
Senate Consultative Committee (SCC) 
February 6, 2020 
Minutes of the Meeting 
 
These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes reflect the views of, nor 
are they binding on, the senate, the administration, or the Board of Regents. 
 
[In these minutes: Safety of Minors Policy; Building Security Measures Implemented in the 
Health Sciences; Major Events Policy and Procedure] 
 
PRESENT: Phil Buhlmann (vice chair), Mark Bee, Sheri Breen, Tabitha Grier-Reed, Michael 
Kyba, Lynn Lukkas, Peggy Nelson, Ned Patterson, Erin Heath, Noelle Noonan, Jean Otto, Amy 
Ma, Josh Westfield, Les Drewes, Frank Gigler, Jennifer Goodnough, Carol Chomsky 
 
REGRETS: Amy Pittenger (chair), Colleen Flaherty Manchester, Rhonda Franklin, Terry 
Beseman 
 
ABSENT: Madison Anderson, Nathan Carlson, Josh Lesser, Sam Sheppard, Manpreet Singh 
 
GUESTS: Julie Sweitzer, executive director, College Readiness Consortium; Patty Franklin, 
chief of staff, Office of Human Resources; Mike Berthelsen, vice president, University Services; 
Paige Rohman, chief of staff, University Services; Liz Eull, chief of staff, Office of the Senior 
Vice President for Finance and Operations; Chuck Tombarge, chief public relations officer, 
University Relations 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING: Deb Cran, Office of the Executive Vice President and Provost; 
Jazmin Danielson, Youth Safety and Compliance Manager; Megan Sweet, Office of the 
President; Niamh Coomey, Minnesota Daily 
 
1. Safety of Minors policy and appendices: Professor Buhlmann, FCC vice chair and chair pro 
tem, convened the meeting and called for a round of introductions. Following introductions, 
Professor Buhlmann turned to Julie Sweitzer, executive director, College Readiness Consortium, 
and Patty Franklin, chief of staff, Office of Human Resources to provide information about 
proposed changes to the Safety of Minors policy and appendices. Ms. Sweitzer began with a 
brief policy overview and noted that the responsible University authorities for this policy are the 
provost and the vice president for human resources.  
 
Most of the policy changes are not substantive, but rather focus on clarifying the policy, in 
particular, what constitutes a “covered program.” The policy covers programs that are primarily 
intended for minors as the primary participants. To accomplish this, the following changes were 
made: 

● Added clarifying language to the policy.  
● Moved the examples and definitions from the definition section of the policy into the 

main body of the policy itself. 
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● Added references to high school students who have accepted volunteer experiences in 
labs, offices, and on research teams. (NOTE: one-time, informational interviews are not 
covered by this policy). 

● Included research opportunities as being covered by the policy. 
● Added language to indicate that PSEO (postsecondary enrollment options) students are 

considered enrolled students. 
● Added a recommendation for mental health training in the Health and Safety Appendix. 
● Added a protocol for medication administration that says students must be able to 

self-administer the medication(s).  
● Included in the policy a prohibition against minors being able to travel. 

The one substantive change is that programs for youth conducted as research will now be 
covered by the policy. 
 
Following her presentation, Ms. Sweitzer opened the floor for questions and comments regarding 
the policy. Questions and comments included: 

● For clarity, Professors Grier-Reed and Chomsky suggested rearranging/rewriting the 
sentence that currently reads, “This policy covers any planned event or series of events, 
activities, or educational experiences offered by academic or administrative units of the 
University, including University faculty or staff, that is intended for minors as the 
primary participants.” Ms. Sweitzer and Ms. Franklin agreed to look into changing this. 

● Professor Bee voiced concern about the first paragraph under the heading Programs 
Intended for Minors as Primary Participants. In his opinion, most faculty, particularly in 
the sciences, reading this paragraph would never describe their research program as being 
primarily intended for minors, and, therefore, would conclude that the policy does not 
apply to them. Professors Kyba and Chomsky agreed that the paragraph should be 
rewritten. 

● Professor Chomsky asked why is the language ‘primarily intended for’ important if 
everytime a minor is involved in a program it triggers a background check. Ms. Sweitzer 
said the language is important because the University does not intend to cover all events 
that minors could attend, e.g., athletic event, theater event. Professor Chomsky suggested 
thinking about the definitional piece of ‘a program’ as the policy is being reviewed. If 
‘program’ is defined in the policy, it may not be necessary to have a separate definition in 
the definition section. 

