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The sixth meeting of the University Senate and the seventh meeting of the Faculty Senate for 
2019-20 was convened at 2:01 p.m. on June 29, 2020, online via Zoom, and was also 
live-streamed and recorded on YouTube. This special meeting was called in order to discuss 
changes to federal Title IX guidance and resulting changes to University policy and procedures, 
as well as to hear a proposal from a number of student senators to amend the University Senate 
Bylaws to add a Campus Safety Committee. At the time of this meeting, there were 269 voting 
members of the University Senate, including the 168 voting members of the Faculty Senate. 
Present were 123 faculty/academic professional members, 18 academic professionals, 14 civil 
service members, and 27 students. President Joan Gabel and Faculty Senate Vice Chair Carol 
Chomsky presided. 

 
1. Motion to Approve Special Rule (Action by the University Senate) 
Professor Amy Pittenger, chair, Senate Consultative Committee  
 
The Senate Consultative Committee (SCC) proposed the following special rule during this 
meeting: 

● Speakers shall be limited to two minutes each time they are recognized. 
 

A ⅔ majority of those present and voting was required to approve the special rule. 
 

Motion: To approve the special rule. 
Approved. 
 
2. Discussion of Changes to Federal Title IX Guidance 
Tina Marisam, director, Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action 
Professor Ned Patterson, incoming vice chair, Senate/Faculty Consultative Committees 
 
Background information: 
In order to comply with new federal regulations on Title IX, it was necessary to implement a 
number of changes to University policies and procedures related to sexual misconduct 
investigations and proceedings. A work group, led by Professor Ned Patterson, incoming 
Senate/Faculty Consultative Committees (SCC/FCC) vice chair, was convened to put together 
draft recommendations, which are outlined in each document listed below. The work group 
consulted with several stakeholders, including but not limited to P&A and Civil Service 
Consultative Committee (PACC/CSCC) leadership, Student Sexual Misconduct SubCommittee 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ey9MoGn3WGI&t=510s


(SSMS) leadership, the Senate Judicial Committee (SJC), the Senate Equity, Access, and 
Diversity Committee (EAD), and the Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee (AF&T). 
Further consultation took place after this meeting before the changes were presented to the Board 
of Regents (BOR) for final approval. The federal government required these changes to be 
implemented by August 14, 2020. 
 
Senators were encouraged to view the Board of Regents’ discussion on this issue. The Title IX 
presentation is from about 3:21:11 to 3:40:07, and the BOR's initial reactions to the three 
questions raised are from about 3:40:08 to  4:04:36. 
 
Documents related to this discussion were provided to senators in the Title IX folder in Google 
Drive: 
 

● Background information: 
○ Memo from Tina Marisam to Ned Patterson on New Title IX Rules 
○ Additional background document 
○ Tina Marisam PowerPoint  

 
● Proposed revisions to Board of Regents policies: 

○ Faculty Tenure 
○ Sexual Harassment, Sexual Assault, Stalking and Relationship Violence 

 
● Proposed revisions to the Civil Service Employment Rules 

 
● Proposed revisions to administrative policies: 

○ Sexual Harassment, Sexual Assault, Stalking and Relationship Violence 
■ Administrative Procedure: Hearing Procedure for Formal Complaints of 

Violations of Administrative Policy: Sexual Harassment, Sexual Assault, 
Stalking and Relationship Violence 

■ Appendix to Policy: Order of Proceedings 
■ Appendix to Policy: University Authorities and Appellate Officers 

○ Conflict Resolution for Faculty, P&A, Civil Service, and Student Workers 
■ Appendix to Policy: General Jurisdictional Guidelines 
■ Appendix to Policy: Filing an Internal Discrimination Complaint. 

