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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: Welcome and Overview; Consultation: Discrimination Policy Draft;
Perspective of the Global Programs Strategy Alliance on Travel Policy for Graduate Students;
Equity and Diversity Issues in Evaluation]

PRESENT: Gopalan Nadathur (chair), Brian Bix, Bruno Chaouat, Hon Ki Cheung, Cameron
Cook, Sumanth Gopinath, Danya Leebaw, Yuichiro Onishi, Gary Peter, Karen Quick, Rachna
Shah, Clifford Steer, Benjamin Tansi, Becky Yust

REGRETS: Vladas Griskevicius, George Wieblen, Timothy Wiedmann

GUESTS: Kevin Dostal Dauer, director, International Health and Safety, Global Programs
Strategy Alliance; Ole Gram, vice provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs, Office of the
Executive Vice President and Provost; Tina Marisam, director and Title IX coordinator, Equal
Opportunity and Affirmative Action; Meredith McQuaid, dean, International Programs, Global
Programs Strategy Alliance; Stuart Yeh, associate professor, College of Education and Human
Development

OTHER: Brianne Keeney, assistant to the president, Office of the President

1. Welcome and Overview
Gopalan Nadathur, chair, welcomed members and guests to the meeting, outlined the agenda, and
moved to the second item.

2. Consultation: Discrimination Policy Draft
Tina Marisam, director and Title IX coordinator, Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action
(EOAA), presented a PowerPoint presentation for consultation on the EOAA’s Draft
Administrative Policy on Discrimination. Marisam said that while the Board of Regents Policy:
Equity, Diversity, Equal Opportunity, and Affirmative Action implicitly prohibits discrimination,
it does not provide procedures, nor a definition of discrimiation, and is quite general. Therefore,
she added, it was determined that an administrative policy regarding discrimination was also
needed.

Marisam said the three key goals of drafting this policy are to:
● Define what conduct is prohibited as discrimination
● Provide clear and fair procedures for responding to concerns
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● Provide a central location where University community members can find guidance and
best practices on how to provide accommodations for disabilities, pregnancy and
lactation, and religious practices and observances

Marisam explained that the draft policy describes and codifies how the University already
responds to discrimination concerns, provides a uniform definition of discrimination for the
Univeristy commmunity to refer to, and defines the procedures that are used when reporting
cases of discrimination. She added that another important function of the draft policy is to
provide insurance that the prescribed processes are indeed being followed. The draft policy
describes one added requirement in the process of reporting situations of discrimination;
supervisors and human resource professionals will now be required to report concerns of
discrimination that come to their attention to the EOAA. The EOAA, Marisam explained, feels it
will be helpful to collect all reported concerns of discrimiation centrally.

In closing, Marisam said she expects there to be further consultation when committees reconvene
in the fall of 2021and then opened the floor for questions.

Nadathur asked Marisam if there was language in the policy that provides recourse for those who
wish to challenge the discrimination procedure findings. Marisam said there was such language
in the document and noted that perhaps it needed to be made more evident in the draft policy.

Nadathur then asked if, when the EOAA makes a determination on a particular action, it also
makes suggestions as to possible responsive actions. Marisam said if the EOAA makes a finding
that policy was violated, it does make recommendations for responsive action to the dean of the
unit in question. Committee members then discussed whether or not/how a complainant could
challenge the recommended responsive actions, as complainants are not privy to that information
unless the recommended actions are imposed on the respondent. Marisam recommended
referring to guidance developed in consultation with the Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC)
in 2019.

Karen Quick asked how often the recommended responsive actions are followed and Marisam
said that they are followed in the vast majority of cases.

Ole Gram asked if Marisam and her colleagues have discussed the need for cases of imposed
discipline to be disclosed when candidates are involved in the hiring process. Marisam said that
there has been a significant increase in universities trying to obtain that type of information with
respect to hiring new staff. Gram then asked if Marisam thought such a policy of disclosure
could be implemented at a unit level or did she believe it must be implemented systemwide.
Marisam said she thought this type of policy could be piloted at the unit level.

