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FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
June 4, 2015 
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: governance communication within the University and communication to 
support increasing the University’s presence in outstate Minnesota, EOAA and OED’s roles on 
campus] 

 
Present: Rebecca Ropers-Huilman, chair; Janet Ericksen, Allan Erbsen, Dale Carpenter, Colin 
Campbell, Karen Mesce, Maria Gini, Gary Cohen, Chris Uggen, Sue Wick, Jim Cloyd, Jigna 
Desai, Gary Gardner, Will Durfee, Lyn Bearinger 
  
Regrets: Joe Konstan, Eva von Dassow, Jean Wyman 
 
Absent: Kathleen Krichbaum 
 
Other: Jon Steadland, associate to the deputy chief of staff, Office of the President 
  
Guests: Vickie Courtney, director, University Senate Office; Katrice Albert, vice president, 
Office for Equity and Diversity; Kimberly Hewitt, director, Office of Equal Opportunity and 
Affirmative Action; Kris Lockhart, associate vice president, Office for Equity and Diversity 
 
Professor Ropers-Huilman convened the meeting, and expressed her appreciation for committee 
members attending the extra meeting at the end of the year. 
 
1. University governance communications and communications to increase the University’s 
presence in outstate Minnesota 
 
Ropers-Huilman welcomed Vickie Courtney, director, University Senate, to discuss the Senate 
Office communication efforts. Courtney gave an overview of her office’s endeavors. First, the 
committee meeting minutes are now distributed through a weekly update, which is sent to 
anyone who subscribes to the listserv. The listserv signup went out to everyone who had 
previously been receiving minutes, approximately 1500 people. Courtney said this delivery 
method had been very well received, and people appreciated the brief description of the minutes 
and then clicking on the link for the full minutes if they chose. Courtney also noted that in the 
past, the only minutes distributed were those of faculty senate committees represented on the 
FCC. However, now all minutes of all committees are distributed, with the exception of closed 
meetings.  
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Courtney said there are 25 standing committees, which meet at least once a month, and 
approximately 15 subcommittees that work throughout the year.  
 
Courtney also described the Semester Update, an email newsletter that provides updates on 
University governance and is distributed to the entire University community. There have been 
two issues of the Update thus far. Courtney said the Senate Office website would also be 
undergoing a design change, for which they would be seeking the FCC’s input. In addition to the 
design change, there will be profiles posted once a month of individuals who have been 
particularly active in governance. This, Courtney said, was part of the Senate Office’s goal to 
raise the visibility of governance, and give recognition to people who have contributed. It also 
demonstrates to those who might not have considered participating a connection to do so. 
Courtney said the Senate Office had also been working with the Committee on Committees on 
how appointment letters are sent out, and ensuring new members are aware of how to stay 
connected and have the information they need to serve effectively.  
 
Ropers-Huilman said the committee had discussed areas where there might be improved 
communications, such as with the Board of Regents, different college governance units, the 
larger faculty, deans and chairs, and the Senate Committee chairs. Courtney noted deans are part 
of the Senate so they receive all the information as well. Professor Cloyd asked if there were any 
analytics on how well the Senate Office communicated with governance’s various constituent 
groups within the University. Courtney said that while they attempted numerous communication 
methods, they have found that people are either interested or not. She noted faculty were the 
lowest percentage to open the Semester Update (34%) while civil service were the highest.   
 
Cloyd asked if there was any research regarding the most effective way to communicate within 
an organization such as the University. Courtney said she had met with University Relations 
about various methods, and they said the Brief was the best and most effective form of 
communication within campus. However, the Senate Office could not publish in Brief as its 
scope is regarded as too narrow.  
 
Ropers-Huilman observed that much of what is happening now feels like distributing 
information, and asked what could be done to effect two-way communications. Cloyd said FCC 
represented the faculty and there had to be a mechanism for faculty to communicate; yet there is 
little communication of faculty to the FCC. The most effective way, Cloyd said, was to start at 
the local level and find a way to go from there.  
 
