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The third meeting of the Faculty Senate for 1997-98 was convened in 25 Law Building, Minneapolis 
campus, on Thursday, April 16, 1998, at 2:00 p.m.  Coordinate campuses were linked by telephone.  
Checking or signing the roll as present were 122 voting faculty/academic professional members, 1 ex 
officio member, and 5 nonmembers.  President Mark Yudof presided. 
 

I.  MINUTES FOR NOVEMBER 13, 1997 
Action 

 
APPROVED 

 
 
 

II.  FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
Faculty Retirees’ Bill of Rights 

Action 
 
MOTION:   
 
To approve the following Resolution: 
 

RESOLUTION 
 

FACULTY RETIREES’ BILL OF RIGHTS 
 
In the course of the common efforts to build connectedness within the total University community, the 
Faculty Senate respects the need to include retired faculty.  At present, there is a virtual absence of 
University policy on the status, rights, privileges and services of faculty retirees, aside from pension and 
health plans. 
 
The only identified policy is a Regents resolution of January 9, 1969, now styled Regents Policy on 
Emeritus Title for Faculty: 
 

 On the recommendation of the senior vice president for academic affairs, and the 
president, the title “emeritus” will be awarded to all members of the faculty who retire 
because of age, with the understanding that the emeritus title will be of the rank held by 
the staff member at the time of retirement. 

 
Even this policy is seriously out of date.  Since the end of mandatory retirement, nobody can be said to 
retire “because of age.”  Even earlier, the policy made no provision for early retirements.  The role of the 
vice president and president is no longer clear. 
 



There is a clear need for revising the policy.  Advantage should be taken of this occasion to open and 
consider the entire question of retiree status, rights, privileges and services and to draw up appropriate 
policies on various aspects of this question - what may be called a Retirees’ Bill of Rights. 
 
The basic principle which should guide this policy is that a Professor Emeritus continues as a Professor, 
to the extent that each such Professor is willing and able.  The change to emeritus relates to pay status 
only, and termination of pay need not terminate any other connection with the University or its units.  
Conclusion of the formal employment relationship does not necessarily terminate a working relationship.  
Indeed, the concept of “employment” is inadequate to describe the relationship of either active or emeriti 
faculty to the University, which is more a matter of commitment rather than of work for pay.  Many 
emeriti continue their connection to the University, volunteering or contracting their services, continuing 
their research, attributing their publications to the University, working with students (especially graduate 
students), or at least maintaining a useful social connection.  Others would like to do those things, but are 
denied. 
 
 
The continuity of a Professor Emeritus within the University was understood in the days when the title 
was specifically conferred by the Regents, when one spoke of being “promoted to Professor Emeritus.”  It 
should be recognized as a promotion, not a removal.  The ultimate goal should be the maximum degree of 
connectedness within the University community, by which the University will be the net gainer.  In this 
spirit, we propose the following Retirees Bill of Rights. 
 
1.  The rank of Professor Emeritus or Emerita is a rank within the University faculty, albeit without 
regular pay status.  Such title is automatically conferred upon retirement under any honorable 
circumstance, including terminal leave and the end of phased retirement.  It is understood that the 
emeritus rank will be that held by the faculty member at the time of retirement. 
 
2.  In order to maintain connection between departments and emeriti, departments are expected to provide 
the following to emeriti who desire them: mail and routine office services, including xeroxing; e-mail 
accounts and internet access; graduate faculty status (subject to Graduate School rules) and continuity of 
graduate advising; listing in directories; and, in general, services and social inclusion of similarly minimal 
cost. 
 
3.  For the same purpose, but subject to constraints of cost, space and availability, departments are 
encouraged to provide active emeriti with office space, computers and laboratory space.  Deans should 
assist departments to provide such facilities; and to encourage deans, central administration should make 
allowance for this in its planning.  The enumeration of specific benefits shall not prevent departments 
from providing more, or from entering into contractual agreements for teaching courses or for research 
support (including the right to submit grant/research proposals). 
 
4.  In order to maintain connection between the University and emeriti, the University shall provide full 
faculty advantages to emeriti who desire them, such as full library privileges; faculty discounts; special 
prices for bookstores, computer and software purchase, recreational facilities and athletics; U-cards or 
similar ID cards; and continuity of parking at faculty rates, with no requirement of special permission. 
 
5.  Emeriti who provide volunteer services, especially when such services are on a continuing basis, 
should be regarded as having entered into a relationship with the University in some ways analogous to 
employment, with some consequent rights.  They should be provided with some agency to hear their 
grievances, whether the Grievance Office or another.  They should be covered by legal indemnification 
and/or insurance when functioning as or in lieu of employees, regardless of pay status.  They should be 
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provided the facilities and services necessary to perform their duties.  Employed emeriti are entitled to 
full faculty protections. 
 
6.  The cost of medical insurance is recognized as a problem for retirees, and should be dealt with.  
Whatever new plan(s) may be adopted, retiring faculty must be able to maintain a seamless continuity of 
medical coverage without proof of insurability. 
 
The Faculty Senate calls upon the Administration and the Board of Regents to work with faculty to enact 
the above principles as Regents’ and University Policies. 
 

KENT BALES, Chair 
FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

 
 
 
 

DISCUSSION:   
 
Professor Kent Bales, Chair of the Faculty Affairs Committee, reported that the resolution was prepared 
by the Faculty Retirement Subcommittee and approved by the Faculty Affairs Committee.  At present, 
there is a virtual absence of University policy on the status, rights, privileges and services of and for 
faculty retirees, aside from pension and health plans.  For example, a Regents policy exists about the title 
of Emeritus which is now obsolete and must be changed.  Since this policy must be modified, it would be 
beneficial for the Regents to review other policies that address the rights of retirees.  The resolution 
invites the administration and the Regents to propose policies or for the Regents to invite the faculty to 
draft policies for them regarding this issue.  The Faculty Affairs Committee will represent the faculty in 
negotiating draft policies with the Regents and administration. 
 
With little discussion, the resolution was unanimously approved. 
 

APPROVED 
 

 
 

 
III. FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
Professor Victor Bloomfield, Chair of the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC), reported on the 
following developments: 
 
• The committee has continued to press the administration in the last few months to honor the 

commitment of the University to increase faculty salaries to the mean of the top 30 research 
Universities.   

• The committee is still grappling with representation of the former provostal units in the new 
governance system since the Senate and Assembly did not adopt the bylaw changes at their last 
meetings.   

• FCC members are discussing a new sabbatical policy in concert with the Senate Committee on 
Faculty Affairs and Executive Vice President and Provost Robert Bruininks.  

• The committee began meeting with groups of faculty senators and college consultative committee 
chairs, including Academic Health Center (AHC) faculty, in March and will begin meeting with Arts, 
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Sciences, and Engineering faculty next week.  In meeting with the AHC faculty, the committee has 
learned about the allocation and shifting of ICR and O&M funds among units, the manner of funding 
faculty appointments, the impact of IMG on colleges, and how AHC faculty receive salary increases.   

• The Faculty Consultative Committee is holding a special meeting with the Finance & Planning 
Committee to evaluate data on the levels of financial risk in the colleges depending on their funding 
sources.  The meeting is closely related to the work of a task force on academic appointments chaired 
by Professor Bales which is considering the conditions under which tenured and tenure-track faculty 
appointments should be made, funding sources available, and use of P&A and part-time faculty at the 
University.   

• The IMG subcommittee has been asked to consider a number of issues related to funding for colleges 
and departments and faculty lines. 

• The committee intends to devote more attention to the budget and financial issues for the remainder 
of the academic year. 

• Representatives will be sent to a conference at Oregon State University in the fall to consider ideas 
about the redefinition of scholarship in research universities. 

 
 

 
 

IV.  OLD BUSINESS 
 

NONE 
 
 
 
 
 
 

V.  NEW BUSINESS 
 
 

NONE 
 
 
 
 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:15 p.m. 
 
 

Martha Kvanbeck 
Clerk of the Faculty Senate 
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1997-98 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA No. 3 
 
 UNIVERSITY SENATE MINUTES 
 APRIL 16, 1998 
 
The third meeting of the University Senate for 1997-98 was convened in 25 Law Building, Minneapolis 
campus, on Thursday, April 16, 1998, at 2:21 p.m.  Coordinate campuses were linked by telephone.  
Checking or signing the roll as present were 122 voting faculty/academic professional members, 35 
voting student members, 1 ex officio member, and 5 nonmembers.  President Mark Yudof presided. 
 

I. MINUTES FOR FEBRUARY 19, 1998 
Action 

 
MOTION: 
 
To approve the February 19, University Senate Minutes, with the following amendment to Item V., 
Uniform Grading and Transcript Policy:  (new language) 

 
"One senator emphasized the need for the transcript to describe the grading system 
clearly and suggested that the University also aim for uniformity with other major 
universities." 

