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DISABILITIES ISSUES COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
October 17, 2012 
Morrill Hall Room 238A 
 
[In these minutes: review of Resolution on Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Disability 
Services; DS evaluation logic model explanation and discussion; Access Achievement 
Award recipients announced; future agenda items discussion; DSCC update.]  
 
[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), Chrispin Behnke, Sherry Gray, Donna Johnson, 
Peggy Mann Rinehart, Virgil Mathiowetz, Amber Mayer, Patrick McNamara, Brian 
McAdams, Joanna O’Connell, David Peterson, Jennifer Rothchild, Kimberly Simon, 
Kristine Talley 
 
GUESTS: None 
 
OTHERS:  Mari Magler, Associate Director of Access Programs for Disability Services; 
Nasireen Habib and Israr Khan of DSCC. 
 
REGRETS: Carla Tabourne, Susan Rose  
 
ABSENT: Dale Branton, Clare McCormick 
 
WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Professor Kennedy called the meeting to order and welcomed those present.   She asked 
each member to introduce him or herself and state their department. 
 
SEPTEMBER MINUTES APPROVAL 
 
Professor McNamara noted a need for clarification in the September minutes. The 
changes are reflected in italics: 
 

“Professor McNamara pointed out that the number of faculty and staff members 
using DS has increased dramatically, while the number of students has grown 
incrementally.  Ms. Johnson stated that this increase is due to the early 
intervention work DS is undertaking.” 

 
REVIEW RESOLUTION FOR EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS OF 
DISABILITY SERVICES 
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Professor Kennedy read the resolution and Professor Branton’s comments.  She stated 
that one of the important points of the motion is that formal feedback should be received 
from all the identified stakeholders.  The stakeholders were identified as individuals with 
a disability who are currently being served on campus including faculty, staff, students, 
all instructional staff, department chairs, the directors of undergraduate and graduate 
studies, DS staff, and student advisers.  The implementation and creation of the 
evaluation was not specified in the motion, it was noted. This would be up to the 
committee, DS, and OED to determine.  There are existing data within DS but there is not 
formal feedback from the other stakeholders. 
 
Professor Kennedy asked Ms. Johnson to share with the committee the results of the 
collaboration of DS and OED on the evaluation model. 
 
DS EVALUATION LOGIC MODEL - DONNA JOHNSON, DIRECTOR, 
DISABILITY SERVICES 
 
Ms. Johnson distributed a draft of the DS evaluation logic model; developed by 
Rosemary White Shield, director of evaluation, OED, Scott Marshall, associate to DS, 
and Ms. Johnson. DS has not been given extra funding or staff for the creation or 
implementation of this evaluation. Existing staff are designing and implementing the 
evaluation plan utilizing existing resources. 
 
In the process of developing the model, they began by deciding where to start the 
evaluation, identifying the promising practices in disabilities services, and how does the 
University’s DS compare with those promising practices. The model is based on 
empowerment evaluation concept, in which the stakeholders partake in the 
implementation and planning of the evaluation process.  
 
The data gathering activities include:  

• Focus groups  
• Surveys 
• Existing activities such as the meeting of the Faculty Advisory Committee 

 
The first method of data collection will be focus groups. The plan is to test the cultural 
strengths of those with disabilities, which will be woven throughout their methodology. 
The strengths include:  

• Resiliency – Ability to adapt to a situation 
• Flexibility – Ability to do tasks in different ways 
• Diversity – People with disabilities are not a monolithic group 
• Ability to move along a spectrum of cooperation to get things done 
• Ability to tap into unique perspectives on and experiences with defining success 

and failure   
 
Ms. Magler will help to facilitate the focus groups, which will consist of:  

• Students with disabilities that are registered with DS  
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• Faculty who are registered 
• Staff who are registered 
• Guests - She asked the committee if they have recommendations as to how she 

can organize a focus group of guests that use accommodations while visiting the 
University.  There are people who are registered with DS, but then there are those 
who may use accommodations at a football game for example, but they are not 
registered.  
 

Next, she explained the document in detail.  The inputs for the evaluation include:  
• Students with disabilities who are registered with DS 
• Students not registered 
• Faculty with disabilities who are registered 
• Faculty not registered 
• Department chairs 
• Director of undergraduate studies  
• Staff with disabilities who are registered 
• Staff not registered 
• Information from other large public institutions 
• Current best practices of disabilities services across the country  

 
Two outcomes they expect are: 

• To gather qualitative and quantitative data to modify their decision-making based 
on evidence 

• To assist qualified people with disabilities to fully participate in an contribute to 
the University community 

The goal is to make a cultural difference on campus, not just maintain compliance.  She 
emphasized the need for DS to reach the faculty, staff, and students to help them 
understand their role in access through universal design, and acknowledge this as a 
campus-wide initiative, not just that of DS.  To discern how to reach the faculty, Ms. 
Johnson has arranged to meet with staff from Vice Provost Arlene Carney’s office and 
another meeting with the dean and associate deans from CEHD.  
 
