment Task Force Report: Arguments for the Efficacy for Targeted Divestment from Sudan, 
available at http://www.sudandivestment.org 
 



documented, thus establishing complicity between foreign investors and the 
Sudanese government.2  For example, Human Rights Watch reports that more 
than 60% of the 2001 Sudanese oil revenue was used for military spending.3 The 
University of Minnesota does not wish to indirectly perpetuate this cycle of 
violence via its investment portfolio.  
 
 On account of this, the Social Concerns Committee requests, effective 
immediately, that the University divest from direct holdings4 in the worst 
offending corporations, and communicate this decision to the UniversityÕs 
commingled fund managers.5 The Committee believes that this is the best 
approach to take regarding divestment because targeting the worst offending firms 
curtails adverse economic effects on the bulk of the Sudanese populace while 
maximizing economic consequences experienced by the Sudanese government.  
Companies whose work might benefit civilians, including companies involved in 
medicine, agriculture, education, and general consumer products, are therefore 
excluded from the plan.  Because the divestment concerns a relatively small 
number of companies, it should not impose a burden on the UniversityÕs 
finances.6 
 
 The University of Minnesota should implement a narrowly tailored 
approach for divestment.  This approach targets only those corporations that 
provide revenue to the government of Sudan while providing minimal benefit to 
the bulk of the Sudanese population and its underprivileged.  Moreover, this 
narrowly tailored approach targets only those firms that have failed to articulate a 
policy regarding the Darfur crisis.  Such a targeted strategy implicates less than 
three dozen firms, many of which are relatively small.7  More specifically, the 
Committee requests that the University divest holdings where:  
 
(1) The Company has Business Operations that involve contracts with and/or 
provision of supplies or services to (A) the Government of Sudan, (B) Companies 
in which the Government of Sudan has any direct or indirect equity share, (C) 

                                                 
2 Sudan Divestment Task Force Report: Soil and Oil: Dirty Business in Sudan, available at 
http://www.sudandivestment.org/docs/soil_and_oil_dirty_business_in_sudan.pdf 
 
3 Human Rights Watch (2003): Sudan, Oil, and Human Rights, available at 
http://www.hrw.org/reports/2003/sudan1103/sudantprint.pdf. 
 
4 Direct holdings are securities of a firm, held directly by the institution in question,.in separately managed 
accounts. Sudan Divestment Task Force Report: Model for Targeted Divestment, available at 
http://www.sudandivestment.org 
 
5 A commingled account is held in an account or fund that is managed by an independent investment 
manager, in which the University of MinnesotaÕs holdings are mixed with the investments of other 
institutions and actors. Sudan Divestment Task Force Report: Model For Targeted Divestment. 
 
6 Adapted from Key Divestment Information, available at http://www.sudandivestment.org/divestment.asp 
7Sudan Divestment Task Force, Proposal for Sudan Divestment, p. 47, available at 
http://www.sudandivestment.org 



Government of Sudan-commissioned consortiums or projects, or (D) Companies 
involved in Government of Sudan-commissioned consortiums or projects; and 
(i) More than ten percent (10%) of the CompanyÕs revenues or assets 
linked to Sudan involve Oil-Related Activities or Mineral Extraction 
Activities; less than seventy-five percent (75%) of the CompanyÕs 
revenues or assets linked to Sudan involve contracts with and/or provision 
of Oil-Related or Mineral Extracting products or services to the regional 
government of southern Sudan or a project or consortium created 
exclusively by that regional government; and the Company has failed to 
take Substantial Action; or (ii) More than ten percent (10%) of the CompanyÕs 
revenues or assets linked to Sudan involve Power Production Activities; less than 
seventy-five percent (75%) of the CompanyÕs Power Production Activities 
include projects whose intent is to provide power or electricity to the 
Marginalized Populations Of Sudan; and the Company has failed to take 
Substantial Action; 
 
(2) The Company is Complicit in the Darfur genocide; or 
 
(3) The Company supplies Military Equipment within Sudan, unless it clearly 
shows that the Military Equipment cannot be used to facilitate offensive military 
actions in Sudan or the Company implements rigorous and verifiable safeguards 
to prevent use of that equipment by forces actively participating in armed conflict, 
for example, through post-sale tracking of such equipment by the Company, 
certification from a reputable and objective third party that such equipment is not 
being used by a party participating in armed conflict in Sudan, or sale of such 
equipment solely to the regional government of southern Sudan or any 
internationally recognized peacekeeping force or humanitarian organization. 
Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, a Social Development Company 
which is not Complicit in the Darfur genocide shall not be considered a 
Scrutinized Company.8 
  
In sum, the UniversityÕs investment managers should identify the worst 
offending firms, as determined by the aforementioned criteria, and divest from 
those included in direct holdings and identify those companies to those 
independent financial managers overseeing the UniversityÕs commingled 
holdings so that they are cognizant of the most egregiously offending firms as 
well.  Furthermore, investment managers for the University of Minnesota should 
screen all future investments to ensure that no investments are made in 
companies, which fall into the aforementioned categories.  By implementing this 
plan, the University will have a socially responsible and forward-looking 
investment policy regarding Sudan. 
 