Professor Campbell said FCC did not really interface with governance units in the individual 
colleges, and it seemed there should be some kind of flow. He suggested each committee 
member be tasked with cultivating a personal relationship with the heads of their college 
governance units. Courtney said that AHC FCC met with its chairs and vice chairs of the faculty 
advisory committees or collegiate FCCs twice a year, and those individuals were responsible for 
bringing forth information from their colleges and schools.  
 
Professor Wick asked if it was possible to have a link on the distributed minutes through which 
people could submit issues or say what is on their minds, as they often think of things on the spur 
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of the moment. She acknowledged someone would have to sort through the responses to 
determine the purview of each issue. Courtney encouraged committee members to brainstorm 
freely and not be concerned about the logistics affecting any ideas.  
 
Professor Cohen wondered about the possibility of a chat room that would be accessible only to 
University faculty and covering topics of current concerns to the FCC. He asked if any collegiate 
faculty advisory group or any of the committees had tried it. Professor Uggen said that chat 
rooms have participators and non-participators, and many people were “lurkers” on such forums. 
He liked Wick’s idea of a hyperlink as a feedback channel, and said an online forum might work. 
 
Cohen said it might work if there was a way to share comments on a particular page. Wick said 
one issue with an open forum was people with rants or an axe to grind. Ropers-Huilman 
expressed concern there would be an expectation that the chair would have to respond to 
everything or else be seen as not caring about that input. Courtney suggested a blog, perhaps 
from the FCC chair or designated faculty member, and said the Senate Office could help make it 
happen. Uggen said this might be a good option: the comment function is built in, and the 
information from the minutes could be harnessed and put in blog form. He also noted that some 
of Ropers-Huilman’s introductory statements at the Senate meetings would be ideal for this sort 
of format. The goal, Uggen noted, was to make what FCC was doing more accessible without 
creating another thing to do. Professor Desai said if social media was going to be considered, a 
blog was a good idea; however, faculty would not make a special “trip” to another site. She said 
Facebook was a place to share and link to other things, as it was quick, contained, and more 
integrated into the online places faculty visit. It might be an easier way to get the audience being 
sought, Desai said. Courtney said she had met with University Relations last spring and asked 
how the Senate Office could engage and get information out. She had considered using Twitter 
and tweeting during meetings, but was told by University Relations it was not a popular 
communications mechanism for faculty and staff. 
 
Bearinger asked why faculty governance wasn’t covered in Brief, saying faculty were the 
greatest resource on campus. The Brief has the widest audience and including governance was a 
conversation that should be pursued with University Relations, she said. Professor Gini said she 
liked Brief because she could skim the titles of the articles. Generating more information does 
not mean people will read more of it, she said, and people are already swamped with 
information. Desai said there was no one platform that would reach all faculty, but certain 
subgroups could be reached with certain formats and there needed to be multiple strategies.  
 
Uggen said they often heard from the “squeaky wheels” but the question was how to engage 
faculty who have real concerns and ideas. He said he would feel like he was doing a better job 
representing faculty if there were more input channels. Cohen noted a technicality in the meeting 
minutes, saying speakers were not identified at Senate meetings. He said when there is a serious 
debate or controversy, commenters need to be identified. Courtney said non-attribution had been 
the practice for several years but she was open to what made the most sense and would be most 
helpful. Professor Gardner said attributions were good and necessary in a Senate meeting as the 
representatives are elected, and one should see how their representatives were speaking. 
Courtney said moving forward, attributes would be included in the Senate meeting minutes.  
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Professor Mesce said in her experience, a lot of faculty and staff did not really know how 
governance was organized and how information flowed. Courtney said in the past, governance 
had had a link on the University homepage but this is not longer true. Courtney referred to an 
FCC document about the roles and responsibilities of senators and said it could be a potential 
springboard for further communication. Gardner referred to an issue the committee had 
discussed before, that of how representing faculty university-wide is communicated with faculty. 
He noted that some colleges do not do it that way, and there is no formal relationship between 
senators from a college and the college assembly in that college. Gardner said they needed to 
figure out a better way of getting senators involved, and Professor Ericksen suggested it was the 
purview of each college’s constitution and they decide what the connection will be. She asked 
other committee members if by being on FCC they were automatically on committee within their 
college, and members responded no. Courtney said members of AHC FCC were appointed 
through their colleges’ FCC. Bearinger noted FCC was invisible at the Senate meetings, and 
suggested the committee being seated in one section or facing the audience wearing nametags 
could raise its visibility. Campbell said the ultimate issue is that the committee did important 
work on behalf of faculty but it was not widely known.  
 
