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Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) 
September 22, 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:  Progress Update on Joint Task Force on Student Mental Health; Debrief 
from September 7 Bias Response Team (BRT) Discussion; Legislative Liaisons Update; 
Discussion with President Kaler] 
 
PRESENT:  Colin Campbell (chair), Joseph Konstan (vice chair), Dan Feeney, Michael Kyba, 
Monica Luciana, George Trachte, Susan Wick, Robert Blair, Shawn Curley, Greta Friedemann-
Sanchez, Peggy Nelson, Ruth Okediji, Amy Pittenger, Peter Tiffin 
 
REGRETS:  Catherine French, Kathleen Krichbaum, Janet Ericksen 
 
GUEST:  President Eric Kaler 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Ann Freeman, Amy Phenix, Jon Steadland 
 
1.  Progress update on Joint Task Force on Student Mental Health:  After convening the 
meeting and calling for a round of introductions, Professor Campbell announced that the first 
item of business would be an update on the Joint Task Force on Student Mental Health 
(JTFSMH).  He then called on Professor Wick, co-chair, to provide the update. 
 
Professor Wick began by noting that the JTFSMH was charged by the Provost and the Faculty 
Consultative Committee (FCC) to make recommendations on strategies for involving faculty in 
addressing student mental health issues.  She said that the other JTFSMH co-chair is Gary 
Christenson, chief medical officer, Boynton Health.  Up until now, explained Professor Wick, 
there has been a lot of focus on the clinical side of student mental health, but less so when it 
comes to engaging and educating faculty about the issue.  The goal is to have the task force 
made up primarily of faculty as opposed to the Provost’s Committee on Student Mental Health 
(PCSMH), which is primarily comprised of staff/administration.  Professor Wick then took a 
couple minutes to briefly highlight certain parts of the charge with members. 
 
Regarding the composition of the task force, said Professor Wick, in addition to herself and 
Gary Christenson, the task force membership (14 members total) includes faculty and 
instructional staff, staff who work directly with students, and students.  To be honest, said 
Professor Wick, it has taken longer than initially expected to get the task force up and running.  
The first task force meeting will be this coming Monday, September 26. 
 
Professor Feeney asked whether an outcome of this task force would actually result in 
education/awareness training for faculty.  He voiced concern over whether faculty are really 
able to recognize when a student is experiencing mental health issues.  Yes, this is a big part of 
what the task force will be discussing, said Professor Wick.  Professor Pittenger noted last 
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spring Matthew Hanson from University Counseling and Consulting Services provided her 
office with some training related to student mental health and it was very informative. 
 
Will the task force be in charge of developing educational materials, asked Professor 
Friedemann-Sanchez?  Professor Wick said it is her understanding that the task force will be 
making recommendations to the Provost and FCC and this could include the creation of 
educational materials if that is what the task force decides.  Professor Nelson added that she 
believes some resources exist already so it will be important to organize them in such a way so 
that they can be easily found. 
 
Professor Campbell thanked Professor Wick for the update. 
 
2.  Debrief from September 7 Bias Response Team (BRT) discussion:  Professor Campbell 
asked members for any comments they would like to share concerning the BRT discussion at 
the last FCC meeting. 
 
Professor Curley said he was struck by the fact that the team is primarily comprised of 
administrators.  With that said, he noted it will be important going forward for there to be 
faculty involvement in these efforts.  Professor Konstan added that in his opinion response to 
bias is not solely a staff function, but is a community-owned responsibility.  The BRT needs to 
think about how it engages the entire University community in its efforts.  While he 
understands the team’s view that there needs to be a group of people charged with carrying out 
first points of contact, there needs to be a two-level structure that involves the entire campus 
community.  Throughout this process, consultation without iteration is not a good use of 
anyone’s time. 
 