                                                 
 
8 Sudan Divestment Task Force, Targeted Sudan Divestment: Model Legislation, pp. 8-9 available at 
http://www.sudandivestment.org/docs/task_force_targeted_divestment_model.pdf.  Definitions for 
terminology used in paragraphs one through three are also available in the same report. 



 
Next, one of Professor FreyÕs students, Mallory Shipman, provided members of the 
committee with background information on the situation in Darfur and highlighted the 
following: 

• Since February 2003, there have been approximately 400,000 civilian deaths in 
Darfur.  Another 2.5 million civilians have been displaced due to the conflict, 4 
million subsist on humanitarian aid, and 90% of the villages in Darfur have been 
destroyed. 

• The Sudanese government funds paramilitary groups know as the Janjaweed, 
which are responsible most of the havoc in the region. 

• The United States Congress, President Bush and the U.S. State Department 
have all described the situation in Darfur as state-sponsored genocide. 

 
Ms. Shipman noted that the UniversityÕs commitment to socially responsible 
investment requires that it carefully examine its holdings that might benefit the 
Sudanese government.  Divestment assures the University community that it is not in 
any way aiding genocide. 
 
In recent years the government of Sudan has been enriched by a massive influx of 
foreign and direct investment, particularly in the oil, energy, and construction 
industries.  A result of this increased government revenue has given the Sudanese 
government the ability to arm its militia.  For example, Human Rights Watch reports 
that more than 60% of SudanÕs 2001 oil revenue was used for military spending. 
 
The University should not directly or indirectly perpetuate the cycle of violence 
through its investment portfolio and should seriously consider targeted divestment as 
a means of condemning the situation in Sudan.  This type of investment model targets 
only the most outrageously offending companies, but not companies whose work 
might benefit Sudanese civilians, including those involved in medicine, agriculture, 
education, and general consumer products. 
 
A number of higher education institutions, state community colleges and pension 
plans have adopted Sudanese divestment policies.  In addition, on Thursday, 
December 7th, Governor Pawlenty signed a resolution with the Minnesota State Board 
of Investment resolving to divest from Sudan.   
 
Criteria for determining, which companies are the worst offenders include: 

• Companies that have business contacts with the Sudanese government. 
• Companies that are complicit in the genocide in Darfur. 
• Companies that supply military equipment to the Sudan who cannot 

demonstrate that this equipment is not being used as part of the on-going 
genocide. 

It was recommended that the University use these criteria to identify the firms, which 
are the worse offenders, and divest accordingly.  The University should also notify its 
independent financial managers overseeing its commingled funds that the University 



does not want to invest in companies that fall into any of three categories mentioned 
above. 
 
Next, using Lundin Petroleum of Sweden as an example, Jonathan Rome, another of 
Professor FreyÕs students, briefly explained what it takes for a company to end up on 
the Sudan Divestment Task ForceÕs Preliminary List of Companies Warranting 
Scrutiny.  He concluded his comments by congratulating the committee on the 
progress it has made thus far on addressing the question of divestment from Sudan.  
He added that the University should divest from all direct Sudanese holdings in the 
companies highlighted in the packet of information distributed earlier to members.  In 
addition, the University should communicate this information to the account 
managers of its indirect commingled funds. 
 
The overarching goal of the resolution being proposed, stated Mr. Rome, is to help 
the people of Darfur.  It is believed that the best way to do this is through a targeted 
divestment policy, which will minimize the adverse effects on the Sudanese people 
while having a maximum impact on the Sudanese regime. 
 
Speaking on behalf of the African Student Association, Lanny Maetzold stated that 
this group feels strongly that the University should divest its Sudanese holdings in 
response to the genocide that is occurring in Darfur.  He added that a number of 
African Student Association members and other students as well are concerned with 
how the University spends their tuition and fee dollars.  Once students pay their 
tuition and fees, they have no input on how the University spends this money.  With 
this said, some students question whether their money is being spent to indirectly 
support the genocide in Darfur. 
 