 
 

APPROVED 
 
 
 
 

II. ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSE TO SENATE ACTIONS 
Information 

 
A. Amendment of the Uniform Grading and Transcript Policy 
 Approved by the:  University Senate February 19, 1998 
     Administration March 13, 1998 
     Board of Regents -- no action required 
 
B. Student Evaluations of Teaching 
 Approved by the:  University Senate February 19, 1998 
     Administration March 13, 1998 
     Board of Regents -- no action required 
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III. FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
Sexual Harassment Policy 

Action 
 

PREAMBLE 
 
The Sexual Harassment Policy proposed below is a revision of the version distributed for information and 
discussion at the meeting of the Senate on 19 February.  That differed considerably in organization and 
phrasing from the policy approved by the Senate last spring, but in substance it was the same.  This 
proposal for action by the Senate differs from it only in the second sentence of Section I ("Purpose"), and 
again the change is insubstantial.  A variorum version of the changed section will be made available at the 
meeting. 
 
The policy has been approved by the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs and reviewed by the Senate 
Consultative Committee and several other interested boards and committees.  If approved by the Senate, 
this policy will be forwarded to the President for his approval and submission to the Board of Regents as 
a Regents policy. 
 
MOTION: 
 
To approve the following Sexual Harassment Policy: 
 

SEXUAL HARASSMENT POLICY 
 
SECTION I.  PURPOSE 
 
Sexual harassment subverts the mission of the University and threatens the careers and well-being of 
students, faculty, and staff.  The harm may be compounded in cases of sexual harassment of students by 
faculty or subordinates by their supervisors because of the power differential inherent in such academic or 
employment associations and the damage such acts cause to the environment of mutual respect and trust 
necessary for teaching, learning, and working together. 
 
 
SECTION II.  DEFINITION 
 
"Sexual harassment" shall mean unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and/or other 
verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature when: 
 
 (1) submission to such conduct is made either explicitly or implicitly a term or condition of an 
individuals' employment or academic advancement, 
 
 (2) submission to or rejection of such conduct by an individual is used as the basis or employment 
or academic decisions affecting this individual, or 
 
 (3) such conduct has the purpose or effect of unreasonably interfering with an individual's work 
or academic performance or creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive working or academic 
environment. 
 
 
SECTION III. POLICY 
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 Subd. 1.  Prohibition.  Sexual harassment is prohibited in all university activities and programs. 
 
 Subd. 2.  Responsibility to report.  It is the responsibility of department heads, deans, provosts, 
chancellors, vice presidents and other supervisors and managers to take timely and appropriate action 
when they know or should know of the existence of sexual harassment.  Other persons who suspect 
sexual harassment should report it to the unit or university equal opportunity officer. 
 
 Subd. 3.  Administrative Responsibility.  Each campus will adopt procedures for investigating 
and resolving complaints of sexual harassment in coordination with the university's central equal 
opportunity officer. 
 
 Subd. 4.  Disciplinary Action.  A violation of this policy may lead to disciplinary action up to 
and including termination of employment or academic dismissal.   
 

KENT BALES, Chair 
FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Professor Kent Bales, chair of the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA), introduced the 
discussion of the Sexual Harassment Policy and drew senators attention to a handout that identified the 
changes in the policy.  He then introduced Professor Patricia Frazier, chair of the Sexual Harassment 
Board and member of the SCFA subcommittee charged with revision of the policy. 
 
Professor Frazier recalled for senators that last spring the Senate approved a Sexual Harassment and 
Consensual Relationships Policy, which was then forwarded to the President for consideration.  The 
President recommended that the policy be divided into two distinct policies and expressed concern with 
some of the provisions.  In accordance with Senate pactice, he returned the document to the Senate for 
reconsideration.  The SCFA subcommittee charged with the task of separating and revising the document 
has consulted with the Senate Consultative Committee (SCC), the Academic Staff Advisory Committee 
(ASAC), Commission on Women, Equal Employment Opportunity for Women Committee, Civil Service 
Committee, General Counsel’s Office, the administration, and the Regents’ Office. 
 
Only one change has been proposed and that involves the Purpose section.  Th change was made as a 
result of feedback following the last Senate meeting.  Before the change, there was an implication that 
some forms of harassment are more reprehensible than others.  The change is not considered substantive.  
The substance of the policy is the same as the policy the University has been operating under since 1984 
and uses the standard definition of sexual harassment according to both federal and state law.   
 
With no discussion, the proposed policy as presented was overwhelmingly approved. 
 

APPROVED 
 
 
 

 
IV. FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

Nepotism and Consensual Sexual or Romantic Relationships Policy 
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Action 
 

PREAMBLE 
 
The Nepotism and Consensual Sexual and Romantic Relationships Policy below differs in several ways 
from the version distributed for information in the agenda of the meeting 19 February.  The policy has 
benefitted from discussion by the Senate Consultative Committee and other interested boards and 
committees and has been approved by the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs. As a consequence, 
Section II ("Definitions"), Subd. 1, of the policy has been rephrased and Section IV ("Compliance") 
reordered and rewritten.  In the "Administrative Procedures," the "Compliance" section has been changed 
to echo the revisions in the policy.  Also, "Consultation" has been changed in two ways, a redundant 
sentence removed and a requirement added that the Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action 
approve "any implementation arrangements."  Finally, "Potential Violations of the Code of Conduct" has 
been added as a companion to "Potential Connections with Sexual Harassment Claims."  Together they 
delimit the scope of a policy, such as this one, that manages conflicts of interest rather than prohibiting 
them.  A variorum version of the changes will be made available. 
 
If approved by the Senate, this policy will be forwarded to the President for his approval and submission 
to the Board of Regents as a Regents policy.  The Administrative Procedures will be sent to the President 
for his approval and their adoption as the procedures implementing the policy as called for within the 
policy. 
 
MOTION: 
 
To approve the Nepotism and Consensual Sexual or Romantic Relationships Policy and attached 
Administrative Procedures: 
 

NEPOTISM AND CONSENSUAL SEXUAL OR ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIPS POLICY 
 

SECTION I. PURPOSE 
 
The University of Minnesota is committed to the highest standards of professional conduct and integrity 
and expects all members of the University community to adhere to them. Members of the University 
community have the obligation to respect and be fair to other members of the community, and must take 
care to ensure that personal relationships within the community do not result in conflicts of interest and 
situations that might impair objective judgment. 
 
Whenever members of the University community hire, promote, supervise, evaluate, determine salary, 
grade or advise, or otherwise directly influence the employment or academic progress of other individuals 
with whom they have personal relationships, the impartiality of any such action or decision is called into 
question. Moreover, when two individuals have both an academic or employment association and a 
personal relationship, the dual relationships may adversely affect the academic or work environment of 
the University, and others may lose confidence in the integrity of academic or employment 
decisionmaking more generally.  In order to ensure that members of the University community fulfill their 
ethical and professional responsibilities to act impartially and without conflicts of interest, the University 
adopts this policy.  
 
 
SECTION II. DEFINITIONS 
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Subd. 1.  Members of the University community.  "Members of the University community" shall mean 
University of Minnesota faculty, students, and staff while engaged in University activities, and any 
individual supervising or evaluating University faculty, students, or staff engaged in University activities. 
 
Subd. 2.  Personal relationship.  "Personal relationship" shall mean marital or other committed 
relationship, significant familial relationship, or consensual sexual or romantic relationship.   
 
 
SECTION III. PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES 
 
Members of the University community may not participate in or directly influence the hiring, promotion, 
supervision, evaluation, determination of salary, grading or advising, or otherwise directly influence the 
employment or academic progress, of individuals with whom they have a personal relationship.  This 
policy does not supersede Universitywide provisions relating to noncompetitive appointments of spouses 
and partners.  
 
 
SECTION IV. COMPLIANCE   
 
Compliance with this policy may be achieved either by structuring the conditions of the employment or 
academic association of the related parties so as to avoid or eliminate the prohibited activities or by 
avoiding the personal relationship that may lead to the prohibited activities. The structuring of the 
employment or academic association must be done after appropriate consultation and must not 
unreasonably disadvantage either party.  In rare circumstances, the University may determine that a 
prohibited activity should not be eliminated because to do so would unreasonably disadvantage one or 
both of the parties.  Under such circumstances, safeguards must be provided so that decisions made by 
either of the parties will be made impartially.  
 
When a power disparity exists in the employment or academic association of the individuals in the 
personal relationship, special care must be taken to protect the interests of the subordinate, especially 
when dealing with relationships between instructors and their current students or between advisors and 
their current advisees.  Because of the trust accorded to the faculty member or advisor by the student, the 
power differential inherent in the academic association, the difficulty of making alternative arrangements 
for grading and evaluation, and the risk of real or perceived favoritism toward the student in the 
relationship and potential harm to this student and other students, such relationships are very unwise and 
may violate other University policies, even when the prohibited activities have been eliminated.   
 
The President shall adopt procedures to implement this policy. 
 
 
SECTION V.  CONSULTATION 
 
Consultation regarding compliance is necessary to ensure that appropriate steps are taken to eliminate 
conflicts of interest, to avoid the compromised objective judgment likely to result from such conflicts, and 
to ensure that the steps taken will not unreasonably disadvantage either party.  
 