The logic model is unique in the examination of the cultural assumptions that exist 
regarding DS as an office.  Ms. Johnson added that the assumptions are broad and focus 
on why DS is part of OED.  They have been asked to have the report written and 
presented to Kris Lockhart, interim VP of OED, by January of 2013.   
 
Professor Kennedy asked how DS will know if they are engaging in best practices and 
achieving the cultural goal that is beyond the scope of compliance.  Ms. Johnson 
responded that the research of promising practices, listed as Activity A1 on the logic 
model, would examine: 

• The Association on Higher Education and Disability (AHEAD) Journal 
• AHEAD briefs 
• AHEAD best practices guidelines 
• Meet with ADA Coordinators group 
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• Comparison with colleagues from peer institutions in the Big 10  
 
Ms. Johnson continued by saying that this is the only DS office in the country that serves 
both employees with disabilities and students, with the exception of the University of 
Arizona in which one member works with employee disability services.  The Ohio State 
University, for example, has a large office that is run out of HR for employee disability 
services.  The size and scope of similar institutions are small compared to the 
University’s DS.   
 
Professor Kennedy continued that dynamic accommodations assessment is an 
accommodation that is provided initially and as the student progresses, other issues might 
arise that require a different accommodation. Can this process of dynamic 
accommodations be captured as an output for the evaluation?  Ms. Johnson agreed that it 
is important to communicate how DS operates.  She explained the process further, saying 
that each student meets with his or her assigned specialist at least once per year.  It is an 
interactive process as disabilities and needs change over time.  Professor Kennedy 
commented that if a student has several different specialists overtime, this could be a 
barrier to the dynamic accommodation process.  She asked if there was current data that 
may reflect the effects of changing specialists.  Ms. Johnson directed the committee’s 
attention to “Assumption 2: If Disability Services hires and invests in highly qualified, 
engaged, and culturally competent staff, then Disability Services will provide timely, 
responsive, quality services based on established services standards.”  One staff person 
has been dedicated to training to address this issue. They found that there was turnover 
stemming from the rate of pay and a lack of a degree program specific to disability 
services. Having a sole trainer develops a consistent approach to the service delivery. 
They recently promoted a captioning manager because there are now seven, full-time 
captioners.  She sees this as proof of the burgeoning service delivery of DS and is 
grateful for the support they have, however the budget is not increasing.  Professor 
Kennedy pointed out that the committee’s resolution could potentially assist with the 
budget of DS.  
 
Professor O’Connell directed the committee’s attention to “Assumption 3: If Disability 
Services is able to frame disability as a natural part of the diverse range of human 
experiences, then the University will address disability as an equity issue rather than as 
an individual’s problem to fix.” She emphasized that she does not want to present an 
evaluation model or motion that is not clear or that places sole responsibility on DS. She 
does not believe DS should be solely responsible for raising awareness and educating the 
administration.  The University should provide a climate of equity and DS is a resource to 
inform those activities.  There are limits that present challenges to DS, such as, what are 
the essential functions of a faculty member?  DS cannot dictate to a chair or dean the 
extent to which needs are met and this creates a barrier to accommodations that DS 
cannot control.  Where does the responsibility lie for the entire University, not just DS?  
Professor Kennedy raised the question: Whose responsibility is it to implement 
accommodations?  From a budget, staffing, and faculty perspective, who is responsible 
for implementing the accommodations and what is the recourse when barriers are met? 
Professor Kennedy suggested adding a comment to the resolution to ensure that this point 
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is clear. She added that an explanation of the role of DS could be part of the content of 
the education modules.   
 
Professor McNamara sighted issues surrounding accommodations such as: accessible 
bathrooms, elevators, and websites.  Ms. Rinehart stated that solutions are being sought 
within the computer accommodations program, which is a joint effort of OIT and DS.  
There is a team of people working with software that identifies accessibility issues and 
recommends solutions.  In regard to e-content, they want to ensure that it is accessible to 
all people on all devices.  They have evaluated pilots that are implemented in peer 
institutions to ensure accessibility.  
 
Professor Kennedy asked Ms. Johnson if DS supports the motion.  Ms. Johnson 
responded that she is not sure of the usage of the word “effectiveness” in the motion and 
does not think this word defines a clear measure.  She has collaborated with the director 
of Boynton Health Services to ascertain how they objectively measure similar aspects of 
their services.  As a result, DS has implemented a survey to measure service standards.  
DS prides themselves on 100% accuracy of document conversion and timeliness.  These 
two factors can be easily measured in a short survey that is completed by the user.  
Professor Kennedy clarified that there is a distinction between efficacy and effectiveness. 
Efficacy is a behavior or an outcome that occurred under ideal conditions, while 
effectiveness is an outcome that you decide has changed quality of life or quality of 
academic experience in more typical conditions.  They will discuss the language at a later 
time. 
 