Professor Heller solicited comments and questions from members in response to what 
it just heard.  Comments and questions included: 

• In the resolution being brought forward today it states, ÒThe University of 
Minnesota should implement a narrowly tailored approach for divestment.  
This approach targets only those corporations that provide revenue to the 
government of Sudan while providing minimal benefit to the bulk of the 
Sudanese population and underprivilegedÉÓ  How does one go about defining 
Ôminimal benefitÕ?  Mr. Rome stated that a fair amount of the language 
contained in this proposed resolution was taken from the Sudan Divestment 
Task Force (http://sudandivestment.org/home.asp) who has crafted a 
methodology for identifying the worst offending firms.  He went on to note 
that with many of the companies doing business in Sudan there is a lack of 
transparency in terms of cash flow, and often their revenues disproportionately 
benefit the regime. 

• Who updates the Preliminary List of Companies Warranting Scrutiny?  The 
Sudan Divestment Task Force updates the list, and they cross-reference their 

http://sudandivestment.org/home.asp


findings with the Lowenstein International Human Rights Clinic at Yale Law 
School. 

• There seems to be significant evidence to conclude that the majority of 
Sudanese oil companiesÕ revenues flow directly to support the Sudan militia.  
Therefore, it does not seem necessary to do affirmative fact finding when it 
comes to the oil companies on the list. 

• Is the University of Minnesota invested in any of the companies on this list?  
Professor Heller stated that the committee at its October meeting had been 
assured that the University was not invested in any of these companies.  In her 
reading of the October minutes (http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/soccon/06-10-
09.html) Professor Frey stated that Chief Investment Officer Stuart Mason 
suggested that the UniversityÕs only direct investment were Sudanese central 
bank notes.  He did not, however, indicate that the other accounts did not have 
investments in these companies.  Mr. Rome added that in his reading of the 
October minutes he did not see that there was any discussion whatsoever of 
the most egregious companies; thus, the reason for bringing this list to the 
attention of the committee today. 

• Are there any expectations that the divestment actions being taken will 
actually achieve a change in policy on the part of the Sudanese government?  
In Professor FreyÕs opinion, at this point it is more a matter moral principle 
and less a matter that efficacy can be proven.  Undoubtedly, these actions are 
likely to have a greater affect on money managers and large companies who 
should come to realize that there is moral concern associated with their 
investments.  Frankly, it is unlikely that the Sudanese government will have a 
change in philosophy based on divestment actions. 

• In terms of the list of most egregious companies, does this list represent most 
of the large companies in these markets?  Mr. Rome stated that this is a 
relatively small list, and represents the worst offenders.  There are a lot of 
multi-national companies doing business in Sudan, but this list represents the 
companies that have chosen to ignore what is happening in Darfur. 

• The criteria used to identify the worst offenders seem vague.  The committee 
should establish specific criteria for the University. 

• It would benefit the committee to better understand the Sudan Divestment 
Task Force and its credibility. Mr. Rome stated that the institutions that have 
initiated divestment campaigns have relied heavily on the Task ForceÕs 
research. 

• How did the Minnesota State Board of Investment narrow down its divestment 
list to 8 – 9 companies from the 36 on the Sudan Divestment Task Force list?  
Mr. Rome stated that the language in the Minnesota State Board of Investment 
resolution is not as narrowly tailored as the language in the resolution being 
brought before the committee today.  He added that he is not sure how they 
decided on these 8 – 9 companies, but suspects their financial managers 
looked into this carefully. 

http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/soccon/06-10-09.html
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• Professor Frey suggested that the University be given this list of the worst 
offending companies and ask if it is invested in any of these companies.  Greg 
Schooler from the Office of Asset Management stated that other than 
companies that are domiciled in Sudan, this committee has not defined what it 
means by direct investment.  Aside from companies domiciled in Sudan, does 
this include companies doing business in Sudan?  While the Office of Asset 
Management can provide the committee with a detail of its holdings from the 
worst offender list, it is important to realize that the UniversityÕs holdings are 
constantly changing because its account managers are constantly buying and 
selling securities.  Mr. Schooler suggested that this committee refine its 
criteria for direct investment, and identify the companies it does not want to 
invest in.  Once this information is decided upon, the Office of Asset 
Management can screen for these companies. 

• Is the resolution being brought forward today asking the committee to divest 
from Sudan as opposed to the committeeÕs resolution, which focuses on how 
the University should handle its future investments?  The committee has spent 
a great deal of time discussing the frozen Sudanese central bank notes, which 
cannot be touched.  On behalf of her students, Professor Frey responded that 
what is concerning is that not all the UniversityÕs Sudanese-related assets are 
frozen, and that the University should be advising its account managers to 
divest where they can. 

