
Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC)
October 7, 2021
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 reflect the views of, nor
are they binding on, the senate, the administration, or the Board of Regents.

[In these minutes: Committee Discussion: October 6 Special Faculty and University Senate
Meetings Debrief and Relations Between the Senates; Faculty Governance Leading DEI
Initiatives; Disabilities Task Force Recommendations]

PRESENT: Ned Patterson (chair), Colleen Flaherty Manchester (vice chair), Mark Bee, Rob
Blair, Phil Buhlmann, Tom Chase, Carol Chomsky, Liz Davis, Molly Dingel, Carl Flink, Jennifer
Goodnough, Zenzele Isoke, Michael Kyba, Monica Luciana, Keith Mayes, Barb McMorris,
Tania Mitchell, Gopalan Nadathur, Tracy Twine

REGRETS: Les Drewes, Jayne Fulkerson, Donna Spannus-Martin, Cliff Steer, Carston Wagner

GUESTS: Professor Sue Wick, College of Biological Sciences

OTHERS ATTENDING: Amber Bathke, Adolfo Carrillo Cabello, Vickie Courtney, Scott
Creer, Missy Juliette, Bri Keeney, Maia Irvin, Sarani Millican

1. Committee Discussion: October 6 Special Faculty and University Senate Meetings
Debrief and Relations Between the Senates
Patterson reminded members that special Faculty Senate and University Senate meetings were
held on October 6, 2021, to discuss the Resolution on Classroom Health and Safety under
COVID-19. At both meetings, Patterson said, senators moved to vote on an endorsement of the
resolution, and the vote passed in both senates. Also at the University Senate meeting, some staff
and student senators expressed concern about the power imbalance between constituencies in the
University Senate. Patterson asked members for their feedback on the issues raised at the senate
meeting, and also invited the Student Consultative Committee (SCC), P&A Consultative
Committee (PACC), and Civil Service Consultative Committee (CSCC) chairs, who were present
at the FCC meeting, to provide their input about the concerns raised at the University Senate
meeting.

FCC members provided the following feedback:
● Carl Flink explained the University Senate meeting made him very uncomfortable,

particularly when hearing how the staff and student representatives described not being
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consulted on the resolution prior to the vote. Flink also said that he respects the right of
the faculty community to pursue input from their faculty colleagues only, if that is what
they prefer, but there should be consideration given to whether the faculty should invoke
that right when a resolution impacts the full University community, including what the
optics are in that situation. There were a number of University community members that
had a negative view on the way that the faculty decided to handle the presentation of the
resolution, and for that reason, Flink said, there are bridges that will need to be mended.
Overall, the meetings raised the question of how to collaborate between the faculty, staff,
and student representatives in more concrete and structural ways, Flink said.

● Carol Chomsky noted that the resolution authors presented the resolution as an
emergency issue and because of that immediacy, there were consultation steps missed
that perhaps should have taken place before a vote in the University Senate. The senate
floor, Chomsky explained, is not an appropriate place to start a discussion, which is why
prior consultation in senate committees and consultative committees is so important.

Sarani Millican, chair, SCC, provided the following feedback:
● She is in agreement with the points raised by Flink and Chomsky, and noted that there is

currently a distinct difference in process between urgent and non-urgent issues in
governance, and perhaps it would be valuable to think through how to better handle
urgent issues.

● The feedback she received from students immediately following the meeting was that
they feel disenfranchised and powerless. She said that she tries to empower student
senators to participate and feel as though they have meaningful impact, and the way in
which the resolution was presented and voted on at the University Senate meeting
demonstrated to those student senators that sometimes they do not have any impact.

● The meeting was damaging to student perception of shared governance, and it could have
a real impact on retention in the Student Senate.

● The resolution authors presented the resolution as both urgent and non-urgent; it was
urgent enough to require a special Faculty Senate meeting because it directly related to
real-time COVID-19 safety issues that were impacting individuals on campus, but it was
presented as non-urgent when the authors explained that they wanted to go to the Faculty
Senate first and then go back and consult with other groups, including the University
Senate. That contradiction rubbed people the wrong way.

● It has been challenging to be in support of the resolution, and then also have to work
through the constituent concerns about not being consulted.

● While constituencies don’t often vote in blocks, it is also the case that staff and student
constituencies do not have the power to move anything through the University Senate
without the support of faculty senators, based on the number of faculty members in the
senate. Therefore, it likely would require the P&A, civil service, or student senate to get
support from all of their representatives, and then engage multiple other constituencies,
before garnering enough support to pass something through the University Senate.

Missy Juliette, chair, CSCC, read the following statement:
Good afternoon, my name is Missy Juliette. I am the chair of the Civil Service Senate and
I come before you today with concerns from my constituents. The meetings held on
October 6 made it abundantly clear that staff feedback is not valued.