Ropers-Huilman said that many good ideas had been brainstormed and she, Campbell, Uggen 
and Desai would work over the summer to fine tune recommendations. She then turned the 
discussion to the University’s presence in outstate Minnesota. Ropers-Huilman said while it was 
not FCC’s role to take the lead in enhancing the University’s presence in the state, it was their 
role to urge senior administrators to facilitate the effort. Cloyd said he thought it was important 
to educate as many people as possible in the state about what faculty do, and thus it was a 
legitimate responsibility for the FCC. He suggested the committee be prominent in helping to 
make that happen and identifying the best and brightest to tell that story. One idea was to bring 
the faculty to people in outlying regions, perhaps with a bus tour of the state. Ropers-Huilman 
agreed, and said that partnering with the Board of Regents and senior administrators seemed 
appropriate. Courtney said the Senate Office would support them in their efforts.  
 
Gardner said it was a very important issue and FCC had to take the lead. He noted the Minnesota 
legislature did not connect the University to outstate endeavors. Gardner said they had to put 
forward the units who were doing the work and illustrate how the University serves the entire 
state. Ericksen suggested pairing Twin Cities and Morris faculty to call attention to the work 
being done. She said in Stevens County there were people who had no idea of the agriculture 
research being done by the University and that there are Twin Cities faculty who live there. 
Ropers- Huilman said it would be useful to have training on campus for faculty about how to 
communicate their work better with the general public. Uggen said there were various such 
resources and making those resources available to faculty would help the University put its best 
foot forward. This could also tie into social media. Gardner said the general issue is that faculty 
are not just stakeholders in the University; they are the University. The entire University needed 
to understand that, so when University Relations looked for resources they should come to 
faculty and not just deans. Gardner said University Relations also had a responsibility to ferret 
out the kinds of projects that would be meaningful to put in the local papers around the state. He 
suggested this might be a joint effort between the Senate Office and University Relations, and he 
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said there ought to be a view from University Relations that the faculty has many stories to tell. 
Bearinger said the committee should focus on external communications at its retreat in the fall.  
 
Desai said her department was frequently contacted about gender-related issues and it was 
difficult to keep up with the demand. The University is not good at telling its story and a blog 
could be a place for that, Desai said. She thought it would be helpful if University Relations 
captured a greater variety of topics that highlighted the academic community. Campbell noted it 
would make the most sense for FCC to partner with those at the University who had the expertise 
and infrastructure to accomplish these objectives.  
 
Wick described her experience at professional conferences, which often offered panels on how to 
speak to one’s government representatives and how to succinctly describe one’s work and area of 
expertise. Cohen pointed out there are numerous staff turnovers in University Relations, and 
faculty have to renew their connections. Ropers-Huilman agreed with the need for faculty 
training and said faculty may be experts in broad fields but also needed to learn how to speak to 
the specific, narrower areas as well.  
 
At this point, the committee agreed to go off the record.  
 
Ropers-Huilman then discussed with the committee its upcoming conversation with 
representatives of the Office for Equity and Diversity (OED), and noted the goal and questions 
for the discussion.  
 
