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Twin Cities Faculty Delegation Minutes: No. 1 

 
May 6, 2025 

11:00 a.m. - noon 
 

The first meeting, and first special meeting, of the Twin Cities Faculty Delegation for 

2024-25 was convened on May 6, 2025, online by Zoom. At the time of the meeting, 

there were 139 voting members of the Twin Cities Delegation of the Faculty Senate. 97 

were present. The meeting was recorded and has been posted to YouTube.  

 

The University Senate Office utilized notes taken during the meeting, video recording 

and transcript of the meeting, and AI to assist in summarizing substantive parts of the 

meeting transcript to compose these minutes. Minutes are approved by the senate 

before posting. 

 
1.​ Call to Order 

Professor Perry Leo, vice chair, Faculty Consultative Committee 

 

Professor Perry Leo, vice chair, Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC), called the 

meeting to order at 11:00 a.m. In response to several emails questioning the validity of 

this special meeting and why the FCC had approved it, Leo noted the following: 

●​ This special meeting was called in accordance with University rules after 10% of 

members requested it. Once that threshold was met, the meeting had to 

happen—the FCC had no discretion on whether to hold it. 

●​ Robert’s Rules of Order allow for reconsideration of past votes at a separate 

meeting. 
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https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCnLjbhHt4x8RS4v1mv4b8UA


2.​ General Core Curriculum Discussion (20 minutes) 

Professor James Cotner, senator, College of Biological Sciences 

 

Presentation 

Professor James Cotner, senator, College of Biological Sciences (CBS), provided the 

following presentation on behalf of the contingent of members who had called the 

special meeting. He outlined several points justifying the call for reconsideration 

●​ He argued the procedure for the prior vote was flawed, notably, the College of 

Liberal Arts (CLA) had exclusive time to present its perspective. 

●​ The rest of the senate had no opportunity for equal discussion. 

●​ Remarks by Professor JB Shank, chair of the CLA Assembly, focused 

overwhelmingly on criticisms, without presenting balanced views. 

●​ CLA’s rebuttal wasn’t listed on the agenda, giving others no notice or chance to 

prepare. 

●​ Cotner likened the situation to receiving biased political flyers at a voting 

booth—legal questions aside, it was ethically unfair. 

●​ Despite criticism, Cotner defended the process of calling this special meeting as 

consistent with bylaws and Robert’s Rules. 

●​ He acknowledged financial concerns about the new curriculum but stated these 

are the administration’s responsibility—not the faculty's—and that deans have 

pledged support for implementation. 

●​ He emphasized his student-centered motivation, referencing his long service in 

undergraduate studies and personal connection as a parent of U of M students. 

●​ He stated his belief that the current curriculum is perceived by students as a 

“disconnected checklist,” and that the proposed changes offer more student 

agency and interdisciplinarity, better reflecting today’s academic and professional 

realities. 

Tim Johnson, FCC member from CLA, supported Cotner and focused on the 

importance of centering student learning in the debate. He noted that the first motion 
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1yDGJYw4669XhAXa7LNQVN-zOapnVd8xv/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1yDGJYw4669XhAXa7LNQVN-zOapnVd8xv/view?usp=sharing


asked the senate to consider not the specific proposal, but whether the senate agrees 

that a revision of general education is needed. 

He then provided historical context: 

●​ Efforts to revise the liberal education curriculum began in 2016 under Provost 

Karen Hanson. 

●​ A 2019 redesign effort failed partly due to insufficient stakeholder consultation. 

●​ The current proposal resulted from three years of extensive consultation with 

faculty, colleges, and students. 

●​ Johnson emphasized that peer institutions (e.g., Maryland, Indiana, Penn State, 

Ohio State) have recently revised their curricula, and Minnesota is lagging 

behind. 

Johnson urged the senate to act now and implement changes for the fall 2027 incoming 

class, citing strong support from advising professionals and students. 

Motion 1: To establish revised general education requirements, to take effect for 

the undergraduate class incoming in Fall 2027. 