Hearing no further questions, Nadathur thanked Marisam and moved to the next topic.

3. Perspective of the Global Programs Strategy Alliance on Travel Policy for Graduate
Students

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1XwfkVnqcZekzG2bSnR7IAYiowvo4fpus/view


Nadathur welcomed Meridith McQuaid, dean, International Programming, and Kevin Dostal
Dauer, director, International Health and Safety, Global Programs and Strategy Alliance (GPS
Alliance). He invited McQuaid and Dostal Dauer to address two items specifically:

● Why approval by the International Travel Risk Assessment and Advisory Committee
(ITRAAC) is required by students, specifically graduate and professional students, when
traveling internationally.

● Why the GPS Alliance serves in more than an advisory role to graduate and professional
students studying abroad.

Nadathur referred to recommendations made by the AF&T and approved by the Faculty
Consultative Committee (FCC) in 2013 for changes to the ITRAAC policy, and hoped McQuaid
and Dostal Dauer could explain why the recommendations had not been adopted.

McQuaid shared a detailed history of the modifications that had been made to the policy since
2015. The purpose of our involvement, McQuaid explained, is more than advisory because we
have the necessary connections and processes in place to protect our students abroad should
dangerous situations arise. The intention of the ITRAAC is to be helpful and a valuable resource,
she added, not to be a barrier to student academic pursuits. McQuaid pointed out that ITRAAC
has processed more than 1000 applications, of which only two graduate students have been
denied permission (and one of those was asked to reconsider the timing of the travel.) Nadathur
noted that the committee was not doubting that the ITRAAC provided useful information and
support to traveling students, but whether or not it should have the authority to deny travel.

The committee and guests had a robust discussion regarding the restrictions currently in place
because of COVID as compared to the ITRAAC petition process in non-pandemic times.
McQuaid explained that the decision to bring all traveling students back to the United States in
February of 2020 was made as airports, consulates, and borders were closing and no one could
predict what was going to happen.

Sumanth Gopinath said he believes it is perfectly reasonable to require a traveling student to go
through the ITRAAC process in order to be made aware of all that needs to be considered.
However, he added, the fact that a student can then be denied the right to travel is what the
AF&T takes issue with. McQuaid said that it is important for the University to have a record of
either denying or approving travel to high risk countries, rather than merely recommending for or
against travel to protect itself against potential liability and risk. Gopinath then asked if there
would be an option for students to sign a waiver indicating they understand the risk involved, the
recommendations that ITRAAC made, and choose to travel anyway.

The committee and McQuaid continued to discuss liability, who would be at fault should a
student meet with danger, and the viability of having students sign waivers. Gopinath said he
thought the problem was structural, in that graduate students do work and are in situations that
are more similar to faculty than to undergraduate students as they are often hired as researchers
and teachers. McQuaid said that the University doesn’t distinguish between undergraduate and
graduate students in most of its administrative policies. She also explained that waivers are of
limited value practically speaking. If ITRAAC merely advised against travel to a high risk
situation, but the student accepted the advice from an advisor to go anyway and the student was



seriously injured or killed, the opinion of the University by the legislature, the public, and the
family (as well as potential litigation) that resulted could be extremely damaging. McQuaid
suggested inviting General Counsel Douglas Peterson to attend a future meeting for further
discussions.

Nadathur reiterated that there is no question as to the value that the GPS Alliance staff and the
ITRAAC provides for students. Would it be possible, Nadathur suggested, to make it mandatory
for students to get the advice rather than to agree to the advice? The argument, with respect to
academic freedom, Nadatur said, is for changing the ITRAAC’s involvement from a position of
authority to one that is advisory only. Dostal Dauer made it very clear that a student in any kind
of danger would be helped to the degree that the University could help them, whether or not they
had followed the ITRAAC protocol. If a student has gone against a recommendation and traveled
even though ITRAAC recommended not doing so, that didn’t mean ITRAAC would not help
them, Dostal Dauer explained. It means there may be situations in which it is not possible for the
University to help them given the circumstances of the country the student is in. Dostal Dauer
said while there is an issue of University liability, ultimately, ITRAAC’s work is about student
safety.