 
SECTION VI. DISCIPLINE 
 
Engaging in the prohibited activities is a violation of this policy and may lead to disciplinary 
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action up to and including termination of employment or academic dismissal. When violations 
occur, the nature of the consultation undertaken or the failure to consult will be considered when 
determining the appropriate discipline.  All such discipline shall be in accordance with the 
appropriate University employment policies. 
 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES FOR THE NEPOTISM AND  
CONSENSUAL SEXUAL OR ROMANTIC RELATIONSHIPS POLICY 

 
PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES 
 
In order to ensure that academic and employment decisions are free from conflicts of interest and the 
compromised objective judgment likely to result from such conflicts, and to protect the integrity of the 
academic and work environments of the University, the University's Policy on Nepotism and Consensual 
Sexual or Romantic Relationships states that members of the University community who are in personal 
relationships with each other, as defined in that policy, may not participate in or directly influence the 
hiring, promotion, supervision, evaluation, determination of salary, or grading or advising of one another, 
and may not otherwise directly influence the academic progress or employment of one another.  
 
 
COMPLIANCE 
 
Compliance with this policy may be achieved either by structuring the conditions of the employment or 
academic association of the related parties so as to avoid or eliminate the prohibited activities or by 
avoiding the personal relationship that may lead to the prohibited activities.  The structuring of the 
employment or academic association must be done in consultation with an appropriate administrator, and 
must not unreasonably disadvantage either party.  In rare circumstances, the EOAA may determine that a 
prohibited activity should not be eliminated because to do so would unreasonably disadvantage one or 
both of the parties.  Under such circumstances, safeguards must be provided so that decisions made by 
either of the parties will be made impartially. Under this policy, an appropriate administrator is a 
supervisor, department head, unit or University human resource consultant or equal opportunity officer, 
or dean. 
 
When a power disparity exists in the employment or academic association of the individuals in the 
personal relationship, special care must be taken to protect the interests of the subordinate, especially 
when dealing with relationships between instructors and their current students or between advisors and 
their current advisees.  Because of the trust accorded to the faculty member or advisor by the student, the 
power differential inherent in the academic association, the difficulty of making alternative arrangements 
for grading and evaluation, and the risk of real or perceived favoritism toward the student in the 
relationship and potential harm to this student and other students, such relationships are very unwise and 
may violate other university policies, even when the prohibited activities have been eliminated.   
 
CONSULTATION 
 
Members of the University community who are in personal relationships with each other and are likely to 
be placed in a position to hire, promote, supervise, evaluate, determine salary, grade or advise, or 
otherwise directly influence the academic progress or employment of the other person in the relationship, 
must consult with an appropriate administrator to seek guidance about eliminating and avoiding existing 
and potential conflicts arising from the relationship.  Individuals are also encouraged to consult with an 
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appropriate administrator to determine whether a particular relationship falls within the scope of the 
policy.   
 
The Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action (EOAA) is the primary Presidential designee for 
implementation of the policy.  EOAA is the primary resource for consultation because of its familiarity 
with the issues raised; its expertise in handling such situations, some of which are very sensitive matters; 
and its ability to ensure that cases are handled fairly and consistently.  However, if they prefer, 
individuals in the relationship may consult with one of the following administrators: a supervisor, 
department head, unit or University  human resources consultant or equal opportunity officer, or dean.   
 
The purpose of the consultation is to ensure (1) that arrangements are made to eliminate and avoid 
conflicts of interest and compromised objective judgment, when that can be done in conformity with this 
policy, (2) that the individuals do not hire, promote, supervise, evaluate, determine salary, grade or 
advise, or otherwise directly influence each other's academic progress or  employment, (3) that the 
arrangements do not unreasonably disadvantage either party, particularly a subordinate in the employment 
or academic association, and (4) that the arrangements are disclosed, as necessary and appropriate, to the 
administrators who need to know about them in order to implement the arrangements or the policy.  
 
The administrator consulted pursuant to this policy shall take the following steps in a timely manner: 
 
1. Discuss the employment or academic relationship, and resulting conflicts of interest, with each 
individual in the relationship. 
 
2. Discuss with each individual in the relationship the steps to be taken to eliminate and avoid 
compromised objective judgment and existing or potential conflicts of interest. 
 
3. Document the information received from the individuals, the conflicts considered, the steps to be taken 
to avoid and eliminate the conflicts, the manner in which the planned changes will 
be accomplished and reviewed, and the necessary and appropriate disclosures.  The documentation should 
be kept in a secured file, separate from any employee's personnel file.  The documentation may be 
forwarded to EOAA for safekeeping.   
 
4. Protect the privacy of the individuals involved and the security of the documentation created during the 
consultation, to the extent appropriate under the circumstances.  
 
5. In cases where the consultation takes place with an appropriate administrator other than EOAA, the 
administrator must contact EOAA before implementation to discuss the conflicts considered, the steps to 
be taken to avoid and eliminate the conflicts, the manner in which the planned changes will be 
accomplished and periodically reviewed, the necessary and appropriate disclosures, and the relevant 
documentation.  Approval by the EOAA is required for any implementation arrangements to ensure fair, 
reasonable, and consistent implementation of this policy.  The discussion with EOAA may be 
accomplished without revealing the identities of the individuals in the relationship. 
 
 
POLICY VIOLATIONS 
 
EOAA is available to assist administrators, when requested, in determining whether a violation of this 
policy has occurred and in addressing policy violations in a fair and consistent manner. As with other 
University policy violations, discipline is issued by the unit or department, and not by EOAA.  Third 
party complaints concerning possible violations of this policy are to be directed to EOAA. 
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POTENTIAL CONNECTIONS WITH SEXUAL HARASSMENT CLAIMS 
 
Individuals should be aware that consensual sexual or romantic relationships may result in claims of 
sexual harassment because the voluntariness of the consent may be questioned when a power differential 
exists between the individuals in the relationship.  The power disparity between a supervisor and a 
subordinate makes such relationships vulnerable to exploitation and to claims of exploitation.  This is 
especially true of relationships involving faculty and their students.  If a sexual harassment claim 
subsequently is filed by one of the individuals in the relationship, the argument that the relationship was 
consensual will be evaluated in light of this power differential. 
 
Individuals should also be aware that consensual sexual or romantic relationships may give rise to third 
party claims of sexual harassment based on allegations that real or perceived favoritism, or a resulting 
change in the employment or academic environment, unreasonably interferes with the third party's 
employment or education by creating an environment that is intimidating, hostile or offensive.  Such 
claims are often avoided through proactive consultation regarding the potential negative impact of 
personal relationships on the  employment and educational experience of others and regarding ways to 
ameliorate or minimize the potential for such negative impact.  Supervisors and other responsible 
administrators must take timely and appropriate action when they know or have reason to know that 
behavior that might be sexual harassment is occurring.  EOAA is available to consult on these matters. 
 
 
POTENTIAL VIOLATIONS OF THE CODE OF CONDUCT 
 
The Code of Conduct establishes that members of the university community (as there defined) "are 
expected to adhere to the highest ethical standards of professional conduct and integrity."  Because of the 
special obligations of faculty (including all instructional staff) toward their students and of supervisors 
toward their subordinates, actions taken by faculty members or supervisors in pursuing consensual sexual 
or romantic relationships with their current students or subordinates may harm the academic and work 
environment, whether the advances are welcomed or rebuffed. Such actions may violate the standards 
articulated in the Code of Conduct, even when the activities prohibited by the Nepotism and Consensual 
Sexual or Romantic Relationships Policy have been eliminated.   
 
 
PRIOR RELATIONSHIPS 
 
When a personal relationship as defined in Section 2 of the policy has ended, there may be existing or 
potential conflicts of interest, and the compromised objective judgment likely to result from such 
conflicts, that warrant the type of consultation described above. 
 
 
NONCOMPETITIVE HIRES 
 
This policy does not supersede the provisions of the Guidelines for Academic Searches relating to 
Noncompetitive Appointments of spouses and partners. 
 
 
AMENDMENTS AND INTERPRETATIONS OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 
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Proposals for amendments to these procedures may be submitted at any time to the Senate Committee on 
Faculty Affairs, which, after consulting with the Sexual Harassment Board, will seek the concurrence of 
the Senate Consultative Committee for any amendments.  The Senate Consultative Committee will refer 
the recommended amendments to the President or a designee for review and final approval. 
 

KENT BALES, Chair 
FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Professor Frazier highlighted the changes to the Nepotism and Consensual Sexual or Romantic 
Relationships Policy.  One involved the definition of “members of the University community” and 
another, in the Compliance section, clarified what is meant by addressing the conflict. 
 
The most substantive change appears in the second paragraph of the Compliance section and is an 
articulation of why certain kinds of relationships pose difficulties. 
 
A few changes were also made to the Administrative Procedures.  In the Consultation section, the role of 
the Office of Equal Employment Opportunity is clarified, and a new section was added explaining the 
links to the Code of Conduct Policy.  The Commission on Women supported the addition of this new 
section as an alternative to the ethics statement that was discussed at the February Senate meeting.  
 
A senator asked whether the authors would accept as a friendly amendment language that would 
‘encourage’ rather than ‘madate’ consultation since it is an invasion of privacy and would increase the 
administrative workload.  Responsibility should rest on the individuals involved in the relationship, he 
argued.  The Subcommittee said it could not accept the proposal as a friendly amendment.  Discipline is 
only needed when individuals engage in prohibited activities.  The consultation is not intended to be an 
item of discipline, but as a way to ensure that all potential conflicts have been considered. 
 
The senator then moved for a suspension of the rules to consider a formal amendment to the document, 
but the motion to suspend failed on a vote of 40 in favor and 61 opposed. 
 
