
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 Thursday, November 18, 1993 
 12:30 - 2:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present: Judith Garrard (chair), John Adams, Amanda Geist, Love Goel, James Gremmels, Kenneth 

Heller, Derek Jensen, Robert Jones, Tom Lopez, Geoffrey Maruyama, Harvey Peterson, 
Sandy Pham, Irwin Rubenstein, Anne Sales, Rabun Taylor, Shirley Zimmerman 

 
Regrets: Lester Drewes, Toni McNaron 
 
Absent: Mario Bognanno, Erick Harper, Karen Seashore Louis, Linda Pham, Phuong Phan, Dale 

Vatthauer 
 
Guests: Associate Vice President Mark Brenner, Professor John Dickey (representing the Senate 

Committee on Social Concerns) 
 
 
[In these minutes:  Policy on biosafety hazards; policy on divestment; strategic planning] 
 
 
1.  Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Garrard convened the meeting at 12:25 and reviewed the agenda for the meeting.  The 
primary task is to set the agenda for the December 2 Senate meeting, she noted, and reported that she had 
discussed it with Ms. Sales.   
 
2.  Policy on Biosafety Hazards 
 
 Professor Garrard then welcomed Dr. Brenner to the meeting to discuss the biosafety policy and 
pointed out that the policy had been reviewed and approved by both the Senate Committee on Research 
and the Faculty Consultative Committee.  Dr. Brenner reviewed the events that led to the drafting of the 
policy and pointed out that the committee it calls for will be expanded, as the application of the policy 
becomes University-wide, to include representation from all appropriate units.  He told the Committee, in 
response to a question, that the policy will cover all materials deemed to be biosafety hazards by state and 
federal rules.  The University must be able to demonstrate compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations. 
 
 Dr. Brenner related that he would like to follow the federal protocol for establishment of new 
policies as much as possible:  to disseminate drafts as widely as possible for comment and as far ahead of 
time as possible.   
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 One question that has been raised, he noted, is how there can be meaningful education of 
investigators about these policies; an effort needs to be undertaken. 
 
 One Committee member said it will be essential to include research assistants in discussions of 
compliance because it is often they who know when a situation is out of compliance. 
 
 The compliance officer concept will have to be given careful consideration, said another 
Committee member.  Often faculty and staff in the units will be more expert in a particular field than will 
the compliance officer; training and compliance reviews cannot be conducted only in the classroom and a 
broad range of issues will have to be dealt with.  If faculty and staff are to be expected to spend time to 
learn about these issues, there will be resistance unless the instruction is well organized.  Dr. Brenner 
concurred. 
 
 It was then moved, seconded, and unanimously voted to approve to policy and to place it on the 
December 2 University Senate docket. 
 
2.  Other Senate Docket Items 
 
 The Committee then turned its attention to the other items in the draft dockets that had been 
circulated.  It was suggested that when reports on administrative responses to Senate actions were 
presented, they include a notation of both pending items (that the Senate has acted on but the 
administration has not) and whether or not Regental approval is required (in a number of cases it is not). 
 
 It was also agreed that time should be set aside for discussion of U2000 by the University Senate 
(in addition to whatever discussions may take place at the Faculty Senate and the Student Senate).  
 
 The proposed docket, as revised (except for the motion on a change in the policy on divestment) 
was then approved unanimously. 
 
3.  Policy on Divestment 
 
 At this point Professor Garrard welcomed Professor John Dickey to the meeting; Professor Dickey 
attended as a representative of the Committee on Social Concerns to explain a proposal to change the 
University's policy on divestment of stock ownership in companies doing business in South Africa.  He 
drew the attention of Committee members to a draft resolution to be presented to the Board of Regents 
that would change the policy. 
 