Goal: To discuss mission, vision and values of the Office for Equity and Diversity and the Office 
of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action, especially as they pertain to supporting the 
creation of an inclusive campus climate. 
  
Questions to Address: 
 

1. What is the role of OED broadly, and EOAA in particular, in creating an inclusive 
campus climate? 

 
2. How does EOAA allocate resources to each of its roles, including investigating 

complaints, providing educational programming, and recommending changes to policies 
and procedures? What are the challenges and responsibilities in each of these areas? 

 
3. How might faculty governance be helpful in supporting dialogue among faculty on 

diversity and equity related topics that are not widely understood, in particular where the 
balancing of multiple and sometimes competing interests is necessary? 

 
2. The roles of EOAA and OED on campus 
 
Ropers-Huilman welcomed Katrice Albert, vice president, Office for Equity and Diversity; 
Kimberly Hewitt, director, Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action; and Kris 
Lockhart, associate vice president, Office for Equity and Diversity. 
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Ropers-Huilman said that she felt everyone was entering the conversation as colleagues hoping 
for a similar objective, which was moving forward with the mission of the University of 
Minnesota. She emphasized the necessity of keeping the conversation at a less specific level 
although the topic had been generated by recent events.  
 
Vice President Albert expressed her appreciation for the invitation to the meeting. She provided 
background on OED in general and its vision and goals, saying their mission was to advance 
excellence through the transformative power of equity and diversity. She said the office assisted 
the entire University system through shared responsibility around access and inclusion. Their 
overarching goals in driving equity and diversity were building community, education and 
learning as a part of the mission of the institution. Albert said when she came to the University of 
Minnesota two years ago, she conducted listening sessions across Minnesota to discover the big 
issues that were bubbling up and OED selected three top priorities for the next three years:  
 

● Enhancing diverse communities 
● Enhancing campus climate for diverse communities 
● Connecting more online with internal and external partners  

 
Albert said they worked on these goals through the approximately ten units in OED and 
individual contributors working across the system. Three of the units have compliance 
responsibilities: 
 

● Disability Resource Center, which has federal and state compliance around accessibility 
● Office for Business and Community Economic Development has state and federal 

compliance regulations around targeted businesses 
● Equal Education Opportunities Act (EEOA) has federal and state regulations related to 

civil rights laws and compliance 
 
In trying to reach their most ambitious equity and diversity goals, Albert said it was about 
driving equity and ensuring that the University was doing more to ensure it is a place for 
everyone. Albert reiterated they wanted conversation to be more structural around EOAA as they 
could not talk about any specific cases.  
 
Professor Carpenter asked about the substance of OED’s decision-making: when OED received a 
complaint that someone had been insulted or offended by speech, what did they take into account 
in deciding its recommendation? Hewitt said they would not frame a complaint in terms of 
speech, so she would not consider speech to be part of their responsibility. The office evaluates 
complaints of discrimination and harassment, including hostile work environment. For instance, 
Hewitt continued, if someone came to them and said due to certain factors they were 
experiencing a hostile education environment, an investigation would be conducted. Lockhart 
stated they could not discuss any person’s case but they could discuss the intersection of speech 
and harassment or discrimination. For example, Lockhart said, someone might report that a 
faculty member said, “Sleep with me or you get a C.” That is speech, and inherent in that speech 
is behavior that may or may not be a violation of University policy. However, speech would be 
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considered in a context of a number of behaviors in order to determine whether there is a policy 
violation or not, Lockhart said.  
 
Carpenter referred to a recent panel regarding the Charlie Hebdo terrorist attack that discussed 
topics controversial to some. Carpenter said the panel was the subject of a letter to John 
Coleman, dean, CLA, in which OED recommended he publicly condemn the panel. Lockhart 
reiterated they would not be able to discuss a specific incident, but if it could be framed as a 
general question they would be able to have the conversation. Carpenter said the letter was a 
matter of public record, and read from the letter: “The EOAA believes that university members 
should condemn insults made to a religious community in the name of free speech.” Carpenter 
then asked if the EOAA took into account the interest of free speech and academic freedom 
when it made recommendations. Hewitt said they made recommendations they thought were 
relevant to the idea of promoting of a positive campus climate. Hewitt said again they could not 
talk about specifics of a case, but that they had made recommendations about the college in 
question using certain imagery. Hewitt said this was not extraordinary and that recommendations 
are not infringement of free speech. 
 