Another senator said he would be more comfortable with the policy if the definition of personal 
relationship in Section II.2 was amended to clarify that ‘personal relationship’ does not include the 
commitment that members of the University community may have towards others as members of that 
community.  It may be argued that this is not a personal relationship, he said, but many feel a strong sense 
of loyalty and commitment to others as members of the University community. 
 
With no further discussion, the policy and procedures as presented were approved on a vote of 102 to 11. 
 

APPROVED 
 
 
 
 

V. EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 
Uniform Grading and Transcript Policy 

Action 
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MOTION: 
 
To amend the Uniform Grading and Transcript Policy, effective Fall 1999, as follows:  (language to be 
deleted is struck out; new language is underlined) 
 

UNIFORM GRADING AND TRANSCRIPT POLICY 
. . . . 
 
If a student officially withdraws from a course during the first two weeks of classes, there shall be no 
record of that course registration entered on the student's transcript. 
  
There shall be a symbol W, withdrawal, entered upon a student's record when the student officially 
withdraws from a course in accordance with procedures established by the student's college or campus.  
The W will be entered on the transcript irrespective of the student's academic standing in that course if the 
student withdraws from the course during the third through sixth eighth week of class (second or third 
weeks of summer sessions).  Withdrawal in the seventh ninth or later week of classes (fourth or later in 
summer sessions) shall require approval of the college and may not be granted solely because a student is 
failing the course; there must extenuating non-academic circumstances justifying late withdrawal. 
 
Each student may, once during his or her undergraduate enrollment, withdraw from a course without 
college approval, and receive the transcript symbol W, after the sixth eighth week of class and at any time 
up to and including the last day of class for that course. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Committee on Educational Policy recommends this change to accommodate the grading policy to the 
change to semesters. 
 

LAURA COFFIN KOCH, Chair 
EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Professor Laura Koch, chair of the Educational Policy Committee (SCEP), introduced the above motion 
to amend the Uniform Grading and Transcript Policy for the conversion to semesters. 
 
With no discussion, the motion was unanimously approved. 
 

APPROVED 
 
 
 
 

VI. EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 
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Classes, Schedules, and Final Examinations Policy 
Action 

 
MOTION 1: 
 
To amend the Classes, Schedules, and Final Examinations Policy, as follows:  [new language is 
underlined] 
 

CLASSES, SCHEDULES, AND FINAL EXAMINATIONS POLICY 
 

For Semesters 
  
 In order for students to advance their educational programs, plan their class schedules in a 
rational manner, be certain of the final examination schedule, and maximize the efficient use of 
University facilities, the Senate adopts the following policies governing classes, schedules, and final 
examinations. 
 
1. Standard Class Schedule and Class Period 
 
 a)  Each campus of the University shall adopt a standard class schedule of 50-minute classes with 

an appropriate change period between classes.  These class schedules will be reported annually to 
the Senate for information.  Classes of lengths other than 50 minutes are permitted, subject only 
to the Senate policies governing the relationship between contact hours, credits, and student 
workload. 

 
 b)  Examinations during the term (e.g., mid-terms) shall be given only during the regular class 

sessions, and may not be held at times other than the regularly scheduled class period, subject to 
the following conditions. 

 
  1.  Exceptions may be made by instructors only for the purpose of giving  
  make-up exams. 
 
  2.  Any examinations outside of regular class time during the term must be  
  approved by the dean of the college. 
 
  3.  Any examinations to be held outside of regular class time must be listed in the 
  published class schedule. 
 
  4.  Accommodation must be provided to any student who encounters an academic  
  conflict, such as between an examination scheduled outside of regular class time and  
  the regular class period of another course, or if two exams are scheduled to be held  
  simultaneously outside of regular class time. 
 
  5.  Take-home examinations, by their very nature, are specifically exempted from this 
  policy. 
 
 
2. Overlapping Classes 
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 No student shall be permitted to register for classes that overlap.  Classes that have any common 
meeting time are considered to be overlapping, as are any . . . 
 
 
.  .  .  . 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Professor Laura Koch, chair of the Educational Policy Committee (SCEP), introduced Motion 1.  It 
originated as the result of the increasing number of complaints SCEP has received that exams, excluding 
final exams, are being given at times other than when classes are regularly scheduled to meet.  This is 
causing considerable problems for students who do not know before registering for a class that exams 
may be given at times outside the regular class hour. 
 
“Can an exam be given during the lab instead of during the lecture time?” inquired a senator.  Professor 
Koch said that was permissible if the lab schedule was published in advance. 
 
Some student senators inquired about work conflicts and Professor Koch said that while the motion does 
not address that issue specifically, the exam schedule would be published in advance so students would 
know if a work conflict exists. 
 
Professor Koch also clarified that the policy applies to both undergraduate and graduate courses. 
 
“Does it apply to take-home exams?” asked another.  Professor Koch said that it doesn’t and that the 
motion should be amended to exclude take-home exams.  The motion was so amended with the addition 
of item 5 above. 
 
Another person asked if it would be permissible in cases where there are multiple sections of a class to 
coordinate a time when students from all sections can take the same exam together, therefore reducing 
cheating and the need to develop separate exams for each section.  Professor Koch replied that it would 
not be permissible unless it was approved in advance and published in the schedule. 
 
“What happens if students in a small seminar class request a time change?” asked a senator.  Again, 
Professor Koch replied that this would not be permissible under the policy.  
 
In response to a question about implementation, Professor Koch clarified that if approved, the policy 
would take effect Fall 1999. 
 
The motion, as amended, was then overwhelmingly approved. 
 

APPROVED 
 

 
 
 
 
MOTION 2: 
 
To adopt, for 1998-99, the following policy: 
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For Quarters 

 
 Examinations during the term (e.g., midquarters) shall be given only during the regular class 

sessions, and may not be held at times other than the regularly scheduled class period, subject to 
the following conditions. 

 
 1.  Exceptions may be made by instructors only for the purpose of giving make-up exams. 
 
 2.  Any examinations outside of regular class time during the term must be approved by the 
 dean of the college. 
 
 3.  Any examinations to be held outside of regular class time must be listed in the 
 published class schedule. 
 
 4.  Accommodation must be provided to any student who encounters an academic 
 conflict, such as between an examination scheduled outside of regular class time and the  
 regular class period of another course, or if two exams are scheduled to be held 
 simultaneously outside of regular class time. 
 
 5.  Take-home examinations, by their very nature, are specifically exempted from this policy. 
 
 This policy shall be effective Fall Quarter, 1998. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) has become aware that in some instances, 
midquarter and other examinations for a course are scheduled at a time other than that when the class 
normally meets (for example, a class meets M-W-F 8:00 - 8:50 a.m., and the midquarter exam is 
scheduled for a Thursday evening at 7:00 p.m.).  SCEP finds this practice unacceptable. 
 
In SCEP's judgment, there is an implied agreement with a student who enrolls for a course that has 
regularly scheduled class meetings during the week:  that schedule is the expected and only fixed 
commitment by the University and by the student.  Additional work is expected of students outside of 
class, but when that work is to be done is largely at the discretion of the student.  When instructors 
schedule in-term exams at times other than the regular class period, it has the potential to create conflicts 
for a student in other academic course work, in their employment, or in other commitments they may 
have made, premised on the schedule of classes for which they enrolled.  SCEP learned, for example, of a 
number of students who were enrolled in evening courses and who were forced to choose between taking 
the mid-quarter exam or attending (another) regularly scheduled class. 
 
Motion 1 incorporates the proposed change in the policy governing classes, schedules, and examinations 
after the University converts to semesters.  Motion 2 adopts the policy effective for the 1998-99 academic 
year, for the remaining time the University is on quarters. 
 

LAURA COFFIN KOCH, Chair 
EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 
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DISCUSSION: 
 
Professor Laura Koch, chair of the Educational Policy Committee (SCEP), explained that Motion 2 is the 
same as Motion 1 except that it applies to quarters and would be in effect during 1998-99.  She clarified 
that the same clause concerning take-home examinations that was added to Motion 1 would be added to 
Motion 2 as well. 
 
Professor Koch was asked whether Saturday exams would be permissible if they were approved by the 
dean and published in the class schedule and she said, “Yes.” 
 
With no further discussion the motion, as amended, was overwhelmingly approved. 
 

APPROVED 
 
 
 
 

VII. EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 
Degrees with Distinction and Degrees with Honors Policy 

Discussion and Action 
 

MOTION: 
 
To approve the following policy: 
 

DEGREES WITH DISTINCTION AND DEGREES WITH HONORS POLICY 
 

Preamble 
 
The overall performance of degree candidates in each undergraduate collegiate unit shall be judged in 
relationship to the performance of their peers, and not in relationship to other University students.  While 
many students may be outstanding when they are admitted to a program, the recognition of achievement 
shall be reserved to those who have excelled in the program itself, relative to their peers. 
 
I. Degrees with Distinction 
 
 1. a)  The initiative in establishing degrees with distinction shall lie with the colleges and campuses 

concerned and must be approved by the chief academic officer on the campus.   
 
  b)  To graduate "with distinction," a student must have a cumulative grade point average of 3.75 

or higher at the time the student applies for graduation.  To graduate "with high distinction," a 
student must have a cumulative grade point average of 3.90 or higher. 