• At what cost to the University should the committee recommend divestment?  
Professor Frey acknowledged the frozen assets are in a commingled account, 
but stated that there has been no discussion of the 36 other companies on the 
Task ForceÕs worst offender list.  There is a real statement to be made when it 
comes to the oil companies on this list in particular. 

• Professor Heller summarized his sense of the committeeÕs discussion around 
this issue.  He stated that the UniversityÕs investment strategy does not allow 
for a clear-cut definition of Ôdirect holdingsÕ because the University does not 
invest directly in companies but in funds.  This is the reason the committee 
focused its discussion on socially responsible investing, because it was looking 
for a broader solution to this problem.  The resolution before the committee 
today is much narrower in terms of direct holdings and its recommendations 
on which companies not to hold.  Mr. Rome agreed that the classesÕ proposed 
resolution is narrower because it targets the companies that are benefiting the 
Sudanese regime.  While the class understands that the University has a 
limited amount of investments in direct holdings, it has yet to see anything 
definitive from the University regarding what specifically the University has in 
terms of direct holdings in companies that are cited by Yale Law School and 
the Sudan Divestment Task Force. 

• If the issue is the costs to the University for divesting, instead of thinking 
about the people being killed as faceless Sudanese, think what if would feel 
like if it were your mother being killed; what would there be to debate about 
cost then? 



• The issue is not only what securities the University holds now, but what it 
might hold in the future.  Mr. Schooler stated that the list provided by todayÕs 
guests represents the Ôgray areaÕ the committee has discussed.  Once the 
committee decides, which companies it does not want to invest in then the 
Office of Asset Management can screen for those companies through its 
account managers.  Mr. Rome noted that it is a pattern nationally with respect 
to co-mingled funds for universities to tell their financial managers that they 
need to be aware of particular companies, and to not invest with them in the 
future.  It would be wonderful if the University went even further and divested 
from the identified companies in its co-mingled accounts.  

• Does the Sudan Divestment Task ForceÕs Preliminary List of Companies 
Warranting Scrutiny change frequently?  According to Mr. Rome, the list does 
change.  In terms of asking the Office of Asset Management to screen for 
companies on the list, a group would need to appointed and held responsible 
for regularly reviewing the list and amending the screens as necessary. 

• The problem with modern investment is that there is no morality involved at 
all.  The anonymity of the market results in investor decisions in which the 
profit margin is the only determining factor, stated Professor Frey.  By using 
outside investment managers, the University has taken a lot of discretion out 
of its investment decisions. 

• The importance of whatever action the committee takes will largely be 
symbolic, stated a member.  As a first step, it would be great if the committee 
could craft a statement expressing the UniversityÕs concern over the situation 
in Sudan, and to ask the Office of Asset Management work with its account 
managers to screen for companies that are deemed to be the worst offending.  
Another member added if nothing else follow the lead of the governor and not 
invest in the 8 or 9 companies identified by the state as egregious offenders. 

• Who started the Sudan Divestment Task Force?  Mr. Rome stated that it was a 
group of students in Washington D.C.  They recommend in their 
indemnification that their findings be cross-reference with the Lowenstein 
International Human Rights Clinic at Yale Law School. 

 
Professor Heller summarized next steps on this issue by noting the following: 

• Request information from the Office of Asset Management to determine if 
the University is invested in any of the companies on the Sudan Divestment 
Task ForceÕs Preliminary List of Companies Warranting Scrutiny. 

• Ask the Office of Asset Management to find out the costs associated with 
setting up screens for the egregious offenders. 

• Explore the implications of adopting a more narrowly drafted resolution, as 
was brought forward by todayÕs guests, as opposed to a broader resolution. 

• Request that todayÕs guests provide the committee with background on the 
Sudan Divestment Task Force and its credibility. 

 



A member stated that based on previous experience in dealing with a controversial 
issue, Mount Graham, the committee needs to be mindful that all parties with a vested 
interest in this issue should be able to share their views with the committee. 
 
A motion was made to adopt the resolution brought forward by todayÕs guests, and 
this motion was seconded.  Then, a motion was made to table the resolution, which 
members unanimously voted in favor of at this time.  The committee felt it needed 
more time to actively consider this resolution in order to make an informed decision. 
 
The committee thanked Professor Frey and her students for their Darfur presentation. 
 
IV).  Professor Heller noted that the next item on the agenda is Coca-Cola, and 
invited a representative(s) from Professor FreyÕs class to address the committee on 
this topic. 
 