 
Patterson and Tina Marisam, director, Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action, presented 
slides detailing background information. In order to bring Faculty Tenure into alignment with the 
new federal rules, the work group proposed amending Faculty Tenure by adding a new section 
10.4 thereto, as follows: 
 

“Notwithstanding other provisions in these regulations, the process for decisions and 
appeals regarding disciplinary action in response to complaints against faculty for alleged 
violation of the Board of Regents Policy: Sexual Harassment, Sexual Assault, Stalking, 
and Relationship Violence will be conducted under the Administrative Policy: Sexual 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C9vN6cj3Jo4
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1xEYBO0J0laoqKfDheXR3yBFBfgpITyOR?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1xEYBO0J0laoqKfDheXR3yBFBfgpITyOR?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/17lTArQW3eL1c154LNk-RfOJc9L5F1ysN/view?usp=sharing


Harassment, Sexual Assault, Stalking, and Relationship Violence and related procedures. 
The administrative policy will provide either that a faculty party (complainant or 
respondent) will have the opportunity to select at least one member of the hearing panel 
or that there will be a faculty member on the hearing panel if a faculty member is a 
party.”  
 

The panel would be made up of three members: a professional hearing officer and one panelist 
selected by each party from a list of available hearing committee members. The role of the panel 
would be to make the determination on responsibility. In cases with student respondents, the 
panel would make a determination on disciplinary sanctions; in cases with employee 
respondents, make recommendations for disciplinary sanctions to the dean or vice chancellor (for 
faculty) or vice president or equivalent (for staff). 

 
Professor Fred Morrisson noted that he was involved in writing part of the Board of Regents 
Policy: Faculty Tenure, opposing changes that would have weakened tenure considerably. He 
remarked that the problem at hand is very different, and that he saw it as a step forward. He 
endorsed the changes. 
 
Professor Becky Yust, chair, SJC, noted that the SJC currently serves as an appellate body on 
cases under certain provisions of Faculty Tenure. Hearing panels made up of three or five (for 
disciplinary actions) members of the SJC hear the case and make recommendations to the 
president, who makes the final decision regarding the appeal. She emphasized that the SJC does 
not initiate, nor make determinations of sanctions. The proposed changes to Faculty Tenure 
would remove Title IX matters from the committee’s purview. The committee endorsed the 
changes. 
 
Patterson noted that University of Minnesota members of the American Association of 
University Professors (AAUP) had endorsed the proposed changes to Faculty Tenure as well. 
 
Senators had the following question and comments: 

● In the new process, who would make the decision about whether the outcome of the 
hearing is unreasonable or disproportionate? Marisam said that once the decision is made 
at the hearing, each party would have the opportunity to appeal on those five specific 
grounds. The appeal would go to the appellate officer, who differs based on classification 
of the respondent. On the Twin Cities campus, a faculty appeal would be heard by the 
provost or her designee; on other system campuses, it would be the chancellor or their 
designee. 

● Would the changes effectively disband the Student Sexual Misconduct Subcommittee 
(SSMS)? Marisam said yes. 

● Since the professional hearing officer would effectively be the swing vote on the hearing 
panel and the provost or chancellor (as opposed to the SJC currently) would hear appeals, 
the proposed change to Faculty Tenure could allow a nearly fully administrative removal 
of tenure from a faculty member. Some members worried that this could lead to an abuse 
of the process in order to “get rid of” tenured faculty members deemed troublesome. 
Patterson suggested that a faculty review committee could be instituted to advise the 



provost or chancellor during the appeal process. Marisam said that could be possible, but 
that she would need to verify whether the strict privacy provisions required by the federal 
government would allow for such a process.  

● If the federal rules are revised again in the future, would the University just revert to the 
current procedures? Patterson answered that the FCC had already been discussing 
increased faculty accountability, and that the consensus was that some parts of the new 
requirements were welcome improvements. Other parts may be discarded if the federal 
rules change again. 

 
At the end of the discussion, Patterson noted that a vote would be held at a subsequent special 
Faculty Senate meeting. 
 
3. Discussion of Proposed Bylaw Amendment to Create a Campus Safety Committee, and 

Related Proposals 
Professor Amy Pittenger, chair, Senate and Faculty Consultative Committees 
 
Student advocacy groups brought forth a number of proposals to address institutional racism at 
the University in the wake of the killing of George Floyd. Among those was a proposal to add a 
Campus Safety Committee to the University Senate system, brought forth by Scott Petty, student 
senator, College of Food, Agricultural and Natural Resource Sciences (CFANS); Mattea Allert, 
incoming student senator, College of Biological Sciences (CBS), Josh Lesser, student senator 
and Professional Student Government (PSG) representative on the Student Senate Consultative 
Committee (SSCC); and Eman Qureshi, incoming president, PSG. While the discussion at this 
meeting focused on the proposed Campus Safety Committee and the other proposals were not 
directly under the purview of the University Senate, the SCC provided them for information. 
 