The Civil Service Senate met this morning and I collected a lot of feedback regarding the
meeting yesterday and other ongoing issues. As it stands today, the University Senate is
composed of 165 faculty senators, 25 civil service senators, 25 P&A senators, and 50
students. That alone illustrates that there is a disproportionate amount of representation in
the University Senate. The 165 faculty senators represent 4,000 constituents, while the 25
senators from Civil Service represent over 4,500 employees. We are the ones working
behind the scenes to make sure your classes and research run smoothly, we are the people
that make it happen. Yet, what I hear from my constituents is that they do not feel like
they have a spot at the table. Civil service employees feel, by and large, that we are
dismissed when we voice our thoughts and that our group is often overlooked.

I had three people message me during the course of yesterday's meeting, and I've received
similar comments in the past, regarding how uncomfortable they feel at University Senate
meetings. We've had a few instances where Civil Service members have been
reprimanded for asking a question or outright being attacked. They feel as though the
faculty is giving us permission to be in the senate at all.

The motto on the University Senate website is: be heard, be involved, and make a
difference. We ask that you start to consider us when making decisions that impact our
group.

Scott Creer, chair, PACC, provided the following feedback:
● He apologized for the procedural confusion that his motion in the senate caused (he

called for a motion to vote on the resolution in lieu of discussion, and pointed out that
faculty senators outweigh the student, P&A, and civil service representatives both in
numbers and in perceived influence, and therefore, when the Faculty Senate voted to
approve the resolution in their meeting immediately preceding the University Senate,
they determined the vote for the University Senate as well).

● He also explained that his motion and his voice in protest of the meeting procedures was
appropriate in the meeting setting, given the actions that took place in the Faculty Senate
meeting immediately prior to the University Senate meeting, and in recognition of the
power that the Faculty Senate has and how they chose to exercise it.

Patterson thanked the consultative committee chairs for their comments and noted that the Senate
Consultative Committee will continue these discussions at their October 25 meeting.

Phil Buhlmann expressed concern that voting blocks were being created, and proposed that
Millican, Juliette, and Creer be invited to express their concerns at a Faculty Senate meeting.

FCC then voted and approved going into executive session for further discussions on this topic.

2. Faculty Governance Leading DEI Initiatives
Patterson reminded members that he would like to identify two or three Diversity, Equity, and
Inclusion (DEI) action items that the faculty can lead on, which was also a topic discussed by the
group at the FCC retreat on August 23, 2021. As part of that work, he said, the FCC leadership
discussed possible initiatives with Rebecca Ropers, vice provost, Faculty and Academic Affairs,
and identified the following potential initiatives: (1) advocacy for required implicit bias training
for faculty on hiring searches, (2) a presentation from the Equity Lens Policy Review Committee



on what they look for when evaluating University policy, and (3) a partnership with Ropers to
gather information on how each department or college is addressing diversity as part of their 7.12
statements and/or merit pay reviews.

Patterson reported that his department requires implicit bias training for hiring searches, and
asked (1) if other departments have the same requirement, (2) if other FCC members have
completed implicit bias training, and (3) if there is interest in collectively advocating for an
implicit bias training requirement for faculty involved in hiring searches. Members provided the
following feedback:

● Jennifer Goodnough said that she completed the University’s implicit bias training
through the Office of Equity and Diversity for the Executive Vice President and Provost
search, and she thought it was very helpful. She also pointed out that completing the
training as a committee made it particularly effective.

● Goodnough also suggested that training could be considered for faculty involved in
promotion and tenure decisions.

● Monica Luciana told the committee that implicit bias training is a requirement for hiring
searches in the College of Liberal Arts, but the training is not provided consistently. She
suggested that it would be beneficial to coordinate training systematically across the
University so that everyone received the training when they were supposed to, and also to
ensure that everyone receives the same comprehensive training.

● Tania Mitchell suggested that consideration be given to (1) how often an individual
should be engaging in this training, (2) when in a hiring search the training should be
done, and (3) who at the University is offering the training.

● Carol Chomsky suggested that implicit bias training specific to instruction should also be
considered.

Patterson thanked members for their comments and suggested that, as a next step, the FCC
leadership could present the training requirement idea to the Equity, Access, and Diversity
Committee, to see if they agree with the initiative. Patterson suggested that FCC continue to
discuss as a group as well.

Michael Kyba requested that the FCC also advocate for measuring the outcome of training. He
added that training is often viewed as a way to improve outcomes, but analysis shows that it is
not always the case. Kyba said it would be good for administrators to know that faculty are
interested in evaluating the outcome of the training as well as implementing the training.

3. Disabilities Task Force Recommendations
Professor Sue Wick, member, Disabilities Task Force, then provided an overview of the
Disability Access and Accommodations Recommendation Summary , which include the
following training recommendations:

(1) Required Professional Development Module
(2) Supplemental Professional Development Modules
(3) Recommended Informal Module for Students

Members then had a discussion about their experiences with student requests for
accommodations, how faculty navigate those requests, and what might be helpful to improve
instructors’ capacity to accommodate student requests (i.e., consistent resources for faculty
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across departments/units). One member notes that faculty members also have disabilities that
need accommodations, and that should be considered in the recommendations as well.
Wick told members that the task force is currently consulting with a wide range of faculty and
student groups, and will consolidate the feedback from consultation and give final
recommendations to the provost by the end of the fall 2021 semester.

Bobbie Erichsen
University Senate Office