It is clear the team is well intentioned, said Professor Tiffin, but, based on the questions that 
were asked at the last meeting, being unpleasant and bias are two distinctly different things yet 
somehow they are being intertwined in the team’s messaging, and this seems potentially 
dangerous.  Even though these points were raised during the September 7 discussion, he does 
not believe the team fully understood the concerns that were raised. 
 
Professor Campbell agreed with Professor Curley and said his first response when he saw the 
membership of the BRT was where are the faculty.  This issue needs to be resolved because the 
perception has to be that the faculty are engaged if this is going to succeed. 
 
Professor Konstan commented that he is not sure about the name of the team.  The name needs 
to reflect that there is involvement from all members of the University campus community.  
Professor Pittinger agreed that the BRT name is somewhat misleading.  While the team spent a 
fair amount of time at the last meeting emphasizing that they are not responders per se, yet this 
word is in the team’s name.  In addition, following the last meeting, Professor Pittenger said 
she read an article that talked about a number of institutions across the country that are deciding 
to abandon their teams and wondered if these decisions, in part, could be related to the name. 
 
Professor Okediji said sounds like part investigation, part judgment, part community building.  
She said it seems that the BRT is trying to accomplish a sense of community across the campus 
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and to articulate the values that the University wants to live up to.  Additionally, it also sounds 
like the BRT is responding to incidents that occur outside of the campus, but that have an 
impact on community.  Professor Okediji shared two things that concerned her: 
 

• The use of the word ‘bias’ in the team’s name because it is such an encumbered word 
encompassing a wide range of behavior.  With each reported incident, the team is 
making a judgment about incidents they think count as bias, which could have legal 
ramifications. 

• To be true to the idea that this is an effort in building community in strengthening or 
reinforcing our core institutional values, the team might need to focus on a broader set 
of incidents and be careful in its decisions about what constitutes ‘bias’ when 
responding to reported incidents.  

 
Professor Okediji said the BRT could be a valuable forum that invites the community to share 
its experiences and ideas for how the University might uphold and foster its values more 
rigorously.  The team could create a repository of narratives about things that have been 
effective in producing positive change.  To accomplish this, the team would need better clarity 
around its mandate and an understanding that its goal is to foster community, inform and 
initiative constructive dialogue or other action responsive to issues both on campus and in the 
larger community. 
 
Professor Konstan questioned whether the front line team members are adequately trained in 
terms of the institution’s obligations when an incident might involve job discrimination, Title 
IX issues, etc. not to mention academic freedom issues.  Additionally, sometimes there is a 
need for a community response, and it is not obvious that the BRT is the group to do this.  Is it 
even feasible that this level of training could actually be effectively delivered?  Professor 
Okediji said it could be done although in her opinion it would probably make more sense to 
train a team of people who have to make judgment calls everyday involving thresholds of 
behavior that may trigger liability for the University.  The BRT and other offices on campus 
will need to work closely together to ensure incidents are being channeled to the appropriate 
places. 
 
Professor Okediji asked members of their sense of how the BRT is different from other support 
offices on campus.  Professor Friedemann-Sanchez said her sense is that the BRT is like a 
clearinghouse of information that was created to refer people to appropriate offices depending 
on the situation.  Professor Nelson read an email from President Kaler that said the BRT would 
respond to incident reports in a timely manner and provide referrals to existing resources.  
Professor Campbell said he agrees with Professor Konstan’s earlier comment about the BRT 
being driven as much by events external to the campus as events internal to the campus.  
Professor Nelson commented that there is a thoughtful article in the New Republic – The Rise 
of “Bias Response Teams” on Campus, which articulates why bias response teams are 
misguided and inappropriate, e.g., bias response teams squelch speech rather than encourage 
speech.  She went on to say that she feels uneasy about the BRT initiative in terms of where 
does the line get drawn, is this the right group of people on the team, and how will the goals of 
conversation, education, and change happen rather than litigation.  Professor Tiffin added that 
based on this discussion it seems like the FCC is questioning not only the BRTs existence, but 
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also how they are packaging/marketing themselves.  Will this discussion lead to a conversation 
with President Kaler asking him to fundamentally rethink this initiative, asked Professor Tiffin?  
Professor Campbell said the discussion will be in the meeting minutes, which are widely read.  
He added that he sees this as part of the consultation process.  As the discussion goes on, it is 
clear that the committee is reflecting more and more on the potential unintended consequences 
of this action.  In Professor Konstan’s opinion, the BRT’s meeting with the FCC was not an 
attempt to solicit the FCC’s involvement, but rather to get the FCC’s buy-in.  Having said that, 
he cautioned that it is easy to criticize ideas that have flaws in their implementation without 
taking time to realize that the status quo is not so great either.  Professor Konstan said he is not 
saying that this initiative is not worth doing but that it important enough to do it right and to 
make sure the initiative does not overstep or replace real community involvement with staff.  
Professor Tiffin replied that he did not mean to question the goal of the BRT, but he questions 
how they are going about it and the shape that this initiative is taking on. 
 