Professor Kennedy had to leave the meeting early to attend a conference.  In closing, she 
stated the resolution regarding disability education would be presented to the FCC and 
that she will contact the subcommittee to provide directions for their work.   
 
Ms. Simon led the rest of the meeting and began by asking if there were any more 
comments regarding the evaluation model. 
 
In response to a question, Ms. Johnson clarified that DS provides advisors for the DSCC, 
but they are two separate organizations.  
 
ACCESS ACHIEVEMENT AWARDS 
 
The recipients of the Access Achievement Awards for the 2011-2012 year were: 
 Marilyn Becker, director of learner development, Medical School 
 Robert Burgett, vice president of development, University-Wide Programs,  

University of Minnesota Foundation 
 Lisa Gruszska, associate director, Orientation and First Year Programs 
 Glenn Hirsch, director, University Counseling and Consulting Services 
 Maki Isaka, associate professor, Asian Languages/Literature 
 Chen-Fu Liao, information technology professional, Civil Engineering 
 Dr. Laura Molgaard, associate dean for Academic Affairs, Veterinary Medicine,  

Academic and Student Affairs 
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 Jerry Rinehart, vice provost, Student Affairs and Dean of Students 
 Larry Rudnick, professor, Minnesota Institute for Astrophysics 
 
Ms. Johnson explained that students and staff nominated the recipients and a brief 
description of why they received the award is located at: http://ds.umn.edu/access-
achievement-awards.html. She emphasized that the presentation at the award ceremony 
garnered an emotional response from attendees and this impact regarding disability 
awareness.  
 
REVIEW PENDING ISSUES AND IDENTIFY FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 
 
The committee members identified the following issues as those they want to 
discuss at future meetings: 

1. Review and discuss the American Association of University Professors' 
document: Accommodating Faculty Members Who Have Disabilities  
found at this link:  
http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/comm/rep/A/disabilities.htm 
 
Professor O'Connell raised this topic and suggested the document be used as 
a comparison to the process at the University.  Different issues arise when 
considering accommodations for faculty with disabilities than with students.  
Ms. Johnson added that the interactive process is the same, but the 
accommodations are exploratory to ensure the essential functions of the job 
remain intact.  Professor O’Connell emphasized the issues of barriers and 
compliance that exist in a case-by-case nature.  She added that the document 
could help the committee consider the staff members beyond faculty that 
may need accommodations.  
 
2. Receive a report regarding the Study Abroad accommodations or process 
for those with disabilities.  

 
3. What are the available resources or spaces to accommodate those with 
special needs due to a disability, culture, or religion?  Prayer, lactation, and 
time out rooms for those with brain injuries were discussed.  How are the 
resources marketed, if they are available?  Equity, Access, and Diversity 
Committee may be a connection on this issue.  Amelious Whyte, assistant 
dean, Office of Student Affairs, can be contacted for the Student Services 
perspective. 
 
This link provides a list of lactation rooms on campus: 
http://www.med.umn.edu/domcenter/projectmanagement/spaceandfaciliti
es/lactation/home.html  
 
4. Receive an update from the Provost's Committee on Mental Health.  Gary 
Christenson, chief medical officer, Boynton Health Service was a suggested 
contact.   Ms. Johnson added that they are looking at the breadth of disruptive 

http://ds.umn.edu/access-achievement-awards.html
http://ds.umn.edu/access-achievement-awards.html
http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/comm/rep/A/disabilities.htm
http://www.med.umn.edu/domcenter/projectmanagement/spaceandfacilities/lactation/home.html
http://www.med.umn.edu/domcenter/projectmanagement/spaceandfacilities/lactation/home.html
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students.  They want to make existing resources known, such as the 
behavioral consultation team and the Office of Student Conduct.  More 
information can be found at: 
http://www.mentalhealth.umn.edu/   
 
This source was also suggested as a contact to investigate the ways in which 
the University is addressing the needs of disabled veterans in its community, both 
mentally and physically. 

 
DISABLED STUDENT CULTURAL CENTER (DSCC) UPDATE 
 
Ms. Habib announced an event taking place on Friday, October 19th in Coffman 233, 
3:00-4:00.  There will be a movie night event in the spring.  She hopes to attend 
future meetings.  
 
Hearing no further business, Ms. Simon adjourned the meeting. 
 

Jeannine Rich 
University Senate 

 
 

UPDATE 
 
Professor Kennedy will present the Proposed Resolution on Faculty Training in 
Disabilities Issues to the FCC on December 20th.  
 

http://www.mentalhealth.umn.edu/
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