 
 2. The gradepoint average alone shall be used in determining the granting of degrees "with 

distinction" or "with high distinction."  Colleges or campuses may choose to offer only degrees 
"with distinction" or only degrees "with high distinction," but in either case they would be subject 
to section I(1)(b) of this policy. 

 
II. Degrees with Honors 
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 1.  a)  The initiative for establishing degrees with honors (that is, cum laude, magna cum laude, and 
summa cum laude) shall lie with the departments, colleges, or campuses and must be approved by 
the appropriate dean and the senior academic officer on the campus.  Qualifications for degrees 
with honors must meet the requirements of sections II(2), II(3), and II(4) of this policy. 

 
  b)  Descriptions of existing honors programs, as of the date this policy is adopted by the Senate, 

shall be provided to the Committee on Educational Policy.  Establishment of new honors 
programs, or major modifications to existing honors programs, shall be reported for information 
to the Committee on Educational Policy. 

 
 2. The requirements for a degree with honors shall not consist of only the accomplishment of a 

designated amount of course work or achievement of a stipulated grade point average, but shall 
also include a definite standard of excellence in scholarship with specific evidence of ability to 
accomplish independent or original work.  This requires that the student participate in a fully 
developed honors program in a unit. 

 
 3. A unit desiring to grant degrees with honors must propose an honors program, specifying how 

honors students are to be selected, the nature, depth, and breadth of the honors requirements, and 
the general requirements for obtaining a degree cum laude, magna cum laude, and summa cum 
laude. 

 
 4. The minimum grade point average required for achievement of a degree "cum laude" shall be 3.5, 

that for a degree "magna cum laude" shall be 3.66, and that for a degree "summa cum laude" shall 
be 3.75. 

 
 5. Colleges shall attempt to ensure that there is reasonable consistency across departments in the 

amount of work required of its students to obtain degrees with honors. 
 
III. General Provisions 
 
 1. Any college or campus may offer both degrees with honors and degrees with distinction, only 

one, or neither. 
 
 2. A student may obtain both a degree with honors and a degree with distinction. 
 
 3. To qualify for either a degree with distinction or a degree with honors, a student must have 

completed 60 or more semester credits at the University.  For the purposes of meeting the grade 
point average standards set forth in this policy, only University course work shall be counted. 

 
 4. The University transcript will contain a brief explanation of the difference between a degree with 

distinction and a degree with honors. 
 
 5. The Office of the Registrar shall annually report to the Committee on Educational Policy data on 

the number and percentage of students in each college and campus who receive degrees with 
distinction and degrees with honors. 

 
 6. From time to time, the Committee on Educational Policy may review honors programs and 

criteria for degrees with distinction in the various colleges, and may make recommendations to 
the Senate concerning them.   
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COMMENT: 
 
This policy, for all campuses of the University, is essentially adapted from three earlier policies adopted 
by the University Senate and Twin Cities Campus Assembly.  This proposal differentiates between 
degrees with distinction and degrees with honors.  It requires campuses, colleges, and departments to 
conform to general guidelines in awarding these degrees.   
 
One new element of this policy is the specific grade point average standards, which are set as part of the 
larger effort to bring consistency to University policies.  In the case of degrees with honors, departments 
and colleges are expected to set additional requirements (e.g., an honors thesis, completion of honors 
seminars, etc.).  A degree is awarded by the University, not by a college or department or campus, so it 
seems to the Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP) appropriate that there be University-wide 
standards with respect to degrees with honors and with distinction. 
 
SCEP does NOT propose a fixed percentage limit of students who may obtain a degree with distinction or 
with honors.  To set a percentage would mean that students would not know, at the time of graduation, 
whether or what level of honors or distinction they had received, because those calculations could not be 
made until after all grades were turned in.  Use of a percentage would also mean that there would be a 
floating target for students seeking to obtain a degree with honors or with distinction.  For these reasons, 
SCEP concluded after considerable debate that stipulation of grade points averages was the most 
reasonable course. degrees. 
 
SCEP may periodically review all existing honors programs for appropriate consistency throughout the 
University, and will report the results of those reviews to the Senate. 
 

LAURA COFFIN KOCH, Chair 
EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Professor Laura Koch, chair of the Educational Policy Committee (SCEP), presented the Degrees with 
Distinction and Degrees with Honors Policy.  She said it brings together several polices that are currently 
in effect and provides agreement as to what the requirements are for graduating with distinction and/or 
honors from the University. 
 
The initiative in establishing degrees with distinction lies within the colleges and can either be “with 
distinction” or “with high distinction.”  It is based solely on a student’s GPA.  Colleges and campuses can 
choose whether or not they want to offer degrees with these titles. 
 
The initiative for establishing degrees with honors shall lie with the departments, colleges, or campuses.  
Units that want to grant degrees with honors must have an honors program and specify how honors 
students are to be selected.  The minimum GPA for cum laude would be 3.5, magna cum laude would be 
3.66, and summa cum laude would be 3.75. 
 
One senator noted that students must apply for graduation two quarters before they actually graduate and 
wondered how that affects degrees with distinction.  Professor Koch said that grades from the last two 
quarters should be included in determining the final GPA and the motion reads incorrectly.  It should be 
modified to say that to graduate “with distinction,” a student must have a cumulative grade point average 
of 3.75 or higher at the time of graduation--not when the student “applies” for graduation. 
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Another person noted that current University policy only takes into account upper division work in 
awarding degrees with honors.  Is this being changed?  Professor Koch replied that the proposed policy 
does represent a change from current policy and uses a person’s GPA for all University courses. 
 
Several senators voiced opposition to this change arguing that many students struggle their freshmen year 
and then blossom in upper division classes.  They did not feel these students should be penalized.  Other 
senators favored the change arguing that students need to be sent the message that their academic 
performance should be consistent from the start if they want to graduate with honors. 
 
Speaking in opposition to the motion a senator noted that in his college a student only needs half of 
his/her grades to be As, not a specified GPA, to graduate with honors.  This provides for students who 
performed poorly at the beginning of their college careers, but excelled later on. 
 
Professor Koch was asked how the policy will be phased in, and she replied that while SCEP had not 
addressed that issue, it was her thought that it should not effect students who are currently in honors 
programs, but apply only to new entrants. 
 
“Does the policy apply to all grades or only University grades?” inquired a senator.  Only U of M grades, 
replied Professor Koch.  
 
A friendly amendment was then proposed and accepted that all students currently enrolled in honors 
programs not be effected by this policy.   
 
Another friendly amendment regarding the phase-in process was also proposed.  Since the proposal for 
graduating with distinction is new, this should go into effect immediately and apply to current students, 
not just new entrants.  This was also accepted as a friendly amendment by the committee. 
 
Issues of implementation were also raised and Professor Koch clarified that the Degrees with Distinction 
section would go into effect Fall 1998 for all students and the Degrees with Honors section would apply 
to students entering the University in Fall 1998. 
 
Due to the large number of proposed changes to the policy, Professor Koch withdrew the motion 
for action and recommended that it be further discussed and brought back for action at the May 
meeting.  
 
Another senator recommended that students with GPAs of 3.9 graduate with “highest distinction” not just 
“high distinction.”  Professor Koch said SCEP will consider the suggestion. 
 
Since time had elapsed for discussion of the policy, a motion was made and seconded to extend debate by 
2 minutes.  The motion was approved. 
 
In a final comment, a senator noted that a freshman’s first year in college involves adjusting to University 
life and often is a time when he/she tries new classes.  Some students come from high schools without 
strong academic programs and are at a severe disadvantage.  If these students overcome disadvantages, 
such as these, they would not be given the recognition they deserve under the proposed policy. 
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VIII. EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 
2000-2001 University of Minnesota Calendar 

Action 
 

MOTION: 
 
To approve the following calendar: 
 

2000-2001 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA CALENDAR 
 
(This calendar applies to the entire University, except for those units that have been granted an exemption 
by the President, as provided for in the Semester Standards adopted by the University Senate 4/18/96.) 
 
Fall Semester 2000 (70 class days) 
 
August 28  Monday  Classes begin (Morris/Crookston/Law School) 
September 4  Monday  Labor Day 
September 5  Tuesday  Classes begin (Twin Cities/Duluth) 
November 23  Thursday  Thanksgiving holiday 
November 24   Friday   No classes 
December 6  Wednesday  Last day of instruction (Law School) 
December 8  Friday   Last day of instruction (Morris/Crookston) 
December 11-15 Monday-Friday Final examinations (Morris/Crookston) 
December 13   Wednesday  Last day of instruction (Twin Cities/Duluth) 
December 14  Thursday  Study day (Twin Cities) 
December 14  Thursday  Final examinations (Duluth) 
December 14-21 Friday-Thursday Final examinations (Twin Cities) 
To be determined    Final grades due 
 
Spring Semester 2001 (74 class days) 
 
January 8  Monday  Classes begin (Crookston/Law School) 
January 15  Monday  Martin Luther King holiday 
January 16  Tuesday  Classes begin (Twin Cities/Morris/Duluth) 
March 26-30  Monday-Friday Spring break (all units) 
April 27  Friday   Last day of instruction (Crookston/Law) 
April 30-May 3  Monday-Thursday Final examinations 
May 4   Friday   Last day of instruction (Twin Cities/Duluth/Morris/) 
May 5-6  Saturday-Sunday Study days 
May 7-12  Monday-Saturday Final examinations 
May 17  Wednesday  Final grades due 
 
Intersession 2001 (14 class days) 
 
May 21  Monday  Three-week intersession begins 
May 28  Monday  Memorial Day holiday 
June 8   Friday   Three-week intersession ends 
 
Summer Session 2001 (49 class days) 
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June 11  Monday  Eight-week summer term begins 
July 4   Wednesday  Independence Day holiday 
August 3  Friday   Eight-week summer term ends 
August 17  Friday   Summer Session ends 
 
2000-2001 Holidays (Total: 11) 
 
September 4, 2000 Monday  Labor Day 
November 23  Thursday  Thanksgiving holiday 
December 25  Monday  Christmas Day 
January 1, 2001 Monday  New Years Day 
January 15  Monday  Martin Luther King holiday 
May 28  Monday  Memorial Day 
July 4   Wednesday  Independence Day 
 
(The four floating holidays for civil service and non-academic bargaining unit employees are not yet 
determined.) 
 