Carpenter asked about what would happen if someone came to EOAA and said they were 
offended by something someone said, then asked for an investigation. Hewitt said that was an 
oversimplification of what their office does. Someone may come to them and say they 
experience harassment because of certain circumstances that might include speech, she said. In 
that case, they would explore that and determine the appropriate response. Hewitt reiterated they 
could only speak to how they would approach specific cases, and they would probably explore 
the situation with the individual and ask that person more about what they experienced. 
Carpenter suggested there was a minimal legal threshold, and said he understood the University 
wanted to go beyond that minimum in creating a friendly climate. Hewitt said climate was a part 
of compliance, and they would consider the impact of climate in any complaint.  
 
Carpenter said he would suggest that beyond that compliance, the University had an obligation 
as an academic institution to protect academic freedom and to promote diversity of expression 
and ideas. Hewitt said this was not her charge. Albert said the 34 compliance partners of the 
University of Minnesota were charged with monitoring freedom of speech. Cohen said they had 
professional obligation not to exceed their charge and not to infringe on other University policies 
such as academic freedom or First Amendment rights. Cohen cited a case in which a film 
deemed offensive was prohibited from appearing on another college campus. The outcome was 
that the ban was declared unconstitutional. Cohen said it seemed a slippery slope and 
increasingly so, when people want to take the ideas of harassment and hostile environment to the 
point of dictating what a professor can and cannot discuss in class even when it is relevant to the 
subject of that class. He noted that if he were teaching the history of Islam, he would want to talk 
about the Sufi tradition and showing such images would be something he would do. Some would 
not like it but it is part of that history. Cohen emphasized normal, proper, and intellectual inquiry 
had to be protected even as the University strove to create an open, welcoming environment. 
 
Professor Erbsen said Lockhart’s statement that mere recommendations do not infringe free 
speech was troubling. When an office within the central administration instructs other 
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administration officials to condemn speech by University employees, it sends a message, 
particularly to those on the tenure track, that chills expression. Erbsen expressed concern about a 
University office that sees itself as serving a compliance mission but does not see itself as 
creating compliance problems by its actions. He said there is the potential for conflict between 
the EOAA’s dual missions because the EOAA sees itself as having the job of promoting a 
particular campus climate, but it also has the job of investigating complaints and making specific 
recommendations about specific conduct. Erbsen felt this was a conflict of interest. The 
investigatory function should be removed from the office and assigned to someone whose sole 
job is to investigate complaints, and not to make subjective assessments about what the campus 
climate should be and what people should be doing. He said this would then free up the EOAA 
to comment on those investigations. Hewitt said she disagreed with a good deal of what Erbsen 
said, and went on to describe investigating a particular allegation. They had not found a violation 
of policy, but they made a recommendation to leadership to say something in response to a 
community that was injured. Hewitt said she did not construe that as a violation of free speech, 
but a recommendation that came along with the findings of an investigation.  
    
Erbsen asked if in future investigations they would continue to make recommendations that 
particular speakers be condemned for their actions even if they have not been found to have 
violated University policy. Hewitt emphasized that was not what they had done, and in the future 
they would make relevant recommendations upon investigation. Erbsen asked if they would 
recommend that University administrators condemn speech that had been found not to have 
violated University policy. Hewitt said she would not answer that question.  
 
Ropers-Huilman said she hoped everyone could recognize one another as colleagues, and 
recognize that each was doing the best job they could within their sphere, and she encouraged 
everyone to try to work together to find some way forward on the issues. Ropers-Huilman then 
mentioned that EOAA was embedded in OED, and asked if the current structure of EOAA 
optimally serves the University community.  
 
