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DISABILITIES ISSUES COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
February 20, 2013 
 
[In these minutes: Disabilities Services Evaluation Resolution background review; 
University lactation services and quiet spaces discussion]  
 
[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 
Senate; none of the comments, conclusions or actions reported in these minutes represent the views of, nor 
are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration or the Board of Regents.] 
 
PRESENT: Mary Kennedy (chair), Dale Branton, Donna Johnson, Patrick McNamara, 
Brian McAdams, David Peterson, Carla Tabourne, Kristine Talley 
 
GUESTS: Professor Laura Duckett, School of Nursing; Teresa Schicker, office 
supervisor, Department of Medicine 
 
OTHERS: None 
 
REGRETS: Sherry Gray, Virgil Mathiowetz, Amber Mayer, Joanna O’Connell, Susan 
Rose, Jennifer Rothchild 
 
ABSENT: Peggy Mann Rinehart, Clare McCormick, Maximilian Redemann 
 
WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Professor Kennedy called the meeting to order and welcomed those present.    
 
REVIEW OF DISABILITIES SERVICES EVALUATION RESOLUTION 
 
Copies of the  “Resolution on Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Disability Services 
(DS)” were distributed and Professor Branton reviewed the original intention behind the 
Resolution.   

• Professor Branton explained that the Resolution was created in response to the 
lack of evaluation of DS from an outside source. The committee thought it would 
be beneficial to have feedback from those that were served by DS and those that 
contacted DS but chose not to receive services. In the time since FCC passed the 
Resolution, DS began moving forward with a system for self-evaluation. The goal 
was for the committee to work together with DS to ensure that the desired 
feedback was received.  

 
Professor Kennedy explained that the Evaluation Resolution has not been presented to the 
FCC;  because the committee has several new members and because DS is developing a 
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self-evaluation process, she believed that committee members should review it before 
further action is taken. 
 
Professor McNamara stated that he would not have voted in favor because he does not 
feel it is the role of the committee to request this kind of evaluation.  He sees this as a 
management responsibility and outside of the charge of the committee.  Professor 
Branton explained that a major charge of the committee is to advise DS and the 
administration on the effectiveness of DS, and use and allocation of resources. Professor 
McNamara believes that this Resolution creates an unnecessary level of oversight instead 
of working with and advocating for DS.   
 
Professor Branton explained that the Resolution was intended to create a source of 
information, not an attempt at management or personnel evaluation. Professor Kennedy 
added that the Resolution calls for an independent process of evaluation, but since this 
was written, DS has developed a system for self-evaluation.  She added that she would 
like to see the committee have input into the evaluation process to ensure that information 
is obtained from those that use DS; this is not explicitly stated in the existing Resolution 
that was passed by the committee last spring. Professor Tabourne noted that the 
committee is not trying to compete with the process performed by DS, that the goal is to 
take on some of the evaluation burden.  
 
Professor Kennedy then asked Ms. Johnson to review the self-evaluation designed by DS.   

• Ms. Johnson emphasized that it is important to define the role of DS before an 
evaluation is distributed to students. She explained that students often have the 
expectation that DS will be an extension of the services they received in high 
school under IDEA.  Many community colleges operate under an open enrollment 
system that is different from a University setting.  Part of the role of DS is to 
ensure that students have equitable access, while simultaneously protecting the 
academic integrity of the University.  If students are unaware of this difference, 
they will have expectations that cannot be met in a university setting.  

• Currently, Ms. Johnson is reviewing questions that were developed by staff and 
faculty for three focus groups of students that have used DS and have a variety of 
disabilities.   

• Professor Kennedy suggested that students be involved in developing questions 
for the focus groups, not just faculty, and Ms. Johnson replied that this would be 
possible.  

• Ms. Johnson stated that no complaints filed against DS, in the time that she has 
been with DS, have been upheld and the findings have always favored DS.  

• DS has not been given extra funding for their evaluation process.  
 