LAURA COFFIN KOCH, Chair 
EDUCATIONAL POLICY COMMITTEE 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Professor Laura Koch, chair of the Educational Policy Committee (SCEP), introduced the 2000-2001 
Calendar.  She said it parallels the 1999-2001 calendar, which is the first semester calendar.  She also 
noted several changes to be made that related to the Law School schedule. 
 
There was an inquiry about the due date for final grades for Fall Semester and Professor Koch replied that 
in accordance with the semester standards, that date is determined by the Office of the Registrar.  She 
assured senators grades will not be due on Christmas Day.   
 
In response to a question concerning the Martin Luther King Holiday, Professor Koch clarified that it is 
not a holiday from classes, except for Crookston and the Law School, since classes on the Twin Cities, 
Morris and Duluth campuses do not start until the Tuesday after that holiday. 
 
With no further questions, a vote was taken and the calendar was approved. 
 

APPROVED 
 
 
 
 

IX. PRESIDENT'S REPORT 
 
President Yudof reported on the outcome of the recent legislative session.  The University received $36 
million in supplemental funds, which will be used to fund 40 faculty positions and to provide additional 
compensation for faculty and staff.  The University received $206 million of the $249 million in capital 
funds requested.  The only projects not funded were half of the molecular and cellular biology building 
and some digital technology improvements.  The President praised the faculty and students for their 
dedication to and involvement in the process.  
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Next, the President provided an update on the planning and budgeting framework accompanied by slides.  
He outlined the management strategies for decentralizing the University, which include: expanding 
collegial discussions of issues and fostering joint agreements through compacts; supporting Incentives for 
Managed Growth (IMG) and rewarding productivity increases; administrative reorganization and cost 
reductions; consultation with the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC), the Dean’s Council, students, 
and staff; the Enterprise Project; and the Human Resources policies. 
 
The President briefly reviewed the University’s $1.5 billion budget, indicating that 58% goes toward 
faculty and staff compensation, 19% supplies and equipment, 6% utilities, 7% operation and maintenance 
of plant, 5% student aid, and 5% all other expenses.  Revenues are generated by local units through such 
things as auxiliary operations, clinical income, grants and contracts, sales and service fees.  Centrally 
distributed and attributed funds, which make up $815,245,000 of the budget, include state O & M 
appropriations, state specials, tuition, indirect cost recovery (ICR), and central reserves.  State O & M 
funds are the greatest piece, contributing 57% of the central funds, while tuition contributes 27%. 
 
Turning to IMG, President Yudof detailed the changes under the IMG model.  Prior to IMG, all income 
streams were channeled through central funds and then distributed to academic and support units.  Under 
IMG , state appropriations still go into central funds, but the distribution of tuition and ICR dollars has 
changed--49% of ICR dollars goes into the central pool and 51% goes directly to local units; 100% of 
tuition revenue goes directly to the academic units. 
 
The President was pleased to announce that through administrative cost reductions, the new State 
appropriation, savings, and the central share of ICR, the recurring revenues available to meet expenditures 
increased from $7 million to $34 million.  The expected expenditures for the coming year include 
institutional obligations (facility operations, debt repayment, financial aid), faculty and staff 
compensation, and academic programs.  The distribution includes approximately $34 million from central 
funds and $12 million from the academic units.  According to the compensation model, two-thirds of the 
money will be distributed from central funds and then it will be up to each unit to allocate the additional 
one-third.  Units that do not have the resources to fund compensation will need to apply to the dean for 
additional resources. 
 
 
 
 

X. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT 
 
Q: According to one of the slides, three times the amount of funds are spent on supplies than 
 student aid.  How is this justified? 
 
A: I am not sure, but I will look into this.  The University is under-funded in both areas.  The  
 relevant question is what percentage of these needs are met, not what percentage of funds are 
 spent in each area. 
 
Q: In the O &M/ICR swap, the School of Public Health was short of funds.  Is there any plan to 
 revisit this issue? 
 
A: No.  I am committed to the IMG project.  I would prefer to put more money into the School  
 of Public Health, as well as other areas where it is needed, than abandon the IMG process. 
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XI. SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 
 

NONE 
 
 
 
 

XII. OLD BUSINESS 
 

NONE 
 
 
 
 

XIII. NEW BUSINESS 
 
Senator Marvin Marshak called for a suspension of the rules to consider an item of new business.  The 
motion to suspend was approved and the following motion was introduced: 
 
MOTION: 
 
To approve the following Resolution: 
 
 

RESOLUTION 
 

The University of Minnesota Senate enthusiastically thanks Governor Arne H. Carlson for his energetic 
support of the University funding requests during the 1998 Legislature. Through his support of the 
University, Governor Carlson has demonstrated the leadership required to more fully implement the land-
grant, research University mission--that higher education can intellectually, socially and economically 
enrich the lives of all Minnesotans. Minnesota's 1998 investment in the University will provide 
significant dividends to future generations of citizens of our state, nation and world. 
 
The University of Minnesota Senate enthusiastically thanks the Senators of the State of Minnesota for 
their strong support of the University funding requests during the 1998 Legislature. The Minnesota 
Senate has demonstrated the leadership required to more fully implement the land-grant, research 
University mission--that higher education can intellectually, socially and economically enrich the lives of 
all Minnesotans. Minnesota's 1998 investment in the University will provide significant dividends to 
future generations of citizens of our state, nation and world. 
 
The University of Minnesota Senate enthusiastically thanks the Representatives of the State of Minnesota 
for their strong support of the University funding requests during the 1998 Legislature. The Minnesota 
House of Representatives has demonstrated the leadership required to more fully implement the land-
grant, research University mission--that higher education can intellectually, socially and economically 
enrich the lives of all Minnesotans. Minnesota's 1998 investment in the University will provide 
significant dividends to future generations of citizens of our state, nation and world. 
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DISCUSSION: 
 
With no discussion, the resolution was unanimously approved. 
 

APPROVED 
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Senator V. Rama Murthy also called for a suspension of the rules to consider a second item of new 
business.  The motion to suspend was approved and the following item introduced: 
 
MOTION: 
 
To approve the following Resolution: 
 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
RESOLVED THAT: 
 
President Yudof has boldly communicated to the citizens of the State and their elected representatives the 
value of higher education and research at the University of Minnesota and of the importance of the 
University as an economic engine of the State, and,  
 
President Yudof has set new directions for the academic excellence of the University and has tirelessly 
championed the need for support of these initiatives, and for an adequate support of the faculty so that the 
University can maintain its ability to retain and recruit the best of faculty, and,  
 
President Yudof has helped restore a sense of trust and harmony in the University community (the 
students, staff, faculty, academic professionals, administration and Regents), after the fractious and 
discordant times of the recent past, and,  
 
The University community has affirmed with one voice its aspirations and goals of the University of 
Minnesota to remain one of the strongest institutions of higher education and research in the country as 
we enter the new millennium, and to fulfill its land-grant mission to the citizens of the State, 
 
Therefore, the University Senate congratulates and commends President Yudof on his skills of leadership 
and effectiveness in dealing with the various external and internal constituencies, and conveys its sincere 
gratitude for his efforts,  
 
And, that the University Senate gratefully acknowledges the help of many in the University Community 
and numerous friends and well-wishers outside the University for their diligent efforts in helping the 
University’s case to be heard and understood in the Legislature and across the State. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
With no discussion, the resolution was unanimously approved 
 

APPROVED 
 
 

The Senate then gave a warm round of applause to Professor Marshak and Ms. Cheryl Jorgensen for their 
outstanding work throughout the legislative session. 
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XIV. TRIBUTE TO DECEASED MEMBERS OF THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY 
 

FACULTY 
 

Thomas L. Anding 
1931-1998 

 
Thomas L. Anding died of cancer March 16,1998, at the age of 65 in his adopted home of Tucson, 
Arizona.  Tom was a native of Minnesota having grown up in Wabasha and in near-by Southeast 
Minnesota communities. He had been closely associated with the University of Minnesota for most of his 
adult life, first as an undergraduate and then as a graduate student in Geography.   
 