Professor Konstan said it is his understanding that the BRT is meant to be a diversity of 
single/first points of contact for reports of discrimination, etc., and to help move these cases 
through the system.  He said he also gets the sense that the team is responsible for tracking 
reports to determine if a case is an isolated incident or whether there might be something 
systemic going on within the institution.  Professor Okediji said that to the extent that the BRT 
was created in order to have yet one more office on campus to help students, faculty and staff 
find the right ending point for their concern(s), she sees nothing wrong with that.  She added 
that if the BRT is going to have the training Professor Konstan mentioned earlier, it should be 
about how faculty and the various offices on campus work together to be a resource for one 
another and/or students or staff that may experience the kinds of concerns the BRT was created 
to deal with.   
 
3.  Announcement:  Professor Campbell provided an update on the open legislative liaison 
positions that the committee had discussed previously.  While some progress has been made 
related to this effort, if members have for other possible candidates that they would like to 
recommend that they should send the names to him and Professor Konstan. 
 
4.  Discussion with President Kaler:  Professor Campbell welcomed President Kaler and 
turned the floor over to him.  President Kaler began his remarks by saying that he is deeply 
concerned about the issue of student mental health, and made a special plea that faculty pay 
close attention to their students.  He asked that if faculty have a suspicion that a student may be 
dealing with a mental health issue that they act on it.  
 
Next, President Kaler reported that there have been a number of administrator searches of late, 
and the University has had great success in filling some of these vacancies, e.g., General 
Counsel Douglas Peterson, Athletics Director Mark Coyle.  Additional searches that are 
underway and they include searches for a senior vice president for finance and operations, 
chancellors for the Morris and Crookston campuses to name just a few. 
 
President Kaler noted that the budget process is underway as was discussed at the FCC retreat 
in August.  The budget was presented to the Board of Regents (BOR) for review earlier this 
month and will go back to the BOR in October for action.  While the budget request is a robust 



 5 

ask, it is lower than the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities’ (MnSCU) ask by about $30 
million. 
 
Regarding the MnDRIVE initiative, this initiative is bearing some fruit.  For example, of the 35 
start-up companies across the country recently honored in Washington, D.C., two were from 
Minnesota, and one of these companies benefited directly from MnDRIVE, which 
demonstrates a clear connection between MnDRIVE and commercial success.  Additionally, 
Dr. Jerrold Vitek has gotten a large grant, and much of this neuroscience foundational work 
was done through the neuroscience portion of MnDRIVE. 
 
Turning to the issue of tuition, President Kaler said that the University is not expecting to have 
to raise resident tuition.  He noted that he is feeling good about the tuition situation.  Having 
said that, regardless of the outcome of the presidential election, this will continue to be a 
challenging budget year. 
 