Ms. Johnson reminded members of the logic model designed for the DS self-evaluation 
that was presented at a previous meeting.  Per the model, Ms. Johnson contacted faculty 
members from various departments and requested that they respond to a brief 
questionnaire. She then identified the following requests made by the faculty members: 

• Faculty would like to know what types of disabilities are present on campus. 
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• A decision tree that outlines the faculty role, DS role, and student role in 
providing accommodations.  A decision tree that could be a model is offered by 
the Provost’s Committee on Student Mental Health and helps faculty determine if 
a student is distressed, disruptive, or dangerous and what to do in each case. She 
also suggested offering trainings and online modules to support faculty in dealing 
with disruptive students. 

• Additional information on how to approach students that may have a disability but 
have not disclosed it.  

• Multiple channels of communication. Some faculty will read emails that are from 
their department chairs or Provost Hanson before they will read something from 
DS.  

• List of FAQ around disability issues that are modified for specific academic 
audiences.  

 
Continuing, Ms. Johnson stated that overall, faculty are unclear about their role, and what 
is access versus success.  Members discussed possible resources: 

• Have a password protected section of the DS website where faculty members can 
ask questions.   

• DS phone line specifically for faculty to call with questions.  
• A poster for classrooms, similar to that of the Provost’s Committee on Student 

Mental Health, regarding what is a disability and who should be contacted.  Ms. 
Johnson responded that this could be created and would help faculty to determine 
solutions if, for example: a student requests an accommodation that is not on their 
letter or the essential components of the class are at risk of being diluted by an 
accommodation.  

 
Professor Kennedy commented that members of the FCC pointed out that there are 
aspects of Universal Design that are not being followed in the creation of courses.  If 
these tenets were being followed, there might not be a need for as many accommodations.  
 
Professor Kennedy posed the following questions: What would happen if a particular 
person or department was not following through with accommodations and what should 
the student, staff, or faculty member do? She emphasized that it is unclear what should 
happen if the accommodation is listed in the letter, but is not being carried out. If the 
responsibility of seeking out accommodations is placed solely on the student, it could 
actually contribute to their disability. Professor McNamara commented that there is only 
so much DS can do to ensure the faculty member provides accommodations, especially in 
the limited time period of a single semester.  Professor Talley added that it is important 
for realistic expectations to be held by both the student and the faculty.  
 
Professor Kennedy summarized by stating that the Evaluation Resolution will continue to 
be discussed at the next committee meeting, in conjunction with the self-evaluation 
currently being conducted by DS.  Professor Branton added that the Resolution should be 
viewed as encouragement towards a cooperative process with DS and not as regulatory.  
 
UNIVERSITY LACTATION SERVICES AND QUIET SPACES DISCUSSION 
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Ms. Schicker and Professor Duckett, members of the Social Concerns Committee and 
the Lactation Advocacy Committee, presented research that has been conducted 
regarding access to lactation facilities at the University. They used a PowerPoint 
titled, “Access to Nursing Mothers’ Rooms (NMR) at the University of Minnesota” to 
supplement their presentation.  The slides outlined the following topics: 

• Importance of Lactation 
• Background (How this relates to mothers at the University) 

Ms. Schicker emphasized that though legislation exists, there is no University 
policy regarding the creation of these rooms, which has resulted in a lack of 
facilities.  

• Workplace Lactation Support: Positives for Employers and Employees 
It is important for recruitment for the University to be “family-friendly.” 

• State Law 
The law applies to all employers with 21 or more employees, not just 
employers of 50 or more, and this is unique to Minnesota.  

• Federal Law 
• Existing University Policy 

There is no existing University policy but there are services and groups 
advocating for lactation.  

o Resources offered by the Student Parent HELP Center.  
o The Lactation Advocacy Committee is an ad hoc group of volunteers.   