After military service and a period as Planning Director for the city of Los Alamos, New Mexico, Tom 
returned to the Twin Cities and the University where he became a project associate with the Upper 
Midwest Economic Study in the mid-1960's.  He became Associate Director of CURA  (The Center for 
Urban and Regional Affairs) on a half-time basis in 1969, and full-time in 1971 and continued in that 
capacity until his partial retirement in 1991.  He continued to work on CURA projects until his death, 
most recently a study of recent changes in Minnesota retail trade centers. 
 
Like most at CURA, Tom had some management duties but he was more interested in substantive 
research and policy issues and he was involved in or led many of CURA's projects ranging widely from 
Minnesota educational reform, to peat management in the northern part of the state, to rural ground water 
quality, to planning and transportation issues on Indian reservations.  Tom brought two great strengths to 
his work at CURA; first was his extraordinary knowledge of and love for Minnesota; its people, politics, 
and diversity.  And, second, Tom was one of those rare individuals who knew both intellectually and 
instinctively how to bridge the gaps between town and gown. 
 
He is survived by his wife Connie of Tucson; son Matthew of Dallas; daughter Amy (Ned) Graham and 
granddaughter Isabel Graham of Austin, Texas. 

 
 

Constance M. Fabunmi 
1933-1998 

 
 

William C. Gentry, Jr. 
1937-1998 

 
William C. Gentry, Jr., M.D., died after a long illness.  Dr. Gentry joined the University of Minnesota 
Medical School faculty in 1971, and acted as interim department head from 1971 to 1972, and from 1985 
to 1986.  He served as assistant department head from 1971 to 1993.  At his retirement in July 1993, he 
was a tenured associate professor of dermatology. 
 
Dr. Gentry believed the cause or exacerbating factors for many skin disorders lay rooted in the 
environment.  He was especially adept at identifying scabies infestations, fungal and bacterial infections, 
and reactions from irritation or allergy.  At the same time, he had a deep interest in genetic disorders.  He 
defined many features of Cowden's disease, and knew a great deal about various genetic syndromes 
involving the skin, hair, nails, and mucous membranes. 
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He was an excellent teacher, blending his quick wit with a perfectionist's delivery.  He served on 
numerous department, medical school, and American Academy of Dermatology committees, and advised 
enormous numbers of students and residents.  He exuded professionalism, and spent long hours caring for 
his patients and for dermatology.  He was a quiet gentleman, with an engaging smile, and a quick laugh.  
As his son, Scott, said after his death, "Dermatology was his life."  Dermatology, dermatologists, former 
students, and others truly miss his life now. 

 
 

Elof Gustav "Gus" Nelson 
1924-1998 

 
Rev. Dr. "Gus" Nelson, assistant professor (retired) in the Department of Family Practice and Community 
Health, University of Minnesota Medical School, died on March 25, 1998, in Asheville, North Carolina.  
He is survived by his wife, Marette Johnson Nelson, four daughters and one son and their spouses, two 
brothers, and three grandchildren.  Rev. Dr. Nelson attended Gustavus Adolphus College, Luther 
Theological Seminary, Andover Newton Theological School, and San Francisco Theological Seminary. 
 
Rev. Dr. Nelson was the director of the Program in Human Services at Fairview Community Hospital 
from 1959 to 1973.  He joined the University of Minnesota as a part-time faculty member in 1971, and 
became a full-time member in 1973.  His teaching, research and service in the Department of Family 
Practice and Community Health were concentrated in the area of behavioral medicine.  Rev. Dr. Nelson 
was a family therapist and the author of many articles and books dealing with stress management in the 
context of family and professional life.  He had a deep interest in the relationship between medicine and 
the humanities.  Rev. Dr. Nelson was a compassionate teacher of family practice residents, and will be 
greatly missed by his former students, faculty and staff colleagues, family, and friends. 

 
 

STUDENTS 
 

Frank P. Lamendola 
School of Nursing 

 
 
 
 

XV. ADJOURNMENT 
 

 The meeting was adjourned at 4:02. 
 

Martha Kvanbeck 
Clerk of the Senate 
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1997-98 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA No. 3 
 STUDENT SENATE MINUTES 
 
 APRIL 16, 1998 
 
The third meeting of the Student Senate for 1997-98 was convened in 25 Law Building, Minneapolis 
campus, on Thursday, April 16, 1998, at 11:42 a.m.  Coordinate campuses were linked by telephone.  
Checking or signing the roll as present were 33 voting student members and 2 non-members.  Mr. Jesse 
Berglund, Student Senate Chair, presided. 
 

I. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Action 

 
APPROVED 

 
 
 
 

II. MINUTES FOR FEBRUARY 19, 1998 
Action 

 
APPROVED 

 
 
 
 

III. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Mr. Berglund thanked the Morris senators for traveling to the Twin Cities to attend the meeting.  He 
reminded students that the University Senate meeting begins at approximately 2:15 p.m., following the 
Faculty Senate meeting, and encouraged all senators to attend.  A Twin Cities Campus Assembly meeting 
will follow at approximately 3:45 p.m.  Senate elections are currently underway on each campus and the 
newly-elected senators will be eligible to run for Student Senate office positions at the May 14 Student 
Senate meeting.  Interested students should talk with Heather Aagesen, Kevin Nicholson, members of the 
Student Senate Consultative Committee (SSCC), or Rebecca Hippert. 
 
 
 
 

IV. REGENTS’ POLICY ON STUDENT SERVICES FEES 
Action 

 
MOTION: 
 
To endorse the following change to the Regents’ Policy on Student Services Fees: 
 
Currently, the Student Services Fees Policy states that: 
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All day school students registered for 6 or more credits per quarter or 3 or more 
credits per summer session shall be assessed the Student Services Fee. 

 
Proposed new language: 
 

All undergraduate students registered for 6 or more credits* for each term shall 
be assessed the Student Services Fee.  Graduate students registered for half-time 
per term, by the standards of their academic program and based on Financial 
Aid definitions for half-time shall be assessed the Student Services  Fee.  Students 
enrolled during the summer term shall be assessed the Student Services Fee at 
the time they accumulate 6 credits.  

 
*Note: The recommendation for 6 credits for undergraduates will be contingent 
on the definition of half-time for Financial Aid.  The current proposal from the 
Office of the Registrar is 6 credits but it has not yet been approved. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The University of Minnesota is soon adopting a new single registration system.  Under this new system 
student services fees will no longer be assessed by colleges, which will eliminate the exemption from 
paying the student services fee for University College students.  The Board of Regents is scheduled to 
review the student services fees policy during Spring Quarter. 
 
Recently, a system-wide work group consisting of students and staff was charged to examine the Regents’ 
Policy on Student Services Fees.  The work group’s final report and original charge will be distributed at 
the April 16 Student Senate meeting and are available in the University Senate Office. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Ms. June Nobbe, Director of the Campus Involvement Center, explained that Vice President McKinley 
Boston asked her to chair a working group to look at mandatory fees within a single registration system.  
The new system will no longer allow students to be exempted by college.  In the past, University College 
students have not been assessed these fees.  A recommendation, as outlined in the motion above, came 
forth from a committee within the Student 2000 project.  The committee consisted of Matt Anderson, 
president of the University College Student Board; University College administrators; MSA members; 
coordinate campus representatives; and Fees Committee members. 
 
At first, the committee discussed assessing fees based on half-time status as defined by colleges, but voted 
against that idea because of the variance by college.  Moreover, it felt the policy should be consistent with 
the financial aid definition of half-time status.  The proposal, Ms. Nobbe said, has not been formalized yet 
pending approval by the financial aid office.  Student service fees for graduate students will be assessed 
on half-time status as defined by each academic program.  The proposal would also pertain to coordinate 
campus students, based on recommendations from the financial aid offices on each campus. 
 
The University College Student Board and the University College administration are not in opposition to 
the proposal.  They are concerned, however, that services and programs that are delivered to day school 
students be available to evening students as well.  
 

 31



One senator inquired about the timeline for implementation and Ms. Nobbe said that the Student 2000 
project needs an answer by Fall.  If approved by the Regents, the policy would then go into effect in Fall 
1999. 
 
With no further questions, the motion was approved by a majority of senators present and voting. 
 

APPROVED 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

V. STANDING RULES OF THE STUDENT SENATE  
Discussion 

 
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
To adopt the following as a standing rule of the Student Senate: 
 

If all but two of the Student Senate coordinate campus “voting members” (as 
defined in Robert’s Rules of Order Newly Revised) vote against a motion at a 
meeting of the Student Senate, the motion will be postponed until the next 
regular meeting of Student Senate, at which time an amended version may be 
presented to the Student Senate. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The rationale behind this amendment is that even if all the coordinate campus senators vote against a 
motion in the Student Senate, the number of votes on the Twin Cities outweighs the votes from the 
coordinate campuses.  If the Student Senate is going to represent the views of all students, then the voices 
from the coordinate campuses should be able to make a difference in voting. 
 
This amendment does not attempt to veto a motion on the floor.  As it reads, it simply asks that the 
motion be postponed for one meeting so that revisions, proposed by the coordinate campuses, can be 
considered. 
 
There should not be the need for a sunset clause to this amendment.  If there is a strong feeling for one, it 
should be 2-3 years since this amendment might not be used within one year. 
 