 The University has had a policy for a number of years, he explained, that it would not invest in 
companies doing business in South Africa.  Companies are now returning to South Africa but the 
University policy will not permit investment in those that do unless it is repealed.  The Social Concerns 
Committee, noting the request by Nelson Mandela that the penalties against South Africa be lifted, favors 
the change in policy.  Although it has not formally taken a vote, the clear sense of the Committee's 
discussion was that it favored the change. 
 
 The policy change will be brought to the Board of Regents in January, he reported, and it would be 
best if the Senate could act on the proposal in advance of that meeting.  The Social Concerns Committee 
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will taken a formal vote before the December 2 Senate meeting; its chair, Professor Frank Wood, will 
report to the Senate at the meeting on the Committee's action.  Professor Garrard cautioned that she has 
tried to be observant of the responsibilities of Senate committees so that FCC and SCC do not infringe on 
them; in this case, however, since the resolution comes to SCC at the behest of the chair of Social 
Concerns, she was willing to permit it to go forward despite the lack of formal action. 
 
 Asked why the resolution calls for an end to divestment merely because the right to vote is to be 
provided to all South Africans, Professor Dickey explained that if it is the responsibility of the United 
States, or the University, to ensure social justice in the world, there are a lot of countries other than South 
Africa that would have to be taken into account in setting investment policies.  One Committee member 
agreed, noting that the effort had been to get South Africa to change its behavior.  It has done so; it is now 
incumbent on universities to help that change along.  If social justice is the issue, it is now up to South 
Africans to achieve it--just as it is the United State's responsibility to achieve it here. 
 
 With one minor change in the proposed resolution, the Committee voted unanimously to place the 
policy change on the University Senate docket and to approve it, both actions subject to final action by 
the Social Concerns Committee. 
 
4.  Twin Cities Campus Assembly Agenda 
 
 The Twin Cities members of the Senate Consultative Committee, voting as the Campus Assembly 
Steering Committee, voted unanimously to approve the draft docket of the December 2 Assembly 
meeting. 
 
5.  Strategic Planning 
 
 Professor Rubenstein, at the request of Professor Garrard, then reviewed the resolution concerning 
the strategic planning documents and process that had been passed on a 9-1 vote by the Finance and 
Planning Committee (as follows). 
 
 "RESOLVED, the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning: 
 
 " 1.  SUPPORTS the general directions for the University proposed in the planning 

document "University 2000:  Mission, Vision, Strategic Directions, and Performance," as a 
first step in the planning process, while expressing concern that University College and other 
details should be subject to further consultation with faculty, staff, and students before 
implementation. 

 
 " 2.  RECOGNIZES that the financial issues set forth in the document "University 

2000: Institutional Strategic Financial Issues" are key questions, and that they must 
satisfactorily be answered, before University 2000 can be accomplished. 

 
 " 3.  EMPHASIZES the importance of the participation of members of the teaching 

and research faculty and of the staff and students in the further planning steps described in 
"University 2000:  Strategic Planning Process" if they are to be empowered as enthusiastic 
participants in the accomplishment of these goals and visions, and especially emphasizes the 



Senate Consultative Committee 
November 18, 1993 
 

 4 

importance of direct participation of faculty, staff, and students in the "cluster planning." 
 
 " 4.  APPRECIATES the extensive consultation which has gone into the development 

of the current draft. 
 
 " 5.  CALLS FOR a continuation of that consultation-- 
 
  --with this Committee, especially with respect to the financial and planning 

questions, 
 
  --with all appropriate committees of the Senate, with respect to those parts of the 

plan which affect their responsibilities, and 
 
  --with members of faculty, staff, and students with respect to the implementation of 

the plan, especially collegiate and cluster planning." 
 
 He noted that the choice of verbs was careful:  it "supports" the general directions, which is 
between "endorses" and "accepts."   
 
 Asked what SCC should do with the resolution, Professor Rubenstein said was up to the 
Committee.  The Finance and Planning Committee believed it was responsible for expressing its views to 
SCC about the strategic plan and instructed him to bring its views to SCC. 
 