Amy Morris and Michael Schafer provided the committee with background 
information concerning the issues surrounding Coca-Cola.  Ms. Morris began by 
noting that at least 33 other universities have taken action on the issue of Coca-
ColaÕs human rightsÕ record; to name a few, NYU, Oxford, University of Michigan, 
Rutgers, and locally both Macalester and Carleton. 
 
With respect to India, there are two major concerns: 

1. The dangerous levels of pesticides found in Coca-ColaÕs beverages.  In 2003, 
an Indian non-government organization (NGO) conducted a study, which 
uncovered that Coke products contained dangerous levels of pesticides; 32 
times higher than European Union standards.  While Coke has not defended 
this accusation, it has more or less slandered the NGO for its findings. 

2. Depletion of ground water sources.  Local farmers have noticed a significant 
reduction in the amount of available ground water. 

 
In Colombia, South America the primary accusations against Coke include: 

1. Prevention of its work force from unionizing. 
2. Killing and threatening workers. 

As the committee goes about researching the issues around Coke in Columbia, it is 
important to note that a significant amount of the information, which is available is 
neither academically or legally 100% clearly conclusive.  With this said, it is fairly 
safe to say, however, that the following are true: 

• Evidence strongly suggests that the paramilitary has colluded with Coke in the 
past. 

• Colombia is the most dangerous place in the world for unionists.  More 
unionists are killed each year in Columbia than in the rest of the world 
combined. 

• Many threats are made against unionists, which create a climate of fear 
throughout the country. 



Whether or not Coke is directly involved in every murder or whether or not they have 
direct ties to the paramilitary, they are not doing anything positive to change the 
situation, noted Ms. Morris. 
 
Institutions that have taken action against Coke have either suspended or cancelled 
their contracts with Coca-Cola. It was noted that the University of Michigan 
established a Vendor Code of Conduct as a means to deal with vendor concerns. 
 
As a leading research institution, it is important that the University take a stand on the 
Coca-Cola issue like other institutions have already done.  It is important that the 
University take a stand on the side of justice. 
 
A member asked whether the pesticide issue in India is a human rightsÕ issue 
because workers are being exposed to high levels of pesticides or a safety issue.  It is 
primarily a safety issue, noted Mr. Schafer, because the pesticides have entered the 
ground water supply in certain areas.  He added that the BBC has documented that 
Coke has been selling its left over fertilizer, which contains dangerous levels of 
pesticides to local farmers, and this could be viewed as a human rightsÕ issue 
because it impacts their livelihood. 
 
A committee member who has visited and researched the Coca-Cola/India situation 
noted that that there are two issues, a safety issue, which is fairly clear, and a human 
rightsÕ issue, which has to deal primarily with the extraction of ground water.  There 
is evidence that the amount of water extracted for bottling is out of proportion to the 
number of bottles bottled. He is aware of six villages whose residence wait outside 
the Coke plant for water, while at the same time Coke is extracting several million 
gallons of ground water.  Where there is water still available, the untreated sludge 
from Coke bottling operations has entered the reservoirs and made the water 
undrinkable.  In addition to the ground water issue, there have been 8 documented 
cases of assassinations since 1989 and 10 cases of kidnapping.  While in none of these 
cases is it clear that Coke is directly involved, it is clear that the parliament of India is 
involved.  These cases have been dismissed due to lack of jurisdiction. 
 
A member rhetorically asked the question is Coke really any worse than Pepsi.  Does 
Pepsi have similar issues?  Ms. Morris stated that to the best of her knowledge, no.  
Professor Frey noted that in studying this issue it is quite clear that anti-globalization 
activists have singled out Coke because it has the largest market share.  The question 
for the committee to consider, based on the information that has been shared about 
Coke, is how should the University deal with this market leader from an ethical 
perspective.  Coke has a monopoly at the University.  The response by Macalester, for 
instance, was to give students a choice, and not sign an exclusive contract with any 
vendor. 
 



What is the argument for an exclusive contract, asked a member?  With an exclusive 
contract, the University receives money from Coke, which is put towards student 
services. 
 
Professor Heller reported that last year the committee brought to the Senate for action 
a resolution, which passed that asked the administration to establish a Vendor Code of 
Conduct.  The administration agreed to consult with the committee on the best 
strategy for establishing this Code.  This item should be coming back to the 
committee soon. 
 
In light of time, Professor Heller thanked todayÕs guests for bringing forward 
additional information for the committee to consider as it crafts its Darfur resolution, 
and for introducing the Coca-Cola issue to the committee. 
 
V).  Hearing no further business, Professor Heller adjourned the meeting. 
 
        Renee Dempsey 
        University Senate 
 
 
 
  


