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Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) 
September 8, 2016 
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 represents the views of, 
nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 

 
[In these minutes:  Legislative Liaison Positions; Discussion Regarding Establishing a Senate 
Committee that Focuses on Graduate Education Issues; Bias Response Team] 
 
PRESENT:  Colin Campbell (chair), Joseph Konstan (vice chair), Catherine French, Dan 
Feeney, Kathleen Krichbaum, Michael Kyba, Monica Luciana, George Trachte, Susan Wick, 
Robert Blair, Shawn Curley, Janet Ericksen, Greta Friedemann-Sanchez, Peggy Nelson, Ruth 
Okediji, Amy Pittenger, Peter Tiffin 
 
GUESTS:  Ann Freeman, Campus Climate Engagement, senior consultant, University 
Relations; Tina Marisam, assistant director, Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative 
Action; Teddie Potter, BRT representative for the Diversity Community of Practice from the 
School of Nursing 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Anitra Cottledge, BRT staff lead, Office for Equity and Diversity; 
Laura Knudson, BRT staff lead, Office of Student Affairs; Tania Mitchell, BRT faculty 
representative, Provost's Office; Barbara Kappler, BRT representative representing the Global 
Programs and Strategy Alliance; Jennifer Reckner, Provost’s Office; Deb Cran, chief of staff, 
Provost’s Office; Kris Lockhart, associate vice president, Office for Equity and Diversity; 
Olivia Johnson, senior staff reporter, Minnesota Daily 
 
1.  Legislative liaison positions - After convening the meeting and calling for a round of 
introductions, Professor Campbell announced that the first item of business would be a 
discussion about the open legislative liaison positions.  Given the committee will be talking 
about potential nominees, Professor Campbell suggested closing this portion of the meeting to 
facilitate a candid conversation.  With that said, the committee voted to close this part of the 
meeting. 
 
2.  Discussion about establishing a senate committee that focuses on graduate education:  
Before launching into a discussion about whether a senate committee on graduate education 
should be established, Professor Campbell welcomed Olivia Johnson, a senior staff reporter 
with the Minnesota Daily, replacing Brian Edwards. 
 
Professor Campbell then called on Professor Wick, chair, Senate Committee on Educational 
Policy (SCEP), to get her thoughts on whether a senate committee on graduate education 
should be created.  Professor Wick noted that SCEP’s charge 
(http://usenate.umn.edu/charges/scepch.html) is quite broad.  Given this broad charge, said 
Professor Wick, SCEP has made a concerted effort over the last few years, in particular, to 
devote equal time on all its agendas to both undergraduate and graduate education issues.  
Additionally, now that graduate education has been separated from post baccalaureate 
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professional training, she has had conversations with Senate staff members about SCEP dealing 
with post baccalaureate professional education issues as well.  SCEP’s goal is to address all 
levels of education at the University.   
 
Ever since Professor Scott Lanyon chaired the Special Committee on Graduate Education back 
in 2013 (before he was named vice provost & dean of graduate education), said Professor 
Wick, she believes he does not think that SCEP has the time or bandwidth to look at all aspects 
of graduate education.  Professor Wick said she is not sure this is a valid argument.  Professor 
Konstan then proceeded to provide additional background information on the history of 
graduate education at the University.  He noted that while he is not sure what the right solution 
is, there are sufficient graduate education issues that need attention. 
 
Professor Feeney suggested establishing a graduate education subcommittee and model it after 
the Retirement Subcommittee, which is a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Faculty 
Affairs (SCFA).  In Professor Feeney’s opinion, a subcommittee model would make more 
sense than establishing a separate Senate committee on graduate education.   
 
Professor Campbell raised the issue of postdoctoral students, and which committee would 
address their issues.  He said he has heard that SCFA has agreed to do this, but this does not 
seem right because not all postdocs go on to become faculty like they tended to do in the past.  
Rather than setting up separate subcommittees for graduate education, professional education, 
and postdocs, Professor Campbell suggested that a graduate education subcommittee also 
address postdoc issues.  Professor Konstan said he is not convinced that postdoc issues overlap 
that much with graduate education issues, and, therefore, while he believes postdoc issues need 
to be dealt with, he is not sure a subcommittee that deals with both graduate education and 
postdoc issues is the right combination.  While mentoring is a common issue for both graduate 
students and postdocs, a majority of the postdoc issues tend to evolve around human resources 
issues and lack of services for placement, etc. 
 
Professor Campbell thanked members for a good discussion.  In terms of next steps, he said he 
plans to set up a meeting with Vice Provost & Dean of Graduate Education Lanyon, Professors 
Wick, Konstan and himself to continue this discussion further and promised to report back to 
the committee to keep members apprised about this matter. 
 