 

Discussion 

Leo announced that the body would proceed with pro-con debate, as called for in the 

Bylaws.  

 

Yielded time by Aaron Corfield, Medical School faculty senator, Keri Risic, executive 

director of undergraduate admissions, advocated for a new core curriculum to address 

the declining perceived value of a college degree. She argued that real-world skills and 

a distinctive educational experience are vital for national and global student recruitment. 

She emphasized that a modernized core curriculum would help the University stand out 

and attract top students, and framed a “yes” vote as essential for enhancing the 

University’s reputation and sustaining enrollment. 
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Nathaniel Mills, CLA faculty senator, defended Shank against allegations that he 

misrepresented CLA opinions during the prior meeting. He emphasized that the core 

curriculum vote had already taken place and criticized calls for a re-vote. He stated that 

the special session was prompted by questionable allegations and that CLA faculty 

largely opposed the proposal. 

 

Leo attempted to redirect the discussion to focus on the motion on the floor, and Mills 

challenged the ruling of the chair. While Leo was consulting with the parliamentarian on 

that motion, Michael Gallope, CLA faculty senator, said that allegations were made 

against a faculty member in an opening statement without allowing a response. Penny 

Edgell, attending as an alternate faculty senator from CLA, raised a point of order about 

whether senators are allowed to respond to opening statements. Karen-Sue Taussig, 

attending as a non-member, raised another point of order, noting that 12 of 20 minutes 

allotted for this agenda item were taken up by the opening statements, leaving 

insufficient time for discussion and disproportionately limiting opposition voices. Without 

sufficient time to focus on or address each point of order, Leo ruled that Mills could 

continue. Jessica Lopez Lyman, CLA faculty senator, asked for Mills to have an 

additional 20 seconds added to his time, and Leo agreed. 

 

Mills continued, stating that Shank reported accurate vote tallies, though he slightly 

misestimated percentages, and provided additional faculty testimonials—mostly 

negative—to reflect CLA faculty sentiment, since the CLA Assembly is not a purely 

faculty body. He noted that only two of the 15 senators who called for the special 

session were from CLA. 

 

Having indicated that she had a neutral comment, Karen Ho, alternate faculty senator 

from CLA, challenged the claim that general education requirements drive student 

enrollment decisions. She cited record applications and enrollment numbers under the 

current requirements. 
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Michael Gallope, CLA faculty senator, criticized University leadership for pressuring 

faculty after the initial vote failed. He argued that the proposal lacked faculty consensus 

and risked being pushed through without proper support. He called for rejection of the 

proposal and a return to respectful, consensus-based governance. 

 

Exercising his chair’s prerogative to prioritize a comment from a student, Leo 

recognized Rahma Ali, president, Undergraduate Student Government. Johnson yielded 

time. Ali supported the new curriculum, highlighting the multi-year engagement with 

students. She praised the curriculum’s emphasis on relevance, including areas such as 

race, equity, environment, and civic life and said that the update was overdue and vital 

for students to thrive in modern academic and civic contexts. 

 
Julia Lujan, CLA faculty senator, raised two main concerns: 

●​ Procedural concerns: Lujan alleged that the meeting process violated due 

process and bypassed proper protocols. 

●​ Lack of genuine student representation: She questioned claims that students 

broadly supported the proposal. After speaking with 46 students across majors 

and years—including a student senator—she found none were aware of the 

proposal and none supported it after being informed. She called for more 

concrete data to substantiate the claim of broad student support. 

Johnson responded to these concerns, emphasizing that the Core Curriculum 

Committee did consult student leadership and that representation came through 

democratic channels like the Student Senate. He strongly objected to any suggestion 

that any faculty who supported the core curriculum proposal were pressured by 

administration, calling such implications “repugnant.” 

Noting a concern that Johnson had misrepresented her comment, Lujan clarified that 

she did not say that the administration had pressured her. She reiterated her concern 

about the lack of transparency and data, stating she had only seen positive student 

feedback with no evidence of wider or dissenting perspectives. 
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At this point, given that the time allotted for this agenda item had more than run out, Leo 

asked if anyone wanted to make a motion to extend debate. Lopez Lyman made a 

motion to call the question, and Cotner seconded. 