● Regarding background checking, said Professor Buhlmann, a concern that he has heard 
from more than one faculty member has to do with the extent of the background check, 
which includes more than a criminal background check such as a financial/credit check. 
Some faculty members feel the extensive background checks are an invasion of privacy 
and irrelevant. The policy clearly states ‘criminal background check.’ Ms. Sweitzer 
explained that this is the same background check that the University conducts when 
someone is hired. Ms. Sweitzer agreed to look into whether a narrower check is sufficient 
for the purposes of this policy. 

 
Hearing no further questions/comments, Professor Buhlmann thanked Ms. Sweitzer and Ms. 
Franklin for bringing this policy to the committee. He added that if members have other 
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comments after this meeting about the policy, please send them directly to the guests, or him and 
Renee Dempsey, Senate Office. 
 
2. Building security measures implemented in the health sciences: Professor Buhlmann 
welcomed Vice President Mike Berthelsen and Chief of Staff Paige Rohman and called for a 
round of introductions. Following introductions, Professor Buhlmann turned to VP Berthelsen 
who began with a few opening remarks. VP Berthelsen said that while this particular topic is a 
Twin Cities’ issue, campus security is an issue for all the campuses. In early December, a new 
set of security measures were implemented in the health sciences district that essentially turned 
public buildings into non-public buildings. As a result, all the doors to the buildings in the health 
sciences district are locked, except for the three public entrances. The public is welcome to come 
to the University when they have a defined business purpose such as an appointment, meeting, 
etc. Currently, the three public doors are staffed by a contractor, but the plan is for the University 
to hire its own employees to fill these positions. Additionally, University Services is also 
working on transforming these public entrances to give them more of a formal, welcome 
desk-like feel.  
 
Implementation of the health sciences security measures are still new, said VP Berthelsen, and so 
it is still too early to gauge how these measures are working. The plan is to collect data over the 
next several months about these security measures, not only for the health sciences district, but 
for the adjacent buildings and the rest of the campus as well. These measures were implemented 
in the health sciences district first because the data indicated a significant amount of dangerous, 
risky, and criminal activities in these buildings likely due, at least in part, to the high number of 
doors and easy access from parking ramps and the light rail. Appropriate security measures 
balance safety, security, and access, and will need to vary from building to building. The goal is 
to make sure that faculty, staff, students, and invited visitors are safe and able to be productive 
when they are here. While implementation of these measures for many seemed hurried, 
University Services is now meeting with various governance and other groups across campus 
sharing information about how this decision came about and collecting input from the University 
community. 
 
VP Berthelsen concluded his opening remarks, and opened the floor for questions and comments 
from members, which included: 

● Regarding access, said Professor Kyba, have additional card readers been installed and 
are there plans to add more? VP Berthelsen said some targeted card readers were added. 
The plan is to track higher-volume doors in terms of their traffic, and, if warranted, more 
readers will likely be installed. Professor Buhlmann said this is somewhat concerning, 
especially for people with disabilities, and agreed that additional entrances would be 
appreciated. Chief of Staff Rohman volunteered to get specific information on the 
number of doors and how many have card readers, etc. 

● Building on the tension between safety and security, and access and inclusion, said 
Professor Grier-Reed, there have been discussions about the need for the University to be 
a welcoming and inclusive environment that fosters dignity and respect for all people. 
Clearly, biases can guide peoples’ ideas about who belongs in certain spaces in ways that 
result in discriminatory actions. How are the people staffing the public entrances being 
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trained? How does the University plan to measure to see if the new security measures are 
working? Regarding training, VP Berthelsen explained, the University provided the 
contractors with some training, e.g., making sure all procedures that are being imposed 
are done so equally and to everyone. That said, as permanent University staff are hired to 
fill these positions, they will be given training similar to that of public safety and sworn 
officers on campus, e.g., implicit bias training. About the metrics to measure if the 
security measures are working, there are not well-defined metrics at this point. That said, 
based on what he has heard, very few people are being turned away; in fact, to the best of 
his knowledge, no staff or faculty have been turned away for failing to present their 
UCard when asked. Professor Grier-Reed asked about the demographics of those that 
have been turned away. VP Berthelsen said he does not have that information at this time. 
The intent behind having people wearing their UCard or showing an appointment card, 
etc., said Mr. Rohman, was to remove any independent judgement on the part of those 
who staff the public entrances. Professor Grier-Reed said at some point she would like to 
see data rather than hearing anecdotes about the demographics for those who have been 
turned away. Mr. Rohman said once the University hires its own employees for these 
positions, it will be easier to collect this data. The University knows that the contractor 
training is not as robust, deep, routine, and ongoing as it will be once the University hires 
its own people. What the University has discovered so far is that simply staffing the 
public entrances is seemingly solving most of the issues. 

