
Student Senate Consultative Committee (SSCC) 
May 6, 2020 
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: ​Update from the Finance and Operations Work Group; Discussion of Student 
Senate Complaint by Student Senator Scott Petty; Student Senate Handbook Update; SSCC 
Member Updates; Debrief from the April 23, 2020, Student Senate Meeting; SSCC Transition 
Discussion] 
  
PRESENT: ​​Current Members: Amy Ma (chair), Ryan Machtmes (vice chair), Isaiah Ogren 
(ranking student senator), Madison Anderson, Briggs Tople, Josh Lesser, Sam Shepherd, Josh 
Westfield, Manpreet Singh, Rachel Kieffer  
 
Incoming Members: Gunnar Frahm, Sydney Bauer, Agleska Cohen-Rencountre, Jack Flom, 
Annie Counihan, Jasmine Pryor 
 
REGRETS: ​None 
 
ABSENT: ​Nathan Carlson, Otto Johnson 
  
GUESTS:​ Ken Horstman, interim vice president, Office of Human Resources (OHR), Scott 
Petty, student senator, College of Food, Agricultural and Natural Resources Sciences (CFANS) 
 
OTHERS:​ Megan Sweet, James Farnsworth 
 
Chair Amy Ma welcomed the committee and members introduced themselves. 
 
1. Update from the Finance and Operations Work Group - ​Ma introduced Ken Horstman, 
interim vice president, Office of Human Resources, to provide an update from the Finance and 
Operations Work Group, a committee charged by President Joan Gabel to address 
University-wide issues during the COVID-19 pandemic. Horstman stated that he is serving as 
co-chair of the work group which is looking at how to manage resources and operations as the 
University looks forward to the fall semester.  
 
Horstman continued by stating that one of the principles the work group is operating under is that 
they want to have a minimal impact on those employees that have a more limited income. The 
University is expecting to move forward with some sort of pay cut or furlough system in order to 
counteract the budget shortfalls created by the COVID-19 pandemic. He noted that higher 
income employees will carry a larger burden of any sort of pay based initiative. While the goal is 
to lessen the financial burden on the University, it will be important that every department 
conduct any pay cut or furlough in an effective manner to keep University operations up and 
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running. The University also wants to make sure that they retain and protect as many employees 
as possible. Horstman noted that another goal will be to have no job losses as a result of these 
actions and all employees will be able to retain their health benefits during any separation of 
work. However, Horstman did mention that they are currently working to address how these 
policies may impact seasonal workers.  
 
Horstman stated that the size of the pay cuts or furloughs will depend greatly on the size of the 
budget gap that will be addressed at the next Board of Regents meeting. The work group is 
looking at a number of other ways that the University can cut costs temporarily and is asking for 
feedback from the University community. He said that the group has received a number of 
thoughtful suggestions already.  
 
Josh Lesser asked if Horstman anticipates that student services will be cut and if student groups 
should be reevaluating their functions. Horstman said that he is not aware of a broad strategy on 
student fees but each department will have to make their own budget decisions. He said that he 
was not sure if students will see these changes outwardly.  
 
Ryan Machtmes asked if the University might keep online courses through next spring. 
Horstman replied that this would be a worst case scenario and the University is planning for all 
possibilities. He noted that the plan is to react but not overreact.  
 
2. Discussion of Student Senate Complaint by Student Senator Scott Petty - ​Ma stated that 
the SSCC has received a ​formal complaint​ from Scott Petty, student senator, College of Food, 
Agricultural and Natural Resources Sciences (CFANS). In the complaint, Petty noted that there 
was a discrepancy in the Student Senate Handbook and the official Student Senate Bylaws in 
regards to who is eligible to run for the positions of officers of the Student Senate. Ma provided 
an overview of the complaint which included the following: 

● Another student senator brought the handbook discrepancy to the attention of the SSCC. 
● Ma acknowledged the error but noted that all elections had been held within the 

guidelines of the official bylaws. She noted that the handbook was meant as more of an 
onboarding document, and the language included was outdated after a bylaws amendment 
in 2017. 

● Petty alleges that according to senate governing documents, the responsibility of ensuring 
the accuracy and distribution of the handbook falls to the vice chair of the SSCC. 

● Petty is petitioning that the SSCC remove Ryan Machtmes from his duties as vice chair. 
 