Additionally, regarding the unionization efforts that are underway, the Bureau of Mediation 
Services (BMS) recently issued its decision concerning the Service Employees International 
Union’s (SEIU) request to add ten P&A classifications to the Twin Cities faculty unit.  BMS 
has indicated that Twin Cities’ lecturers and teaching specialists as well as Twin Cities faculty 
covered under the Tenure Code are eligible to vote.  The University is in the process of 
evaluating this decision and deciding how to proceed.  On a related noted, said President Kaler, 
members may have heard in the media that the University is using State of Minnesota and/or 
tuition dollars to pay for its legal fees associated with the faculty unionization efforts.  
President Kaler assured the committee that the University is not using State or tuition money 
for legal fees for this purpose. 
 
Moving on, President Kaler said a Campus Conversation on campus climate will be held on 
October 6 at the University Recreation and Wellness Center.  President Kaler said he is 
committed to improving the climate on campus and hopes the community will join him in 
doing everything they can to make a campus that is safe, equitable, diverse, and welcoming. 
 
President Kaler went on to say that work is being done to better coordinate the enrollment 
efforts across the entire University of Minnesota system.  This is part of a systemwide strategic 
planning effort, and members will be hearing more about this in the future.  There will be a real 
focus on retention as a way to boost enrollment. 
 
Finally, he mentioned that four football players have been suspended for violating team rules.  
The University is waiting for a decision by the county attorney as to what consequences these 
players will face, if any.  He added that Professors Campbell and Konstan have shared with him 
their desire to write an opinion piece about student athletes and the dimensions they bring to 
campus, and he has encouraged them to do that if they so choose. 
 
Professor Campbell asked about enrollment on the Duluth campus and why enrollment is 
decreasing.  President Kaler said the decline in enrollment on the Duluth campus is for a 
variety of reasons, but probably the single leading reason is financial.  Another significant 
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reason is because students transfer from Duluth to come here but there are a number of other 
reasons as well. 
 
Professor Feeney said that the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning (SCFP) recently had 
a discussion with Julie Tonneson, associate vice president, University Budget and Finance, 
about the biennial budget.  From that discussion, the committee heard that some colleges 
believe they have more capacity, but that they are not able to increase their enrollment due to a 
variety of constraints such as not enough chemistry labs.  Are the University’s efforts to better 
coordinate its enrollment efforts systemwide going to look at these kinds of issues.  Yes, said 
President Kaler, this will undoubtedly be something that will be discussed among a number of 
other things.  He agreed with Professor Feeney about the chemistry bottleneck and said 
something needs to be done to address this issue.  On the other hand, noted President Kaler, 
there are colleges that are dramatically oversubscribed as well such as CSE and Carlson School 
of Management (CSOM).  The principle goal of the enrollment efforts will be for the 
University to get smarter about its enrollment options.  Related to enrollment, President Kaler 
also mentioned that the conversation on non-resident, non-reciprocity (NRNR) tuition rates 
would continue. 
 
Professor Campbell said there seemed to have been a lot more visibility and enthusiasm a few 
years ago around e-learning and MOOCs.  What happened, asked Professor Campbell?  
President Kaler said he believes this is a national trend.  There is an obvious place for e-
learning to be incorporated in place-based learning, but nationally the interest has waned 
somewhat. 
 
Professor Campbell asked President Kaler to provide an update on where things are at with 
fetal tissue research.  President Kaler said there is still activity in this arena.  As many members 
know, the University has put in place guidelines and policy related to this issue.  This subject 
will undoubtedly come up again in the next legislative session, but the width and breadth of the 
conversation will depend on who is in the majority in the House of Representatives and the 
Senate. 
 