● Regarding access, said Jean Otto, chair, Civil Service Consultative Committee (CSCC), it 
is worth noting that departments within the locked building can change their access status 
so they can use other card readers in the district. Additionally, she thanked University 
Services for its responsiveness after these procedures were implemented when her unit 
was holding an event where people needed access.  

● What about people who were issued a UCard, but have since left the University, asked 
Professor Drewes, can they still access these buildings? Yes and no, said Mr. Rohman. 
Yes, at the public entrances where only a visual cue is being used to confirm someone 
has a UCard, but at other entrances that have card readers, no. Card reader entrances are 
updated every two-hours based on current employment status, or current student 
enrollment status. 

● Will a UMD UCard work at the health sciences card reader locations, asked Professor 
Drewes? According to Mr. Rohman, UMD and UMR staff and students should be 
included in the access group, but, if that is not true, please contact University Services so 
the problem can be corrected. VP Berthelsen said even if a card reader doesn’t work, 
these individuals could still gain access by showing their UCard at one of the public 
entrances. 

● Erin Heath, chair-elect, P&A Consultative Committee (PACC), asked what the P&A 
Senate should be communicating to its constituents so they do not have problems 
entering these buildings when attending Senate meetings? Mr. Rohman said to tell P&A 
senators to make sure and bring their UCards with them. Next, Ms. Heath asked how 
faculty, staff, and students can provide feedback about the new security measures in the 
health sciences buildings. Mr. Rohman said that faculty, staff, and students can: 1) send 
general comments and questions to userv@umn.edu, or 2) for concerns about 
enforcement or to share an experience, people can do the following: 
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○ File a report with the University of Minnesota Police Department. 
○ Report an incident to the Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action. 
○ Email or call UReport, which provides for anonymity. For more information, go 

to the Safe Campus website at https://safe-campus.umn.edu/.  
Lastly, asked Ms. Heath, what is the status of the feedback that the PACC recently 
provided University Services concerning the health sciences security measures, and 
whether any action has been taken related to this feedback. In light of time, she said she 
would  email VP Berthelsen and Mr. Rohman a list of questions/comments that came out 
of the PACC meeting and that they can respond accordingly. VP Berthelsen said 
University Services will be able to respond to some of the more actionable items, e.g., fix 
such and such a door, but are still working on the broader-themed/philosophical items 
that were raised at the meeting. University Services is continuing to collect feedback on 
this issue, which covers a wide range of opinions.  

● Amy Ma, chair, Student Senate Consultative Committee (SSCC), asked whether there are 
plans to expand the security measures that were implemented in the health sciences to 
other buildings/areas across campus. If consideration is being given to expanding security 
measures beyond the health sciences, does University Services plan to consult with the 
various stakeholders before doing so? VP Berthelsen said currently there are no plans to 
change security measures or implement the health sciences measures anywhere else on 
the campus. Having said that, he noted that he cannot say the University will never 
implement additional security measures elsewhere on campus, but there are no current 
plans to do so. In terms of what would trigger a process for making such changes, said 
VP Berthelsen, University Services is tracking crime statistics by building. Leading up to 
the implementation of the health sciences security measures, the crime statistics in the 
buildings along the light rail increased significantly. This is an iterative process versus 
there being a certain number or kinds of crimes happening on campus that will generate 
further security measures in other buildings. Mr. Rohman added that in the event a 
situation arises and there is not time to consult, University Services would rely on the 
information it has learned throughout this consultation process to inform any  decision it 
makes. Has signage been installed to indicate that doors are locked and where the nearest 
public entrance is, asked Professor Chomsky? VP Berthelsen said a number of emails 
were sent to faculty, staff and students informing them about the health sciences security 
measures. Additionally, signs were taped to health sciences doors leading up to the 
implementation of these measures to make people aware. Finally, all public doors display 
a green sandwich board outside so people know where they can enter. Mr. Rohman added 
that the temporary signs that were taped to doors prior to implementation of the security 
measures have been replaced with smaller, more aesthetically appealing maroon and gold 
signs that say ‘UCard Access.’ Professor Chomsky suggested installing signage on doors 
about  

● where the closest public access door can be found. 
● Professor Chomsky raised concerns about public meetings that are held in the health 

sciences and wondered whether schedulers who are booking these rooms are aware of the 
limited number of public entrances. Mr. Rohman said University Services has been 
encouraging people who are booking large venues to tell their guests where to enter and 
station someone at that door to let people in. Alternatively, an email template with a 
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header has been developed that people can use when they send out correspondence 
indicating entrance information. 

