
Minutes* 
 

Senate Consultative Committee 
Thursday, September 19. 2002 

3:00 – 4:00 
Room 238 Morrill Hall 

 
 

Present: Dan Feeney (chair), Judy Berning, Les Drewes, Arthur Erdman, Yev Garif, Marti Hope 
Gonzales, Mary Jo Kane, Kari Lindeman, Judith Martin, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Martin 
Sampson, Teresa Wallace 

 
Absent: Muriel Bebeau, Susan Brorson, Nick Cecconi, Tom Clayton, Anthony Heryla, Kelsi 

Holland, Candace Kruttschnitt, Marvin Marshak, Nathan Saete, Charles Speaks, Eric 
Steinhoff, Thomas Walsh 

 
Guests: Amelious Whyte (Board of Regents' Office) 
 
[In these minutes: (1) statement on a football stadium; (2) changes in the Regents' Honors policy; (3) 
Grievance Advisory Committee chair; (4) bylaw and other changes (including allowing committees to 
close meetings)] 
 
 
1. Statement on a Proposed Football Stadium 
 
 Professor Feeney convened the meeting at 3:30 and called on Ms. Berning to report on the 
reaction of the Student Senate Consultative Committee to the list of concerns related to a proposed joint-
use football stadium on campus.  Ms. Berning said the students generally supported the list and had only a 
few amendments to suggest.  Professor Feeney accepted the amendments and said they would be 
incorporated in the list. 
 
 Professor Sampson made a few remarks about the issue which Professor Feeney subsequently 
asked that he set to print to serve as a forward to the list of issues.  [That forward has been added to the 
document, contained in the FCC minutes of 9/16/02.]  Once this Committee has approved the final 
document, it will be forwarded to the President's Executive Committee and to the Board of Regents.  He 
agreed that it would be best if the statement could come from this Committee, rather than just the faculty 
or just the students.  [The statement subsequently came from the Faculty Consultative Committee.] 
 
2. Regents' Honors Policy 
 
 The Committee approved unanimously the proposed revisions to the Honors Policy that had been 
formulated in concert with the Senate All-University Honors Committee.  There were two items that 
prompted questions. 
 
-- Professor Ratliff-Crain asked why the Alumni Service Award is specified for the Twin Cities.  
Because the campuses have different alumni associations, Mr. Whyte explained, and this particular award 
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comes from the Twin Cities alumni association.  It would not give an award to someone in Duluth who 
did something noteworthy in Duluth, he said. 
 
-- Professor Drewes noted that honorary degrees are not to be awarded solely because of financial 
contributions to the University, but the rules should not disallow an award for other kinds of 
contributions.  Professor Martin commented that one is not allowed to buy an honorary degree.  Mr. 
Whyte said he would ask about this. 
 
3. Grievance Advisory Committee Chair 
 
 The Committee unanimously approved the reappointment of Professor Laura Cooper as chair of 
the Grievance Advisory Committee, the group that oversees the functioning of the grievance process.  
The Committee voted to extend a "thank you" to Professor Cooper for agreeing to continue to serve. 
 
4. Bylaw and Constitutional Amendments 
 
 The Committee next reviewed a number of proposed constitutional and bylaw amendments. 
 
-- Allowing a committee to use email to reconsider a motion it adopted; any motion for 

reconsideration would have to be within two business days of the meeting and made by someone 
who was absent or voted on the prevailing side. 

 
-- Confirming the practice of allowing committee members to participate in meetings by electronic 

communication. 
 
-- Establishing, for elections of faculty to the Senate, minimum election standards (allowing all 

eligible individuals to nominate, including themselves, allowing all eligible individuals to vote, 
allowing write-ins, providing ballots at least three days in advance of the election, and making 
clear that elections are college-wide, not by department). 

 
-- Eliminating the requirement that committees submit annual reports. 
 
-- Eliminating the requirement that candidates for vice chair be selected from among current 

members of the Senate. 
 
-- Allowing electronic re-votes on constitutional and bylaw amendments after a Senate or Assembly 

meeting if a proposal received at least 80% support but failed of adoption only because there was 
an insufficient number of people present at the meeting. 

 
The Committee approved these items for the Senate docket. 
 
 The Committee also took up a proposed bylaw change which would allow Senate and Assembly 
committees to close their meetings by a two-thirds vote.  At present, only the Senate, Student Senate, and 
Faculty Consultative committees may close their meetings at their discretion; all other committees must 
be dealing with quasi-judicial matters, personnel matters, or when closing is required to protect the rights 
of individuals.  The reason for the proposal is that consultation on sensitive matters is very difficult if a 
meeting cannot be closed.  Professor Ratliff-Crain said he would have to be persuaded to support this 
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proposal; he was concerned with the idea that committees would close meetings to discuss uncomfortable 
issues.  Several points were made in the discussion. 
 
-- All actions of committees are advisory, not decisions. 
 
-- Closing a meeting would require a 2/3 vote, so would not be done arbitrarily. 
 
-- The proposal requires that all topics discussed and actions taken must be recorded in the minutes 

of the meeting.  If people read the minutes and see something of concern, they can email the chair 
to find out what happened.  That happens now. 

 
-- There are not a lot of topics that would really necessitate closing meetings, but there are some 

where it can be essential (examples from the past couple of years include discussions about 
University budget or political strategy, political events at the Capitol (these two are recurring), 
elimination of athletic teams, meetings of the Clayton Committee to discuss misconduct in the 
men's basketball program, and funding in the School of Public Health).   

 
 The question is how far one wants to have to distort the existing exceptions that the bylaws allow, 
Professor Feeney said.  The decision need not be unanimous but there needs to be a decision whether 
committees will have the authority to close meetings to have frank discussions. 
 
 If this proposal is adopted, the practice of going "off the record" should be abandoned, Professor 
Sampson said.  The same concerns arise when a committee goes "off the record."  At the same time, he 
maintained, conscientious people put in a lot of time on committee work; it is wasted if administrators 
will not release information or talk about certain matters in an open meeting.  Ms. Wallace said that it 
would be better for a committee to go "off the record" than to be able to close its doors to people; the "off 
the record" option seems flexible enough. 
 
 Would this proposal open the door to closed meetings too far, Professor Ratliff-Crain asked?  He 
agreed there are reasons for closing a meeting that go beyond those currently itemized in the bylaws, but 
the proposal seems to give cart blanche authority to close meetings.  Professor Martin said that committee 
chairs and members understand that to the extent meetings are open, their activities are communicated to 
the University community, and most of them believe that sharing information is a good idea.  In most 
cases, it does not make sense to close meetings for committees to function effectively. 
 
 The credibility of faculty governance is enhanced if it is an open process, Professor Sampson 
said, but it is handicapped if administrators want to consult on sensitive issues, and share information, but 
are reluctant to do so in an open meeting.  At this point in the University's history, he said he was more 
concerned about the latter.   
 
 It was agreed that this item should be put on the Senate docket when there will be more time 
available for discussion. 
 
 Professor Feeney adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