HEATHER AAGESEN, Vice Chair 
STUDENT SENATE AND  

STUDENT SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
 
DISCUSSION: 
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Senator Heather Aagesen introduced the proposed motion to adopt a standing rule for the Student Senate 
which would allow coordinate campus senators to postpone action on a motion under specified 
conditions.  An ongoing concern of students on the coordinate campuses, she said, has been their lack of 
power in influencing decision-making because the Twin Cities campus carries the majority vote in the 
Student Senate.  Approval of this proposal would allow coordinate campus senators an opportunity to 
propose alternative language to motions that they are unanimously opposed to. 
 
A senator inquired what the coordinate campus vote would be based on.  Is it based on the total number of 
student positions, those positions filled, or those present at any given meeting?  Ms. Aagesen replied that 
it should be based on the total positions.  For example, if there are 15 coordinate campus Senate positions, 
and all are filled, then 13 would have to be present at the meeting and vote in opposition to the motion.  If 
only 12 of the 15 positions were filled, then this rule would not be applicable. 
 
For clarification, Ms. Kvanbeck stated that the language in the motion refers to “voting membership” 
which is defined by Robert’s Rules of Order as seats filled. 
 
Ms. Aagesen said that she believes the rule should only apply if all the coordinate campus seats are filled.  
The senators from Crookston and Duluth agreed. 
 
Several Twin Cities senators spoke in support of the rule and suggested senators think about whether it 
should be based on “total seats” or “seats filled.” 
 
A straw vote was then taken on the motion as presented.  The vote was 27 in favor, 4 opposed, 2 
abstentions. 
 
 
 
 

VI. STUDENT SENATE ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 
Discussion 

 
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
To amend the University Senate Constitution, Article III, Section 4b, as follows:  (language to be deleted 
is struck out; new language is underlined. 
 
4. Election of University Senate Members 
 
. . . . 
 
b. The elected representatives of the students to the University Senate shall be chosen by secret ballot by 
the student constituency enrolled in the several institutes, colleges, or schools as specified in the bylaws. 
There shall be one student member for each initial 1,000 full-time students or fraction thereof in each 
student constituency plus one additional student senator for each additional 1,000 full-time students or 
major fraction thereof in such constituency. At Morris and Crookston there shall be two student senators 
for each initial 1,000 full-time students or fraction thereof in each student constituency plus one 
additional student senator for each additional 1,000 full-time students or major fraction thereof in such 
constituency.  
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To be eligible for election to the University Senate, a student must have earned the required number of 
credits in residence at the University, as described below, within the past year.   
• Undergraduate students shall be eligible for election if they have previously earned and are who has 

twenty-four credits in residence at the University and at the time of voting is carrying at least nine 
eight credits in his or her institute, college, or school at the time of voting. shall be eligible for 
election as a student representative to the University Senate.   

• Graduate School students shall be eligible for election if they have nine credits in residence at the 
University and are full-time students have previously earned and are carrying at least seven credits or 
one credit ABD (all but dissertation) at the time of voting or are certified as the equivalent of full-
time students by the Graduate School.   

• Professional students shall be eligible for election if they have previously earned and are carrying at 
least twelve credits at the time of voting. 

 
Continuing Education and Extension University College students shall be eligible for election if they have 
earned at least twelve credits in residence during the previous five years and are carrying at least three 
credits at the time of voting.   
 
Full-time students in each institute, college, or school shall be eligible to vote.  Each institute, college, or 
school shall establish its own procedures to determine qualification as a full-time student. 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Student Senate Consultative Committee feels that distinct credit limits should be established for each 
group represented in the University Senate.  Furthermore, by reducing the total number of credits required 
to begin serving in the University Senate, it allows students in their second term at the University to be 
elected as a senator from their respective collegiate unit. 
 

KEVIN NICHOLSON, Chair 
STUDENT SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Mr. Jesse Berglund introduced the above motion and explained that it was on the agenda for discussion 
with action scheduled for May.  The discussion of Senate eligibility arose in the Student Senate 
Consultative Committee (SSCC) out of a concern about the large number of unfilled student Senate seats.  
The motion lowers the number of credits a student must have earned and be carrying in order to be 
eligible for election to the Senate, and distinguishes between graduate and professional students.  Under 
the current language, all first and second quarter freshmen are ineligible to serve.  The proposed language 
would allow freshmen to serve after earning 8 credits in residence.  This would include credits earned at 
any of the four campuses. 
 
One senator questioned whether the proposal should be postponed until the beginning of the semester 
system.  Mr. Berglund did not believe conversion to semesters would greatly effect the motion.  If 
necessary, modifying language required to conform to the semester system could readily be made at the 
appropriate time. 
 
Senators discussed the variance in requirements for the undergraduate and graduate students and agreed 
that eligibility requirements should be consistent for all colleges.  For example, if eligibility for 
undergraduates is set at 8 credits, then graduate students should need 5 credits or 1 ABD, and 
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professionals students 8 credits.  It was pointed out that Public Health may be a special situation and 
SSCC agreed to look into the matter before the May meeting. 
 
The Student Senate further debated whether a student should be a full-time student sometime during 
his/her tenure at the University before being eligible to serve in the Senate.  Some felt this was important 
because it gives students an important perspective on University issues and allows them to fully represent 
their units.  Credit limits should not be lowered just to fill Senate seats some argued.  Other students felt 
that each student has unique experiences they can bring to the Senate and the sooner they are permitted to 
serve the better.  The point was also made that not all students can afford to be full-time students. 
 
A suggestion was made that students be eligible to serve if they are carrying credits equivalent to at least 
two-thirds of what is considered full-time status by their college. 
 
Because the time for discussion had elapsed, a motion to extend the time was made but failed to receive a 
majority vote. 
 
 
 
 

VII. CONSTITUTIONAL REVIEW COMMITTEE UPDATE 
 

WITHDRAWN 
 
 

 
 

VIII. STUDENT LEGISLATIVE COALITION REPORT 
 
Ms. Cheryl Jorgensen, the Student Legislative Coalition (SLC) president, reported that the legislative 
session had ended and the University received $206 million of the $249 million in capital funds 
requested.  The only projects not funded were half of the new molecular and cellular biology building and 
some digital technology improvements.  Construction on most projects will start in July. 
 
This was a good year and a sign that the Legislature is devoting more attention to the University and the 
upkeep of its buildings and programs.  Ms. Jorgenson expressed appreciation to all the students who 
helped in the biennial request process, lobbyist Suzanne Pearl, Donna Peterson from State Relations, and 
Jane Canney from the Office of Student Development and Athletics. 
 
Ms. Jorgenson also reported that the higher education bill that was approved lowers the student share in 
state grants from 50% to 47%.  It is a sign, she said, that there is an increasing awareness of the rising cost 
of education. 
 
In turn, the Student Senate thanked Ms. Jorgenson for her strong leadership this year and gave her a warm 
round of applause. 
 
 
 

IX. CAMPUS REPORTS 
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Jason Mattson, the Student Senate Consultative Committee (SSCC) representative at Crookston, reported 
that students at UMC are in the process of holding elections for next year, have an awards banquet 
scheduled in late April, will be hosting the SSCC on May 5-6, and have organized a “Spring Fling,” a 
student involvement fair, for May 5. 
 
Abby Flottemesch, the Duluth Student Body President, said that elections are also taking place at UMD.  
As are students on other campuses, UMD students are very pleased with the outcome of the legislative 
session.  Unresolved this year is the issue of student evaluations of teaching, and students are still 
working with the unions on this matter.  A possible boycott is being considered. 
 
Deanne Nordberg, the SSCC representative from Morris, reported that a new dance club, the Oracle, has 
opened in the Student Center.  The Student Forum is currently listening to proposals concerning the 
distribution of the student technology fees for 1998-99.  The search for a new chancellor is coming to a 
close and students are anxiously awaiting the announcement of their new chancellor. In closing, Ms. 
Nordberg thanked the SSCC for visiting their campus earlier in the week. 
 
Martin O’Hely, the SSCC representative, said that GAPSA is also in the process of finding new officers 
for the coming year since many graduate students are graduating. 
 
Shenoa Simpson, a representative from MSA, reported on the recent debate involving candidates in the 
Governor’s race.  In general, she said, students were very pleased with the forum.  Undergraduate student 
elections are scheduled for late April and a MSA day is being planned for May. 
 
 
 
 

X. STUDENT SENATE CHAIR REPORT 
 
Mr. Berglund, Student Senate chair, said he was very pleased with how well the Student Senate has 
functioned this year.  In part, this is due to operational changes students and the Senate Office have made.  
Student leaders, he believes, have established a good precedent with President Yudof in terms of 
consultation and communication with students.  President Yudof is the first president in recent history to 
have met with the Student Senate as a whole and he will be invited to do so again in the future. The 
Student Senate Consultative Committee (SSCC) has focused on improving relationships and 
communication with the coordinate campuses and recently visited the Duluth and Morris campuses.  A 
trip to Crookston is planned for May.  
 
 
 
 

XI. STUDENT SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 
 

WITHDRAWN 
 

 
 
 

XII.  OLD BUSINESS 
 

NONE 
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XIII.  NEW BUSINESS 
 

NONE 
 
 
 
 

XIV.  ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:43 p.m. 
 

Martha Kvanbeck 
Clerk of the Senate 

 