 
Hearing no further comments or questions, Professor Buhlmann thanked VP Berthelsen and Mr. 
Rohman for the health sciences security information and a good discussion. 
 
3. Major Events policy and procedures: Professor Buhlmann introduced the last agenda item 
for today, the Major Events policy and procedures, and called for a round of introductions. 
Following introductions, Professor Buhlmann asked Liz Eull, chief of staff, Office of the Senior 
Vice President for Finance and Operations, and Chuck Tombarge, chief public relations officer, 
University Relations, to provide background information about the policy. 
 
Ms. Eull began by saying that the purpose for attending today’s FCC meeting is to consult on the 
new Major Events policy, which is a Twin Cities only policy at this time. The policy was 
developed to support the University’s commitment to free speech, and the robust exchange of 
ideas throughout the campus community while at the same time recognizing that the University 
has a duty and responsibility to do so in a way that ensures campus safety and responsibly using 
the institution’s resources. The policy establishes a process for requesting, reviewing, and 
planning major events on the Twin Cities campus, and it is also a tool for educating the campus 
on how to think about events that are being planned. The policy is not meant to impact speakers 
that faculty or staff invite for classroom learning experiences. Examples of major events covered 
under this policy include but are not limited to concerts, public appearances, performances, and 
speakers at rallies. These events generally involve a well-known or high-profile public figure, 
and may draw significant public or media attention, which draws on the resources of the 
institution, e.g., security, or they represent a significant security concern. The policy was 
developed by a cross-functional group that was charged by President Kaler, and has the 
continued support of President Gabel. The plan is to consult on the policy over the next month or 
so and then to bring it to the President’s Policy Committee (PPC) in March for final approval. 
With this as background information, Ms. Eull opened the floor for questions and comments. 
 
Professor Buhlmann asked about the definition of ‘political campaign event,’ and whether it 
refers to only people who are running for an election, or if it includes people who have already 
been elected. He also wondered whether this verbiage would include organizations with strong 
political opinions, but that are not necessarily related to an election. The procedure, explained 
Ms. Eull, is quite specific in its nature; the intent being that if an individual, or surrogate for that 
person, comes to campus to speak about a candidacy or a ballot initiative, the University wants a 
procedure that addresses how to approach these types of events. The procedure is being used as a 
tool, primarily with venue operators, to channel the requests coming into the University through 
a single office. Additionally, the University wants to make sure that candidates and campaigns 
understand that the University cannot pay for their expenses. The University, said Ms. Eull, gets 
a lot of elected officials who come to campus for a variety of reasons other than political 
campaign events, and so an effort is underway to better define what is not covered by this policy, 
e.g., a panel discussion with elected official(s) and others discussing the topic of opioid abuse. 
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In response to a hypothetical event posed by Professor Buhlmann, Ms. Eull explained that one of 
the first things the University does when it gets a call to schedule an event is to consider who is 
organizing and implementing the event. Depending on who is organizing the event, it may still 
be a major event, but not necessarily a political campaign event. The committee who drafted this 
policy and accompanying procedures has had numerous discussions about the many different 
types of events that could come to campus. Professor Buhlmann said for events that want to 
promote a political opinion, they should be able to come to the University, but should have to 
pay for it. Given the time we are in, and how other political events have played out across the 
country, said Ms. Eull, the University wants to have a policy and procedures in place that it can 
turn to that explains how the University operates for specific kinds of events. A big effort 
throughout this entire process has been to have a tool to educate people across campus about 
what constitutes a major event and what might create a resource-drain on the institution. 
 