 Asked about the reasons for the one dissent, Professor Rubenstein explained that the individual was 
concerned about the lack of details and the implications of what the directions mean for students.  He 
reported that it had been said that this lack of detail is desirable and this is the appropriate set of 
documents to have at this stage.  The resolution also establishes, in several places, that it is NOT a carte 
blanche for the administration to do whatever it wishes.  It says the Committee supports the efforts thus 
far and that the University should keep on going--and the administration should be warned that the level 
of enthusiasm thus far is not high. 
 
 Asked what the students intend to do with respect to U2000, Ms. Sales reported that any general 
resolution would be less endorsement than a matter of raising key issues, such as the quality of education 
and user-friendliness as well as a call for student participation at all levels of the process.  Professor 
Rubenstein noted, apropos the last point, that the Finance and Planning resolution also spoke to that issue. 
 
 Ms. Sales also informed the Committee that a student parallel to FacultyWrites is being set  
up--StudentWrites.  It will not be limited to U2000 issues and presumably will continue after the planning 
process moves off center stage. 
 
 Ms. Sales then reported on discussions with Vice President Allen about the Outreach report and 
student roles in it.  She said that the framework presented in the Outreach report provides fresh and 
potentially innovative perspectives to the entire mission of the University, especially the overlap between 
the outreach and educational--especially teaching--missions.  By reframing perspectives on the 
educational mission to match the outcomes-oriented framework of the Outreach report, it might be 
possible to gain new insight into what is occurring in the educational process.  The educational outcomes 
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framed and defined by the Outreach Council report are clearer and in some ways more appealing than 
what may be implicit understandings of those outcomes as they appear in the U2000 documents to date. 
 
 These are helpful and interesting thoughts, responded another Committee member, and raise issues 
about the concept of the University community and that of community service as a part of undergraduate 
education.   
 
 In many departments, it was said, graduate students are seen as "colleagues in the making," which 
is proper in graduate programs.  It is hard to encapsulate the parallel or same sense that should obtain with 
undergraduates--and how they should be involved in some decision-making.  Some disciplines, said 
another Committee member, lend themselves to such participation more than others; the sciences, for 
example, more than the humanities.  It is difficult, when speaking of cutting edge research, said [a 
student] member of the Committee, to see how to involve people who are in the initial stages of their 
education--and it is easier to do so as the students come closer to being colleagues.  Perhaps trying to get 
students to the cutting edge faster would help. 
 
 The phrase that best captures these ideas, said another Committee member, is "community of 
scholars."  To the extent students are active participants in the learning process and that there is active 
dialogue between faculty and students, the sense is captured.  In this respect it may not be productive to 
distinguish between teaching and research. 
 
 This is an attempt to articulate what it means to be a student at a research university, it was said.  
U2000 needs to do a better job of that, including speaking to the need to match students to the institution. 
 To the extent it does not do so, and students are not matched, the advantages of that education will not 
occur.  At this place it is NATURAL to think students must be involved in research--they are not just 
going to school.  That is easier to accomplish at a small campus, it was pointed out, than at a place like 
the Twin Cities.  It is also easier, said another, to do in the sciences than in the humanities because of the 
nature of the fields. 
 
3.  Announcements 
 
 Professor Garrard then reported to the Committee that the final report of the Select Committee on 
Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Concerns is available.  It was suggested by another Committee member that 
the report be mailed to all department heads. 
 
 Professor Garrard also reported that the schedule of the task force on user-friendliness needs to be 
revised; a report will be needed by April.  If it is not produced into June, it will too late to incorporate 
much of it in the planning process and the preparation of the biennial request.  Although the task force 
will be led by a student leader, the task force has been admonished to include faculty and staff concerns 
as well. 
 
 Professor Heller reported briefly on the discussions at SCEP about the user-friendliness of the start 
date of Fall Quarter.  His comments elicited several student opinions that that date is indeed "unfriendly." 
 
 The meeting was adjourned at 1:50. 
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      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