Additionally, Ma stated that there is a proposal that has been floated to hold a special meeting of 
the Student Senate to address this issue. Ma then noted that any motions or actions taken at 
today’s meeting may only be made by current 2019-20 SSCC members. She then opened the 
floor to discussion of the matter. 
 
Annie Counihan asked for further clarification about the mistakes within the handbook. Isaiah 
Ogren noted that the handbook sent to incoming student senators had an error in section G, as it 
reflected the Student Senate Bylaws language prior to its amendment in April 2017. Ogren 
further stated that the purpose of the handbook is to be an onboarding manual and that while this 
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language was incorrect, there have been no violations in electing officers to the SSCC. Counihan 
asked for verification that all three officers could possibly be from one campus. Chris Kwapick, 
senate associate, University Senate Office, replied that the vice chair and chair should be from 
different registered student governments. Since the chair, Amy Ma, was an undergraduate 
student representing the Minnesota Student Association (MSA), then it was allowable for Ryan 
Machtmes to run for vice chair as he would represent the Council of Graduate Students (COGS).  
 
James Farnsworth, student senator, College of Education and Human Development (CEHD), 
suggested that this issue could be brought forward to the entire Student Senate for transparency 
sake. However, Farnsworth stated, the decision ultimately lies with the SSCC. He is hoping to 
avoid an unsatisfactory decision by the committee due to the fact that so many emails have been 
sent on this issue by his fellow student senators.  
 
Briggs Tople read the following statement: 

My fellow SSCC members, Senators watching, and other distinguished guests,  
 

I rise today with great concern with what I have witnessed in the past week. After an 
already defamatory election process, we now seem to receive email day after day with a 
most scathing character.  

 
Now, before I begin, I want to state that I ascribe to the philosophy that leadership needs 
to be held accountable by those who elected them to serve. For that, I want to thank 
Senator Petty for his monitor-like mindset and for holding leadership accountable. 
However, I have a great many concerns with this filed complaint, it’s handling, and the 
premise of future action on it.  

 
Before this complaint had even been rendered to the University Senate Office, the Student 
Senate had seemingly already decided on this issue. At the most recent meeting, to elect 
the incoming Student Senate and SSCC leadership, the Student Senate approved of Vice 
Chair Machtmes’ stipend in full for the Spring Semester. This was done via a vote, with a 
clear majority of Student Senators voting in the affirmative. Given what is stated in the 
complaint, the issue had already been raised at the very beginning of the meeting and 
thus senators were aware of the issue. By taking no action at the time and by having no 
further discussion, the senate’s actions alluded to the will of the body being at ease to 
move past the issue. At any moment the agenda could have been amended to discuss the 
issue and yet, the body’s inaction as a whole decided it was not an issue. Even those who 
had raised the initial point and who have rendered this complaint did not move to create 
further discussion at that time. Given that the complaint had still been sent despite this 
decision from the Student Senate, it is our duty, as the steering committee, to look not 
only at the complaint itself but at the handling of it as well.  

 
After the complaint had been sent, the University Senate Office and Chair Ma both sent 
adequate responses to the concerns and promised that these would be addressed in the 
upcoming SSCC meeting on May 6th. In her response, Chair Ma stated that, pursuant to 
the ask in Senator Petty’s complaint, she would “...allow the motion to be considered at 
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the next SSCC meeting if a SSCC member chooses to bring it forward.” Given this 
response, it would be apparent that future communication on the issue would halt until 
this time and place for a proper discussion on the matter. This was not so.  

 
Instead, two additional emails had been sent with accusations of the vice chair and the 
current SSCC to both the entire incoming Student Senate and to University leadership 
which included President Gabel. In addition to this, Senator Petty, in his last two emails, 
stated that no response from Vice Chair Machtmes had been given since his complaint 
went out. However, how can such response or action be taken when the complaint had 
never been sent to the person in question in the first place? Vice Chair Machtmes only 
recently responded to the email thread after it was forwarded by a fellow senator. Given 
that the charges against the vice chair were never sent directly to him is damning by 
itself. This country was founded on due process and not ad hoc criminal courts that judge 
someone without informing them of what they are to be judged upon. This entire 
complaint, in my eyes, is irrelevant due to this point alone.  