What was the impetus for the creation of the BRT, asked Professor Friedemann-Sanchez, 
especially because there are already so many offices on campus that deal with climate issues?  
In President Kaler’s opinion, when a bias incident occurs on campus, there needs to be a team 
of people representing various offices that can quickly talk with the person/people involved and 
chart a path of remedies.  In the case of the Charlie Hebdo incident last year, President Kaler 
said he does not believe the University did as good a job as it could have in talking to everyone 
involved and understanding everyone’s points of view.  Chief of Staff Amy Phenix added 
before the BRT was created there were discussions about what existing offices on campus do 
and this resulted in the realization that some gaps existed.  While the BRT is not intended to 
usurp the functions of the existing offices, it is intended to be a conduit to help people find the 
resources they need.  President Kaler added that the University wants to be a place with best 
practices in this space.  Professor Nelson said she was glad the team came to talk with the FCC, 
but commented that this is a complicated issue.  Free speech is not just about being mean, it is 
about encouraging conversation rather than stifling it out of fears that the BRT (the thought 
police) might move in.  President Kaler reiterated Ms. Phenix’s earlier comment that the BRT 
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is meant to be a conduit of information.  He also agreed that thought should be given to 
changing the name of the BRT.  Professor Friedemann-Sanchez suggested a name that would 
better reflect what the BRT does, which is to function as a clearinghouse of resources. 
 
In response to a question from Professor Konstan about whether there is anything new, or any 
long-term thinking as it relates to M Health, and the hospitals, which are critical to the 
University’s long-term success.  The University is no longer in negotiations at this time with 
Fairview Health Services, said President Kaler.  He added that University of Minnesota 
Physicians (UMP) are engaged in a strategic planning process with its doctors to determine 
what organizations it could work best with, which will likely lead to new points of view about 
how the University should partner with clinical providers.  The University’s interactions with 
Fairview are continuing, but the opportunity to restart the negotiations with them is not yet 
here.  The University is open to all options that make sense.  At the end of the day, the 
University is in the medical business to provide excellent clinical care for its patients with good 
outcomes in an environment of a research university and medical school, and these objectives 
need to achieved in an as effective and efficient way as possible. 
 
The discussion then reverted back to the issue of free speech.  Professor Campbell mentioned 
the upcoming Minnesota Law Review Symposium on October 21, 2016 – Balancing First 
Amendment Rights with an Inclusive Environment on Public University Campuses 
(https://www.law.umn.edu/events/balancing-first-amendment-rights-inclusive-environment-
public-university-campuses).  President Kaler acknowledged being aware of this event and said 
in his opinion the best cure for speech a person does not like is more speech.  This is the reason 
the University does not rescind invitations to speakers simply because people disagree with 
their politics and/or message. 
 
Professor Konstan asked if the University is being sufficiently opportunistic in exploiting 
schools that are facing difficult times, e.g., states that are abandoning aspects of public 
education.  President Kaler said he believes the University competes effectively across the 
country for faculty, and certainly there are opportunities provided by disinvestments on the part 
of other states.   
 
Professor Campbell asked where things are at with interfacing faculty with citizens of the State 
of Minnesota.  In response, President Kaler said Minnesota Sparks (https://twin-
cities.umn.edu/news-events/u-m-host-minnesota-sparks-events-throughout-greater-minnesota), 
a series of outreach events to bring its researchers who are tackling the state’s most critical 
issues into conversation with communities across Greater Minnesota, events have gone really 
well and the next one will be on September 27 in Fergus Falls, Minnesota (http://twin-
cities.umn.edu/news-events/u-m-host-minnesota-sparks-fergus-falls).  Professor Konstan 
commented that he never sees any information about Minnesota Sparks and suggested putting 
occasional announcements in U of M Brief about it and/or publically recognizing the faculty 
who participate in these events.  President Kaler said this is a good idea. 
 
Professor Campbell asked for an update on finding a permanent Vice President for Information 
Technology.  President Kaler said because the Vice President for Information Technology will 
report to the new Senior Vice President for Finance and Operations, it makes sense that the new 
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senior vice president should hire this person.  Having said that, President Kaler said he believes 
the unit is doing well until the permanent leader is named. 
 
5.  Adjournment:  Hearing no other business, Professor Campbell adjourned the meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