3.  Bias Response Team:  Professor Campbell welcomed those attending from the Bias 
Response Team (BRT) and called for another round of introductions.  Professor Campbell 
noted that members had been sent some background information about the BRT prior to this 
meeting.  Ann Freeman, Campus Climate Engagement, senior consultant, University Relations, 
made available additional copies of the background information Professor Campbell just 
mentioned along with copies of the BRT protocol for interested members. 
 
Ms. Freeman began by noting that executive oversight of the BRT is the responsibility of Vice 
President Katrice Albert, Office for Equity and Diversity (OED), and Provost Karen Hanson.  
She then proceeded to provide background information on the BRT and highlighted the 
following: 
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• In January 2016, President Kaler approved a proposal from the Campus Climate Core 
Planning Team to establish the BRT on the Twin Cities campus. 

• While the University has had the responsibility of responding to bias incidents, the BRT 
was created to fill any gaps that may exist and to ensure incidents are responded to in a 
timely and consistent fashion, and to provide referrals as needed. 

• The BRT is responsible for ensuring a broad awareness across campus of its existence 
as well as awareness about existing resources related to campus climate.  Additionally, 
the BRT has an educational component to the work it does. 

• The BRT’s first order of business was to develop its protocol, which it has done.  This 
is a fluid document that will continue to evolve and grow. 

• To date, 24 incidents have been reported to the BRT. 
• Reports are received from individuals, news media, other public sources, etc.  When a 

complaint is received, the BRT looks at what issues the incident presents and makes 
sure they have the right people at the table to address the situation.  As a result, the BRT 
collaborates with a number of other campus partners to resolve bias incidents and to 
look at trends in ways that affirm the University’s commitment to equity and diversity, 
and its commitment to upholding free speech and academic freedom on campus.  The 
BRT does not have any investigative or disciplinary roles. 

• The BRT will be launching its website soon to better describe the BRT and to promote 
its work.   

• Once the website is up and running, people will be able to report incidents in one of 
three ways: 

o Ureport - https://secure.ethicspoint.com/domain/media/en/gui/9167/index.html 
o Dedicated email address – endbias@umn.edu 
o Dedicated phone line – (will be using Google Voice not yet set up) 

 
To conclude, Ms. Freeman said the BRT hopes to have an ongoing relationship with the FCC.  
The BRT wants and needs faculty to be part of this journey of developing the BRT for the Twin 
Cities campus community.  In following the national conversations about bias response teams 
and concerns over free speech and academic freedom, the University has incorporated some of 
what has learned from other institution’s experiences in its protocol.  The BRT is committed to 
doing its job right and well. 
 
Next, Tina Marisam, assistant director, Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action, 
spent time talking about the consultations the BRT had over the summer with the leadership of 
the following University governance committees: 1) Social Concerns Committee, 2) Civil 
Service Consultative Committee, 3) Senate Committee on Student Affairs, 4) Equity, Access 
and Diversity Committee, 5) P&A Consultative Committee, 6) Student Senate Consultative 
Committee, 7) Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee, and 8) Faculty Consultative 
Committee.  From this consultation process, the BRT came away with three key take away 
messages: 

• The BRT needs more faculty input and involvement. 
• The BRT needs to ensure that free speech and academic freedom on campus is not 

stifled. 
• The BRT is a welcome and needed addition to the University community. 
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Moving on, Teddie Potter, BRT representative for the Diversity Community of Practice from 
the School of Nursing, said she would be sharing examples of a few of the bias incidents that 
have been reported to the BRT and how the BRT worked through them.  However, before 
doing this she talked about how bias incidents, or incidents where people feel unsafe have a 
physical and psychological impact on people.  Incivility is rampant, and growing, and, as a 
result, bias response teams are popping up across the country.  She also noted that most bias 
incidents are not due to a power differential, which is often contrary to what most people think.  
For example, in looking at the bias incidents that have occurred at the University a large 
number of the cases are student-to-student incivility.  Professor Potter said teaching faculty are 
in a unique position to model healthy ways of interacting with others.  Of the 24 cases that have 
been reported to the BRT thus far, only two have involved faculty, and the others involved 
either unknown perpetrators or were student-to-student bias incidents.   
 
The BRT, said Professor Potter, offers a University-wide process for dealing with student 
complaints of bias as well as faculty and staff complaints of bias.  Unlike some other bias 
response team models across the country that simply put bandages on incidents as they occur, 
the University’s goal is to achieve an end-bias culture by proactively looking at the incidents 
that are being reported to see if patterns are developing.  
 