 
However, not only would a motion to impeach the vice chair be a stain on good 
governance due to the lack of trial on this complaint but it would also signal to any 
student that may hold these positions in the future that one wrong step can land you in 
the gutter with this institution. Let us be clear - we are here to represent students, we 
need to humble ourselves. While Vice Chair Machtmes did make a small error, he was 
still able to perform every other aspect of his position description. Senators are 
competent and any question on the confusion could simply be answered by looking 
further into our governing documents or talking with leadership, and/or with our advisor. 
The mistake will be corrected and serves to this organization as a model for ensuring 
good governance. I compel my colleagues to not see these acts as impeachable as if it 
were so, it would set a precedent that would not only hurt this institution, but also future 
students wanting to make a difference at the shared governance level.  

 
Furthermore, I see the entirety of this complaint and theatrical charade as an overflow 
from years of an underlying relationship, in turmoil, that has stopped good advocacy and 
good governance in the wake of having a personal vendetta. It is clear to see, from past 
complaints, past Student Senate meetings, and past email threads that this is not the first 
time such action against the vice chair has been taken by Senator Petty and vice versa. 
This complaint is one facet of a multi-year project for the dismantling of each other’s 
reputation and good character. Let me be clear when I say that it must stop today. We 
were elected to represent and advocate for all students and not to bicker amongst 
ourselves over clerical errors.  

 
The Student Senate is a place of honor and good will. What has been displayed in the 
past few weeks, has seemed, to some, to call even that into question. Yet, as the 
leadership of the Student Senate, it is our job to put students over qualms and good 
governance over our differences. It is our job to represent and unify all sects of student 
life under a single institution. We foster cooperation, teamwork, advancement, advocacy, 
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and much more. What has been on display is the antithesis to everything this institution 
has and should stand for.  

 
Thus, for the good of the student body, the longevity of this institution, and for the ability 
for us to march forward united in advocacy - I ask that we put this complaint at rest 
today. 

 
I believe in our institution, I believe in our senators, and I believe that we can put this 
behind us. 

 
After the letter had been read by Tople, Petty noted that Machtmes had previously asked to not 
receive email messages from Petty, which is why he was not included in the complaint emails. 
Petty further commented that in his opinion, the information sent to senators in the handbook 
was more than a clerical error. Had he known at the time that being responsible for the 
handbook’s accuracy was a duty of the vice chair, he would have raised the issue at the April 23, 
2020, meeting of the Student Senate. Petty further said that he does not feel incoming senators 
were 100% explained the rules of officer elections. Tople replied that the rules for the election 
were very clearly laid out in the senate docket and the eligibility for each position was listed. At 
this time, Tople did not feel that impeachment or removal of Machtmes was warranted and any 
such action should be made by the Student Senate as a whole. 
 
Ogren commented that the entire SSCC is responsible for this error as it should have been its job 
as a body to catch this mistake. Ogren acknowledged Petty’s complaint, however no bylaws were 
broken in any election process, and he felt that this error should not warrant Machtmes’s removal 
from his position as he had fulfilled all of his other duties throughout the year. Ogren further 
opined that the SSCC had a collective responsibility for this error. Jack Flom suggested 
suspending the distribution of the handbook until it is further reviewed.  
 
Sam Shepherd agreed with Ogren's statement and moved that the SSCC draft a letter of apology 
to the Student Senate that would explain what happened with this issue and pledging next steps 
to correct the matter in the future. Ogren seconded the motion. Hearing no further discussion, a 
vote was taken and the motion prevailed.  
 
3. Student Senate Handbook Update - ​Based on several issues raised in the previous 
discussion, Ma asked for further discussion on the possibility of updating the Student Senate 
Handbook. Kwapick noted that he added some suggested language to correct the handbook, 
including updating section G regarding the election of Student Senate officers to accurately 
reflect the language in the bylaws. 
 
Ogren suggested that the incoming members of the 2020-21 SSCC should be the ones to further 
review and ultimately approve of any changes to the handbook. Machtmes agreed but also felt 
that some minor changes could be made today. Gunnar Frahm said that he is willing to take the 
lead on the updating process and suggested noting this in the letter to be sent to the Student 
Senate. Frahm suggested that the only language that should be amended today is section G. 
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Tople moved to amend section G of the handbook to accurately reflect the Student Senate 
Bylaws. The motion was seconded by Madison Anderson. Hearing no further discussion a vote 
was taken and the motion was approved. 
 