• Existing Campus Lactation Resources 
Ms. Schicker then discussed the handout titled, “Lactation Spaces: University 
of Minnesota- Twin Cities.” Fourteen locations and their amenities are listed 
for the East Bank, West Bank and St. Paul campuses.  She added that she is 
aware of two other spaces that are not on the list for various possible 
reasons: the rooms are funded with departmental money, they are too small 
or popular to accommodate additional traffic, and there is no University 
policy requiring the spaces be shared.  

• Research at UMN about UMN Nursing Experiences 
• Maternal Perceptions of Impact of NMR Use on Breastfeeding Duration 

The survey was conducted over 2008-2010 and the focus was on the 
duration and exclusivity of breastfeeding and the effect of availability of a 
NMR on the Twin Cities Campus.  Respondents reported: 

o Extent to which NMR use increased duration of breastfeeding (n=42): 
approximately 76% “yes, somewhat” or “yes, a whole lot” 

o Extent to which NMR use increased duration of exclusive 
breastfeeding (n=41): approximately 80% “yes, somewhat” or “yes, a 
whole lot” 

• Representative Participant Comments 
• UMN Lactation Survey: Young Student Parent Support Initiative Expansion 

Grant (2012) 
• What Other Universities Offer Students and Staff 
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o A handout was provided titled, “Review of Campus Lactation Spaces 
(listed by student and employee population)” which compared the 
facilities of peer institutions.  

o Only 5% of UMN buildings have lactation spaces 
• The “Ask” from the Lactation Advocacy Committee 

o Increase the number of lactation spaces 
o Staff to run the program (1 FTE) 
o Educational curriculum about lactation 
o Enhance tools and knowledge for human resources professionals 

around campus 
o Education for supervisors about the laws, and what campus resources 

are available 
o Information about lactation spaces offered at student orientations 

• Who Can Help? 
Ms. Schicker stated that any student, staff, or faculty member could advocate 
for lactation services by educating those around them.  

• Proposed Resolution  
o The Social Concerns Committee will vote on a resolution in support of 

lactation access for students, staff and faculty.   
o Those that sign on in support will support initiating a formal 

university process to develop a plan for lactation space allocation on 
an ongoing basis.   

Ms. Schicker read additional points for consideration developed by the Lactation 
Advocacy Committee: 

• Develop consistent guidelines across campus 
• Enhance the development of current lactation support on the website 
• Identify the most effective mechanism to ensure that this issue is addressed 

on an ongoing basis 
 
Professor Kennedy began the following discussion by stating that there is a need for 
some students with disabilities to have a quiet space, such as students with fatigue, 
sensory overload, or brain injuries.  Katherine Murphy, senior academic advisor, 
Humphrey School of Public Affairs, has been able to create the Wellness Room in the 
Hubert H. Humphrey Center.  Members then discussed the following topics related 
to lactation services and quiet spaces: 

• Members inquired about the job description of the FTE for lactation services. 
Ms. Schicker explained that the Lactation Advocacy Committee is comprised 
of volunteers.  The challenge is that this issue affects students, staff, and 
faculty and there is not an administrative body that governs all of these 
groups in terms of wellness. Professor Duckett explained that each room 
does not have to operate the same way.  Some rooms will require a local 
contact, while others will only need the central contact, but currently there is 
no central point of contact for the rooms. Some people will need the rooms to 
be accessible after hours, for example, graduate students that are in labs in 
the evenings.  
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• Professor Duckett added that people with disabilities might need special 
accommodation to access the rooms.  

• Ms. Johnson stated that “quiet space” is not something that DS can dictate to 
departments as an accommodation.   

• Members discussed the possibility of individual offices being donated for 
periodic use as wellness spaces throughout the day.  Professor Duckett 
commented that there would be legal issues with securing data and 
scheduling consistent availability.  

Professor Kennedy suggested that the committee members brainstorm student 
groups that might need a wellness space and observed that there is a desire from 
members to continue this conversation.    
 
In the interest of time, Professor Kennedy adjourned the meeting.  
 

Jeannine Rich 
University Senate Office 
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