The following documents were provided by way of background: 

● Proposed bylaw amendment to add Campus Safety Committee 
● Disarm UMPD Resolution 
● UMPD Police Accountability Resolution  
● Students for a Democratic Society/Climate Strike Proposal 
● Black Student Action Committee Proposal 

 
Gabel noted that at the Board of Regents upcoming meeting, she would discuss this issue with 
them, and that she was also thinking about next steps, including the task force called for in 
EAD’s Statement on the Events Surrounding the Killing of George Floyd, which had been 
endorsed by the University Senate earlier in the summer. These steps were likely to include an 
outside review on how to work towards a campus where everyone can feel safe, including 
looking at the University of Minnesota Police Department (UMPD), she said. 
 
The president then turned over the chairing of the meeting to Chomsky. 
 
Professor Amy Pittenger, chair, FCC/SCC, noted that she had received comments from people 
who were concerned that adding a Campus Safety Committee was being proposed as the only 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ekWDoaqgUiL0cUo6b8H4kGkS7conkTwB/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1QzaCx8gbO27pU3LbQzlXjKkVQmZyaZbD/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TaoAWGo7vWn6-frV61zYInZEngu9Y6rh/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/11OrRuBeiSJuKyPtk1PiXzZC4-mr4VmPH/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1kaGx3QqkVgWB5coZTOl_i9PMAgHPaTMo/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1-Xye7o07eZfqaBtpPBI4MeinECX6gP0I/view


action on this issue. She emphasized that if this amendment were adopted, it must be the first of 
many actions. She then turned the floor over to Qureshi, who explained the proposal. 
 
Qureshi explained that after the murder of George Floyd, PSG and the Council of Graduate 
Students (COGS) created a joint task force in conjunction with faculty and community leaders to 
come up with concrete and actionable steps to address institutional racism. Their goal was to 
propose actions that were practical, backed by research, and that center the people most affected.  
 
Senators offered the following feedback: 

● Professor Kathy Quick, faculty member in the School of Public Affairs, worked on the 
report after Philando Castile’s murder and could serve as a useful resource. Lesser 
remarked that Professor Quick had already been consulted. 

● The most important point is not the specific policing recommendations; rather the design 
of the committee is of utmost importance. Its composition, charge, and purpose need to 
be aligned so that it is effective. 

● The P&A Consultative Committee (PACC) was supportive of a committee being formed, 
but they were concerned about the lack of consultation on the issue, as well as the 
composition of the committee and how members would be selected. In particular, PACC 
noted that staff make up a substantial portion on campus and systemwide and advocated 
for more proportionate representation on this committee. Membership selection should be 
facilitated through staff governance. Petty commented that the proposed membership 
aligned with the structure of most University Senate committees. 

● Members of Students for a Democratic Society, who were working on an alternate 
proposal, encouraged senators to vote against the proposal and support their proposal 
instead. 

● It would be important to center Black voices in the work of this committee. 
● The Morris, Twin Cities, and Duluth campuses have separate police departments and they 

are significantly different. The committee would need to be aware of those distinctions. 
● Perfect is always the enemy of the good. This would be an incremental step that would 

make it easier, not harder, to take other action later. 
 
At this point, Chomsky closed discussion. She reminded members that a bylaws amendment 
requires approval by a majority of all voting members of the senate (135 votes). If the motion 
were not approved at this meeting, she added, the matter would be required to be on the agenda 
of the next regular senate meeting. The vote was taken and the initial count was 80 in favor, 85 
against. Upon verifying the vote, it transpired that a number of non-senators present at the 
meeting had cast votes. Once these votes were removed, the final tally was 76 in favor and 72 
against.  
 
4. Adjournment 
Chomsky adjourned the meeting at 4:23 p.m. 
 
Amber Bathke 
University Senate Office 
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