Albert said EOAA and OED had been together for 10 years and other institutions were also 
moving to this forward-thinking model, to hold compliance in one hand and to hold the 
institution’s value system in the other hand. At other institutions of which she’d been a part, 
EOAA was situated in human resources. They had investigatory responsibility, which was 
problematic because HR would end up protecting the institution. Elsewhere, Albert said, the vice 
provost for diversity tried to move EOAA into Equity and Diversity; however, that was never 
accomplished.  
 
Carpenter asked Albert if OED felt it had an obligation to take into account the interests of the 
University in freedom of speech and academic inquiry, and the diversity of values. He also asked 
if, in their view, it was part of the campus climate of the University to encourage people to have 
the diversity of viewpoints to criticize the status quo.  
 
Albert responded that broadly speaking, yes, and it was a part of the diversity statement for the 
University. Carpenter cited an incident in 2007 in which a campus theatrical production offended 
a religious group, and the group asked the University president, Robert Bruininks, to condemn it. 
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Carpenter said Bruininks refused to condemn it or shut it down on the grounds that the 
University needed to encourage a diversity of ideas even if it offended a religious community 
that regarded itself as the object of distrust and inaccurate stereotypes. Carpenter said, the 
University could not shut down anyone who wanted to display an image of the Muhammad 
simply because it offended religious sensibilities, as the University cannot make a decision 
regarding blasphemy. In the case of the panel, Carpenter said, the display of the image was 
relevant to a matter of public discussion and was not a gratuitous insult to people.  He pointed 
out that part of maintaining a good campus climate is having full freedom of speech and 
expression. 
 
Lockhart discussed the case of Catharine MacKinnon and Andrea Dworkin and their stance on 
pornography. Their actions moved the Minneapolis City Council to be within one vote of 
installing an anti-pornography ordinance. Lockhart also cited certain Fellini films that, she said, 
could have fallen under the child pornography restrictions that the Supreme Court later dealt 
with, and yet were still being shown. Albert reiterated that the display of an image of 
Muhammad being discussed in this instance was not found to be a violation of policy. However, 
she said, if hundreds of people are saying something hurt them, it became an issue of trying to 
create an environment where historically marginalized people could not be as successful as they 
otherwise could if they did not have to experience seeing it. Albert acknowledged it was a 
complicated decision, and that it was important to hear from people regarding their concerns; it 
was also important for faculty to understand boundaries.  
 
Uggen asked when a formal response made the most sense and when an informal response was 
appropriate. He noted there were times in other parts of the University when it seemed to be 
more legalistic in its approach to a problem when sometimes it could just be a one-on-one 
approach. Hewitt said in some cases they respond informally, and in other instances they tend to 
do something in writing just to be clear. Albert added that it was often up to the person to 
determine whether or not policy was violated and whether it involved attacks on their identity. 
To determine this, they could seek feedback from their office. She noted that they have 
experienced, for example, students complaining about things that were said in a class. The office 
then advises the faculty of this, as they feel the faculty would want to be aware of such instances.  
 
Carpenter asked about the threshold for investigation and contact with faculty about a complaint. 
If a student complains about something they heard, and they were offended or insulted, does the 
office automatically take the complaint at face value and ask the faculty what happened? Or, 
Carpenter asked, is some kind of determination made about whether it is substantive enough to 
approach the faculty member? He noted it could be very intimidating getting an email from their 
office that said an investigation was being conducted, as it carries with it a possibility of being 
disciplined, losing one’s job, and people’s judgment of the faculty member.  
 