A vote was held, and with 80 ayes and 24 nays, the motion to call the question 

prevailed. 

A vote was then taken on Motion 1, to establish revised general education 

requirements, to take effect for the undergraduate class incoming in Fall 2027. 

With 38 ayes and 67 nays, the motion was defeated. 

3.​ Adjournment 

Since the body had voted against putting revised general education requirements into 

place for Fall 2027, there was no point in proceeding with subsequent motions on the 

agenda*. Leo adjourned the meeting at 11:37 a.m. He clarified that because no action 

had been taken, the previous decision held.  

 

Amber Bathke 

University Senate Office 

 

*For ease of reference, the rest of the agenda is reproduced below. 

3.​ Discussion of Options (40 minutes) 

Professor Kathryn Pearson, co-chair, Core Curriculum 2025 Committee  

 

Motion 2: To adopt the core curriculum framework as proposed. 

 

We will hold 20 minutes of pro/con debate on Motion 1. 

 

Background Information 
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Materials Included in the April 3, 2025 Docket 

Core Curriculum 2025 Report  

Motion  

 

Letters of Support 

●​ Undergraduate Student Government 

●​ CLA Student Board 

●​ Lee-Ann Breuch, CLA Undergraduate Associate Dean 

●​ CLA Undergraduate Education 

 

New May 6, 2025 Materials 

CC2025 Concerns with Responses 

Revised CLA Assembly vote 

Request for Special Session 

Minutes of April 3, 2025 Senate meeting 

Video recording of April 3, 2025 Senate meeting (CC2025 discussion starts at 1:22:20) 

 

Letters of Support 

●​ Advising Steering Committee & Advising Coordinators Group  

●​ Student Services Staff  

●​ AAN Board  

●​ Council on Undergraduate Education 

●​ Provost Croson 

●​ Raj Singh, Vice Provost and Dean of Undergraduate Education 

●​ Deans 

 

Videos 

●​ Student Voices 

●​ Faculty and Staff 
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https://docs.google.com/document/d/1KQqDx3m5WX8AND6qgGJ5cVsomNEBgGqOSjqY-HXQBmQ/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1P4gk9UXqn3EIHNoNLcCy5RAbuDFod3CN/view
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/1hH9DA9qStmVg0ITJTHfdi39NBJAFxoaD/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Ln4kNKf_00zS3-xfI_5A_j5w8ZuFsYqK/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1NTRTN3Rq1FqLe9yvgVF7VTAtECnjF2YU/view?usp=sharing
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https://docs.google.com/document/d/1THdLFVh1IUhxLt8NuM3jMLYq2SlN68XbZnj5sqYA75Q/edit?tab=t.0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2HOYRannv0Y
https://drive.google.com/file/d/11__cn64iuIN3v1MWfMLzv2h0GBBCEbIt/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1lk6mk5W3TpMXhfjCJQCds8gp3ZMyahRE/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1l2XUSVG1yb3TvIekj9ZC4yEdVHcVmHN9/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1t80bPe3NWjjarXBe8XQATt_lVDlx4y8H/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Pk9v5Nd5IC2tix2CeEUphRiTKOUQxXTv/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1PIhJE0BRll5ZuWN6ggOFSx-YEh6qERFj/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1fiA13OITWTb7WAD5xyi6-ip714XkNXil/view?usp=sharing
https://youtu.be/GNf7Bh4aa-Q
https://youtu.be/w5w9PeS9P-w


If Motion 2 is not successful, we will hold 20 minutes of pro/con debate on Motion 3. 

 

Motion 3 (if motion 2 is defeated): To ask Vice Provost Raj Singh and the new 

provost to task an independent group of faculty to propose a revised core 

curriculum, starting from the current proposal, with a planned vote in September 

2025. 

 

4.​ Adjournment 
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