4. SSCC Member Updates - ​Ma asked each SSCC member to provide an update from their 
respective group and the responses were as follows: 
 

● Madison Anderson said that the Council of Graduate Students (COGS) will be having an 
additional General Assembly meeting to discuss the COGS fees refunds. Additionally, 
Magie Towle, interim vice provost, Office for Student Affairs, came to their executive 
committee meeting yesterday which was helpful for their fee discussion. 

● Briggs Tople said that the Minnesota Student Association’s (MSA) updated governing 
documents passed and are now in effect. Additionally, MSA held elections for various 
leadership positions, including representative to the SSCC. MSA’s presidential team also 
successfully lobbied the administration to push back the decision date for students to 
select the S/N grading option. Finally, they met with the Office for Student Affairs to get 
more information about emergency funds and grants available from the University. 

● Ma noted that the Board of Regents meeting will be held tomorrow where they will be 
discussing the financial impacts that COVID-19 has had on the University and where the 
University goes from here. She reminded members that there are students on both of the 
work groups that are addressing the issues of academics and research and finance and 
operations. 

 
5. Debrief from the April 23, 2020 Student Senate Meeting - ​Ma led a discussion related to 
items that arose at the April 23, 2020, meeting of the Student Senate. She noted that there are 
ongoing discussions happening around the Systemwide Strategic Plan and the pending policy on 
building renamings. Ma said, if individual senators have questions or concerns, they should be 
forwarded to the SSCC in order to send them on to the administration for response. 
 
6. SSCC Transition Discussion - ​Prior to the meeting, Ma sent a document to members asking 
them to consider the following questions as the SSCC transitions to new membership for 
2020-21: 
 

● Outgoing SSCC Members 
○ What are areas where the SSCC and Student Senate can improve? 
○ What value does your specific position bring to the full committee and senate? 
○ What advice would you give yourself if you were starting this position again? 

● Incoming SSCC Members 
○ What are your goals for the next academic year?  
○ What support do you need from others (SSCC, senate, student association 

members, etc) to accomplish those goals? 
Counihan commented that she would like to see more frequent communication and collaborative 
work spaces moving forward. She suggested using technology in these areas such as Slack or 
GroupMeet. Ma agreed and suggested that continued communications over winter, spring, and 
summer breaks would be helpful.  
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Tople liked the idea of using Slack and said he would look into its viability. He also stated that 
he wants to work more closely with system campuses on collaborative work and encourage more 
general advocacy items from the Student Senate in general, not just address items that need to go 
to the full University Senate.  
 
Frahm stated that he intends to work closely with Sydney Bauer on revising not only the 
handbook, but other governing documents as well. He also intends to work on a University-wide 
land acknowledgement initiative to bring further awareness to the native history of the lands that 
the University currently occupies. Frahm further asked what best practices might be to 
collaborate with system campuses. Ma replied that she always worked to follow up on items 
discussed during the updates portion of SSCC meetings to see if other campuses could benefit 
from the work currently being pursued.  
 
Machtmes opined that the vice chair role should be more servant leadership oriented and create 
room for issue based advocacy. He admitted that he should have probably reached out to system 
campuses much more. It is important, he said, to have a united front when dealing with any issue 
such as the continued response to COVID-19 or the pending policy changes to Title IX 
regulations.  
 
Ogren suggested that the SSCC ought to leverage its oversight capacity much more. It is 
important that students ask hard questions of the administration. 
 
Bauer intends to work closely with the other registered student governing associations (RSGA) 
for better retention of members and advocacy. She intends to tour the other system campuses 
with Tople and Frahm when and if that becomes possible.  
 
Jack Flom intends to bring more information in general to individual senators and work as 
closely with them as possible. Shepherd encouraged senators to try and meet with the deans of 
their respective colleges in order to be better informed and spark new ideas. Anderson suggested 
that members find a way to collaborate with others and do it early and fast because the year goes 
by quickly. Also, try not to let personal pride or issues get in the way of progress.  
 
Ma thanked the members for their input and added that other meetings of the SSCC in the 
summer could be possible to address further issues related to COVID-19.  
 
Hearing no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 
 
Chris Kwapick 
University Senate Office 
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