Nadathur thanked the guests and suggested that further discussion on the matter was needed.

4. Equity and Diversity Issues in Evaluation
Nadathur next introduced Professor Stuart Yeh to present a resolution prepared by the Equity,
Access, and Diversity Committee (EAD), titled A Resolution to Mitigate Bias in University of
Minnesota Faculty Review Procedures and Processes. Nadathur noted that, having read various
draft versions of the resolution, he found points that he strongly agreed with and others that
concerned him. Bruno Chaouat asked that Yeh summarize the main points of the proposal for the
committee. Yeh said the outline for the proposal is to put in place procedures in an attempt to
reduce the introduction of unwritten idiosyncratic evaluation criteria into the promotion and
tenure process. He said two suggested components would be:

● Taking language from 7-12 statements used in the promotion and tenure process to create
a Likert scale evaluation. This method would automatically exclude irrelevant evaluation
criteria that had been discussed by the promotion and tenure committee.

● Creating a process where senior raters would be vetting the narrative explanations of
junior raters. A panel trained in anti bias would make the determinations of senior and
junior raters.

In response to the idea of senior and junior raters, the committee had a robust discussion about
who would be making the senior/junior determinations, and how this could impinge upon a
particular unit’s democratic discussion about its requirements for promotion and tenure.
Committee members felt that creating a ranking system within the tenure and promotion process
was a significant departure from the current system and were uncomfortable with the resolution’s
proposals. Nadathur said some of the points proposed in the resolution remove the aspect of
academic freedom which is guaranteed by the Board of Regents Policy: Faculty Tenure. He
added that there are already mechanisms in place in the promotions and tenure process to ensure
that decisions are not based on idiosyncratic processes.

https://docs.google.com/document/d/12QKqXj4ln1_Gys13nHJ2kz-x9uE5TOSd/edit
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Nadathur said he agrees with Yeh that anti-bias training could be helpful in making someone
aware of their own biases, but the promotion and tenure evaluation process is not the best place
to situate such training.

Yeh and the committee continued discussing the existence of bias in the current processes at the
University. Rachna Shah asked if Yeh believes that putting another bureaucratic layer in the
process would help to identify individual biases. Another option, Shah suggested, is for faculty
to be trained to identify biases within themselves.

Rebecca Ropers shared some guidance that is in place for promoting equity within the promotion
and tenure review process, including:

● The tenure success rate
● Time and rank with associate professors (how long does it take to be promoted to full

professor)
● Candidates being reviewed have the right to see the information from their review

committees and respond to it.
● Multiple levels of review, with administrative leadership able to ask a unit for more

evidence to support its vote. Policy also requires that additional information or discussion
then be documented and provided to the candidate.

● Faculty within each department develop their own criteria for how assessments are made.
● Both qualitative and quantitative assessments are made.
● After discussions and governance consultation concerning bias in the Student Rating of

Teaching (SRT) forms, new language was added to the Administrative Policy: Academic
Appointments with Teaching Functions requiring that additional evidence, beyond SRT
forms, be used in the evaluation process.

Nadathur offered the following suggestions:
● The issue raised is an important one and many of the points raised in the resolution are

already addressed by the Board of Regents Policy: Faulty Tenure
● Continue discussions with Ropers and other leadership to assess the benefits in the

resolution.
● Along with issues of equity, access, and diversity, the issue of scholarship is also being

addressed and it may be beneficial to include additional voices in the conversation.

Nadathur thanked Yeh for his presentation. He then thanked those members who were ending
their terms on the committee, and in the interest of time, adjourned the meeting.
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