To illustrate the work of the BRT, Professor Potter then shared three examples of bias incidents 
that were reported and talked about how the BRT handled each incident.  For the most part, 
said Professor Potter, students who have reported incidents are not expecting major action to be 
taken, but rather they want to be heard and know they are participating in creating a culture that 
works for the entire community.  The BRT wants to be proactive and to continuously work 
toward ending bias by creating a climate where all faculty, staff and students feel safe and are 
able to reach their full potential.  With that said, Professor Potter welcomed questions and 
comments from members. 
 
Professor Curley asked if it would be beneficial for the BRT to have some sort of formal 
relationship with some of the Senate committees such as Academic Freedom & Tenure and 
Equity, Access and Diversity.  Ms. Freeman said that this question came up on a number of 
occasions when the BRT was consulting with governance leaders this summer.  While no 
decisions have been made, this idea is being explored.  She added that it is clear that there 
needs to be an avenue to get input and feedback from faculty in order to be able to manage 
sensitive issues that will undoubtedly arise. 
 
Professor French said one of her colleagues experienced bias awhile back (before the formation 
of the BRT), and reported it to the Office of Conflict Resolution (OCR).  Does the BRT have a 
relationship with OCR?  A guiding principle of the BRT, said Ms. Marisam, is not to supplant 
existing resources that deal with bias incidents, but to make sure people are aware of these 
resources and to work and collaborate with these other offices.  When people report an incident 
to the BRT they are asked if they have already reported elsewhere to make sure there is not 
duplication of effort and to determine what office would be the most appropriate to handle the 
incident.  Professor French noted that because OCR is confidential, the BRT may not be aware 
of issues of bias that affect faculty.  She recommended that OCR be asked to share with the 
BRT the types of bias they have been made aware of through their office.  This could be done 
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in terms of numbers of incidents, types of encounters, etc. such that the BRT has an 
understanding of the breadth of issues that need to be address through training, education, etc. 
 
Regarding the issue of free speech, said Professor French, the University should do more to 
encourage diverse responses to speech that is offensive to some people.  Ms. Marisam said the 
BRT recognizes that people who are the target of hate speech might not have the ability to 
counter the hate speech that they were the target of.  As a result, a role of the BRT is to create a 
place for allies to step in and provide the needed counter speech.   Professor Potter added that 
the Campus Climate website (http://campus-climate.umn.edu/) is a great resource and provides 
a forum for diverse views related to campus climate.   
 
Professor French said besides soliciting faculty input and involvement with the BRT’s efforts, 
it will be important to solicit student input and involvement.  Laura Knudson, BRT staff lead, 
Office of Student Affairs, said BRT members have met with student leaders and so these 
conversations have and will continue to take place.  Additionally, BRT members are meeting 
with the various cultural centers on campus.  A variety of things are planned to get students 
involved in this effort too.   
 
Professor Okediji asked how the BRT is defining bias because during the presentation it 
seemed as if bias and incivility were being used interchangeably, and they obviously are not the 
same thing.  Ms. Marisam read the BRT’s definition of  “bias incident” aloud:  “Bias incident is 
defined as an act of bigotry, harassment, or intimidation that is motivated in whole or in part by 
bias based on an individual’s or group’s actual or perceived race, color, creed, relation, national 
origin, gender, age, marital status, disability, public assistance status, veteran status, sexual 
orientation, gender identity or gender expression.”  She went on to say that the BRT was 
formed because bias causes a special kind of harm to individuals and the campus community, 
and that the team does not address incivility unless it consists of bigotry, harassment, or 
intimidation motivated by a person’s race, national origin, gender, sexual orientation, religion, 
disability or other protected identity. 
 