Professor Breen said she appreciates all the work that has gone into this policy and 
accompanying procedures. Regarding what constitutes a ‘political campaign event,’ this has 
never been and probably never will be able to be cleanly defined. That said, trying to figure out 
when the policy and procedures apply and to whom can potentially lead to discrimination 
allegations by different groups. It is inevitable that there will be contestation over what is a 
political campaign event and what is not. Secondly, Professor Breen asked for clarification 
between a major event and a political campaign event. Ms. Eull said, as she interprets it, a 
political campaign event is likely to also be a major event; therefore, the political campaign event 
would be covered by the Major Event policy procedure - Political Campaign Events, an 
administrative procedure. Mr. Tombarge said the University currently has no guidelines or 
processes that makes the institution’s response consistent, and cited the Shapiro lawsuit against 
the University of Minnesota, which ended up in federal court. The University was fortunate in 
the court’s dismissal of much of this case that the court gave the University a good amount of 
guidance on what the University can do as a public institution around events, how the University 
should manage them, and what the University cannot do. Having said that, developing a policy 
that was directly informed by the judge's opinion was the first step in trying to get a handle on 
this matter. Mr. Tombarge said the hope in having a policy is that it will give the University 
guidance and something to stand by when the University’s approach for handling large events is 
challenged. 
 
Professor Chomsky made a few suggestions: 

● Defining ‘major events’ early in the policy versus only in the definition section.  
● Noting in the policy that its purpose is to inform the appropriate people on campus that 

handle these types of events.  
● Creating an overall standard for deciding whether or not to allow an event. While the 

minimum requirements are spelled out in the policy, there is no overall standard. She 
suggested adding more clarity to this portion of the policy. 

Ms. Eull thanked Professor Chomsky for her suggestions. She went on to explain the genesis of 
the phrasing “the committee will approve the proposal unless,” and that is that the University is a 
public institution that has a responsibility to support free speech. There has not been an occasion 
where the University has denied a proposal unless it was due to a conflict such as timing, 
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location, etc. The circumstances under which the University would risk saying no to a request 
would have to be given serious consideration. 
 
Professor Goodnough asked whether the committee gave any thought to events for smaller 
campaigns, e.g., school board campaigns, and if those campaigns would have to go through the 
same process as major campaigns. Are the policy and procedures intended for really major 
political events or all political campaign events? In the committee’s initial discussions, said Mr. 
Tombarge, the term major event had a size attached to it, but after further discussion, the 
committee felt that a major event does not necessarily have to be big in size, but could be 
something quite small that requires an extra layer of security, for example, given who is 
involved. Ms. Eull added some smaller political campaign events have the potential of becoming 
major events. That said, the committee wanted to make sure that venue schedulers across the 
University who are getting requests to schedule political campaign events hand them over to a 
central office. This central office would then ask a series of questions to determine whether the 
event in question would require additional security, create parking issues, crowds or protests. 
Each event will be assessed individually, said Ms. Eull, and agreed that not all political campaign 
events will be major events. If that is the case, Professor Chomsky suggested couching the 
verbiage in the portion of the policy that speaks to this process.  
 
Ms. Heath asked whether the venue operators/schedulers across campus understand the Major 
Events policy and procedures. If so, how has this communication occurred? Ms. Eull said once 
there is a policy in place, the plan is to go out and meet with venue operators, communication 
directors, events & conference services, etc. to go over the policy and procedures. To date, 
communication about the processes and procedures has been organic in nature. Mr. Tombarge 
added that an actual communication plan is in the process of being developed.  
 
Professor Chomsky suggested that the people who are considering holding an event on campus 
should be able to contact someone to determine if the event they are thinking about would be a 
major event because there are judgement calls involved in making this decision. She added that 
she is also troubled by the verbiage “significant public and media attention” in the policy and 
suggested adding examples or to somehow further clarify what this means. The word 
‘significant’ can be defined in so many different ways. 
 
At the conclusion of the discussion, Ms. Eull noted that someone from the Duluth campus has 
contacted her about sharing the draft version of this policy and accompanying procedures. She 
added that she is happy to share the draft with the other campuses as well. Mr. Tombarge added 
that his outreach on this policy with communications directors will be systemwide. 
 
Hearing no other comments/questions, Professor Buhlmann thanked Ms. Eull and Mr. Tombarge 
for a good discussion. 
 
Before adjourning, Professor Buhlmann announced that the February 27 Senate meeting has 
been cancelled. He noted this is not because there are a lack of topics for the docket, but that the 
topics that there are, are not yet ready. 
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Renee Dempsey, Senate staff, reminded members about the listening session for the new vice 
president for student affairs position that will be today from 4:15 - 5:00 in 306 Morrill Hall. She 
encouraged all who are able to attend, to do so. 
 
4. Adjournment: Hearing no other business, Professor Buhlmann adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
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