Hewitt said they felt notifying the faculty was an opportunity for the individual to respond to the 
complaint. Hewitt also noted in the majority of cases, the Office of Human Resources and other 
departments looked to OED for support in that area. Lockhart said OED had a responsibility to 
take timely and appropriate action and let faculty know the concerns, and it was important to 
advise them of the climate they were creating. It needed to be addressed from a human resource 
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standpoint, a legal standpoint, and from a human-being to human-being standpoint, she added. 
Carpenter noted that people accused of violating policy or creating a hostile climate would also 
want to know what the investigation process was and what their rights were. He said in reading 
the emails exchanges between EOAA and the accused faculty members regarding the Charlie 
Hebdo panel, the process seemed opaque. Carpenter felt there should be an initial determination 
made about whether it was protected speech and what was being done to protect that speech. 
Carpenter said he did not see a full explanation of that process in the email exchanges.  He said 
that making a threshold judgment in a case where the speech was clearly protected was like a 
judge making a determination on pleadings as to whether a case could actually go forward. It 
does not involve any factual inquiry or depositions at all. Carpenter said it should have been a 
judgment of the EOAA office that on the face of the complaints, displaying the image was a 
matter protected by the First Amendment and the display involved a matter of public concern 
and was not gratuitous. Moreover, there was no indication that persons had been individually 
harassed.  
 
Hewitt said that the legal perspective was one way to look at it, but her charge was to evaluate 
and investigate complaints of harassment and hostile environment. She noted complainants often 
come to her office with information but cannot express what the basis of their complaint is, and 
the office assists with that. If a person comes with a complaint that is connected to the anti- 
discrimination policy or it seems to be an allegation of creating a hostile education environment, 
it is worthy of inquiry. Carpenter said that went to the determination of whether it was protected 
by free speech, and that it was not just a matter of law, but also a matter of principle. Hewitt said 
they would never make a conclusion about a hostile educational environment before they’d done 
anything. Carpenter asked for clarification that if someone made a complaint that they were 
offended by something, but had not formulated the complaint, her office assisted them in 
forming it. Then, Carpenter continued, does the office approach the faculty member asking for 
an explanation and informing the faculty member that there will be an investigation? Hewitt said 
it depended on the complaint and what the person shared at the initial meeting. Albert said her 
office had an obligation to be open to hearing issues and exploring them. She said they had to 
take timely and appropriate action, and appropriate action meant being comprehensive. 
Carpenter noted that Hewitt had previously said the office did make an initial judgment about the 
validity of the complaint on occasion without contacting the faculty member. Hewitt responded 
that the complainants often couldn’t frame their issue in terms of harassment, discrimination, or 
hostile educational environment and the like. She said they framed the facts with whatever 
information is shared with them. Carpenter asked if the number of complainants mattered in a 
determination about whether the speech created a hostile environment. Hewitt responded that if it 
were one student or 400, a complaint would still be considered.  
 
Albert discussed an event where a professional football team with an offensive name (the 
Washington Redskins) played a game on campus. She noted no one complained to EOAA, but 
nine months was spent dealing with a campus climate issue related to a symbol and the 
disrespect of a population on campus. Albert emphasized the University needed to be responsive 
to all diversity, including diversity of thought. If the campus is made hostile and the educational 
experience is hostile, it would be taken seriously in OED and EOAA, Albert said.  
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Gardner said it was important to consider how the University’s mission, which includes freedom 
of speech and tenure, could work with things that may be controversial. It is also our 
responsibility, Gardner said, to seriously consider issues of equities and kinds of behaviors that 
really are offensive to people.  
 
Ropers-Huilman thanked Albert, Hewitt and Lockhart for the discussion.  
 
The committee then agreed to go off the record.  
 
Uggen then thanked Ropers-Huilman for her service and leadership on the committee, and 
Ropers-Huilman said the integrity, analytical ability, and commitment of the committee was 
impressive. She said it had been an amazing learning experience and she had great admiration for 
what each of the members brought to the committee. Ropers-Huilman thanked everyone for his 
or her service.  
 
Hearing no further business, Ropers-Huilman adjourned the meeting. 
 
Mary Jo Pehl (for Renee Dempsey) 
University Senate  