Professor Okediji then asked whether a notification to the BRT about a bias incident is the 
same as a notification to the Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action (EOAA).  
Ms. Marisam replied if the BRT receives a complaint that could potentially involve 
discrimination or harassment under University policy or the law, the BRT would work with the 
EOAA office, which is the compliance office that is responsible for making sure the laws and 
related University policies are being complied with.  In response, Professor Okediji suggested 
the BRT in its communications should clarify the difference between bias, incivility and 
discrimination.  Morphing these concepts undermines the importance of addressing 
discrimination and begins to tread on issues of free speech because people can be uncivil but 
that is not illegal.  Additionally, as an institution of higher education, more should be done to 
prepare students and members of the community to deal incivility.  Professor Okediji added 
that even though the BRT states that it is not an investigative body, when it receives a 
complaint it does in fact exercise some level of judgment, e.g., severity of an incident, and this 
can have legal implications because when a complaint is made to the BRT it could be construed 
as notice to the institution.  If the complainant reports an incident to the BRT first, and the BRT 
makes preliminary judgments, the implications of doing this for other University policies need 
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to be made very clear.  If an obligation exists to report an incident within a specified time under 
a University policy, for example, and someone emails the BRT that person may think they are 
in compliance with policy.  Lastly, in terms of free speech, the criteria and decision about 
whether or not there should be a broader University response to a complaint should be carefully 
worked out.  In situations where people are wrongfully accused or charges have been trumped 
up on either side, choosing to address an incident publicly can lead to issues of trust and fears 
of recrimination.  Moreover, if certain types of issues are usually addressed publicly (e.g., 
complaints about sex discrimination) compared to others, this could lead to complaints of 
discrimination in how the University handles certain types of bias.  Professor Okediji 
encouraged the BRT to think more carefully about the criteria for when an incident would 
qualify for a message from President Kaler or Provost Hanson as opposed to a bilateral 
response.  Professor Potter thanked Professor Okediji for her comments and noted that the BRT 
is having thoughtful conversations about a number of items she raised. 
 
Following up on Professor Okediji’s comments, said Professor Konstan, he worries about 
things that are content neutral that are triggered because of content, and, therefore, are not 
really content neutral.  Any messaging that goes out about something that has always been 
tolerated, e.g., chalking on the sidewalk, until it was offensive to someone is in fact a reaction 
to content.  It is very apparent when something that has always been tolerated suddenly 
becomes enforced.  Secondly, almost everything the BRT says it wants to do sounds wonderful, 
said Professor Konstan.  Having said that, the only two things he has a problem with are “bias” 
and “response.”  He worries that the word “response” implies that a response is the goal when 
in fact by being an ally the goal is actually support, not a response.  Response sets the 
expectation that the BRT should respond on a complainant’s behalf rather than teaching the 
person that there are people in the world that hate, and teaching that person how to respond 
because the world will never be a pure place.  His concern about the word “bias” is that it 
seems too limiting (and perhaps setting the wrong expectation) – why shouldn’t the team be 
equally available to someone who feels they need an ally for reasons unrelated to race, national 
origin, etc.?  Perhaps the University needs an Ally Team that can help anyone who does not 
know where to get help … something like 1-HELP for non-technical issues? 
 
In a recent message from President Kaler to the University community, said Professor 
Friedemann-Sanchez, the president says, “Hate speech, bias, and discrimination have no place 
here.  If you experience it, report it at endbias@umn.edu.”  Yet at the same time, the FCC has 
been told repeatedly that hate speech is protected, said Professor Friedemann-Sanchez, so this 
seems contradictory.  Ms. Marisam said there are types of hate speech that are protected, and 
there are other forms of hate speech that fall into the realm of discrimination and/or harassment.  
The University has two strong values 1) free speech and academic freedom and 2) a 
commitment on the part of the institution that this is a campus where everyone has access to 
educational activities in an equitable way.  While people will not be censored or penalized for 
their speech, the University will speak out as needed because it values equity, diversity, and 
inclusion, which are enshrined in its policies.  The University, therefore, can reaffirm its values 
and create space for other University members to say this is not the community they want to be 
a part of.  Bias response teams are being created across the country to respond to hate speech 
via training, education, and dialogue. 
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Given the BRT wants there to be more faculty involvement in its efforts, said Professor 
Campbell, what can the FCC do to help?  Ms. Freeman said this has not yet been determined, 
but ideally the BRT would like the faculty to play a consultative role as issues arise.   
 
Is the BRT strictly a Twin Cities initiative, asked Professor Curley, and, if so, why?  Yes, said 
Ms. Freeman, it is a Twin Cities initiative and that is because it is a scope that is manageable at 
this time.  She added that the Morris campus has had some type of bias response team for quite 
some time. 
 
In response to Professor Campbell’s earlier question about what the FCC can do to help the 
BRT, Kris Lockhart, associate vice president, Office for Equity and Diversity, said some sort of 
connection to faculty governance feels like something the BRT needs in addition to involving 
individual faculty not currently participating in governance.  She asked Professor Campbell if 
the FCC would like the BRT to be available to the committee and to provide it with a summary 
report of incidents each semester at which time the FCC could decide whether hearing from the 
BRT warrants time on its agenda for further discussion. 
 
Professor Campbell thanked the BRT for their presentation and a good conversation. 
 
4.  Adjournment:  In light of time, Professor Campbell adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
 
 
 
 


