
Community Council Minutes Meeting 11 [1/26/16] 

 

Present: Nick Garber, Fiona Mohamed, Douglas Adams, Myles Kamisher-Koch, Tim Parsons, Emma 

Bliska, Ethan Brady, Sarah Laursen, Dan Adamek,  Solon Coburn, Tiff Chang, Ilana Gratch,, Katy Smith 

Abbott, Clair Beltran, Charles Rainey, Aliza Cohen, Abbie Spector, Earl Fechtor, Naila Baloch, Jennifer 

Herrera, Jodi Litchfield, Miguel Fernandez, AJ Place, Brandon Baird,  Elizabeth (Lisa) Burchard (LB),  

Derek Doucet, Baishakhi Taylor, Roberto Lint Sagarena 

 

Minutes approved 

 

KSA: We are welcoming the Bias Incident Response Team (BRT). It felt really timely for CC to have a 

sense of what your work is: the mission and the policies. We would love to hear how it has come 

together 

 

AP: We have spent the last few months meeting regularly to think about our role on campus. Taking a 

comprehensive look at what policy should look like. We’re happy to take feedback. The three core 

pieces are prevention, education, and response and we’re still developing what that looks like so that’s 

why we’re here with you guys to think about what our campus needs. 

 

MF: One of the tricky points was figuring out when bias begins and ends versus discrimination and 

harassment. It’s nice to have Earl as an expert there who can tell us when an incident becomes 

harassment. The other piece is the reason is that there hasn’t been a way of responding to issues that 

don’t fall under harassment and discrimination.  

 

KSA: It would be helpful for this group to see where you see those lines. If somebody comes forward 

with concern about bias and you think it’s another category, what’s the process? 

 

AP: We talked a lot about that and had a pretty good conversation about that and being mindful 

because harassment is a very different policy. That conversation was pretty in depth. 

 

EF: The classic situation is in the workplace where actions are thought of as severe and pervasive, not 

isolated or annoying but rising to the point of pervasive and severe problems affecting  ability to do a 

job. The other classic situation is where action in the workplace is enduring to the extent that it’s  a 

condition of your employment and it shouldn’t be. When someone is being harassed about race, class, 

origin, age, and when it gets to that point it moves into the harassment realm, the legalities concern 

that anti-harassment policy exists to address.  

 

NB: In bias, if somebody’s saying something they may not be aware. That may be perceived as a bias 

incident and they aren’t aware of it 

 



EF: Bias as less severe and pervasive but you can have unintended harassment if someone thinks they’re 

being funny but doesn’t realize that objectively it’s in the realm of those protected against slurs and 

things like that, then it’s going to trigger analysis under the harassment policy.  

 

AP: If a situation comes in, Earl can help us evaluate if it crosses into harassment. If it does, we have 

strict guidelines that we can’t interfere. Bias can support the community and community response but 

not investigation, we can’t have a role in that and that’s to preserve the integrity of the investigation 

and maintain its clear lines. As long as it stays on the bias side, we can respond 

 

EF: That’s not to say they’re mutually exclusive. In the present circumstance, the bias response has to be 

reviewed carefully to preserve the investigation. It may be a circumstance where harassment policy 

overrides reaction and then BRT happens after or the harassment can be addressed in a certain way 

where BRT can still have a community or individual response. It depends on a case by case basis 

 

MKK: I was a little unclear if there is an incident and you choose to engage, it was unclear whether you 

could mandate participation?   

 

MF: We haven’t clarified it 

 

AP: We’re not a disciplinary committee so we’d have to defer that. That’s a question: what are the 

expectations of the bias response team? 

 

MKK: This is sort of to cover a set of circumstances that might not be policy violation now? 

 

AP: Yes and no. Harassment and community standards are defined. This is defining specific incidents 

more narrowly.  

 

JH: And also a mechanism for folks on the receiving end to have a way to report that officially 

 

JL: As of now, students don’t. There are people or places to go to but this would give one clear method 

for students 

 

MF: It’s often unclear who you go to and people get bounced around.  

 

CR: For the individuals who are perpetrators, there’s nothing BRT can do for applying a consequence? Is 

that the job of someone else or is the function of this just to identify whether this is a legitimate 

incident? 

 

JL: That’s undefined right now. When we took this on, it didn’t seem like we were setting up for 

disciplinary action but coming up with a community response 

 

JH: and support 



 

EF: The role as being education, prevention, response. A reaction and an opportunity. Disciplinary 

opportunity is not contemplated.  

 

 

MKK: So what does intervention mean?  

 

EF: Intervention in terms of community response and education 

 

CR: A harassment is a series of bias incidents? Is that what we’re getting at?  

 

EF: it depends on what the person is doing. The reason I say that is you could have a series of unrelated 

incidences that don’t rise to one that could trigger harassment but could trigger BRT reaction in that it’s 

causing negative reaction based on some of these characteristics. 

 

CR: That’s where my concern is. The individuals will have a series of troublesome comments and actions 

that aren’t linked necessarily however if each time the bias response is more community and the 

individual doesn’t have to participate, what is stopping this from happening again? 

 

EF: The defined role for BRT not engaging in discipline is not mutually exclusive for other policies. For 

example, the college has a policy for respect for persons so these incidence could evoke response from 

other people. 

 

CR: Is there any way it is possible for this response team to also direct students or present options for 

disciplinary actions? Perhaps that would be part of it if a student would like to participate? If this team 

were to be one that does direct students where they need to go to get something done against the 

perpetrator, that would be good 

 

AP: One thing we have to consider is we are clear about fundamental fairness. THe judicial board exists 

for that. When we get into discipline, we have to uphold a fair hearing and then we’re moving past what 

we are and we have to be careful because fundamental fairness is a core value of Middlebury.  

 

CR: I was under the impression that this team had some intersectionality with different groups on 

campus and how those groups deal with these policies and that this team, since this is personal, the 

intersectionality would show more flexibility in what the committee is able to do. That is my assumption 

and that that would be possible 

 

JH: We may not adjudicate a bias incident before us that we think violates another policy, we could turn 

it over to that group to investigate to see if a violation is there while we continue to do our work to 

support the student and see what are the next steps. If we make a recommendation that this violates 

something else, then we have to move it over to the appropriate office to investigate what has been 

violated. 



 

SC: What do you see the real power of this group is then? Is it an aggregate for collecting responses?  

 

JH: For the first time giving students a voice to report things that have been occurring on this campus 

where they’ve either reported and it’s falling through the cracks because there is no formal policy. 

 

MF: The education piece is tied to that so it’s not just the voice of the student but sharing with the 

community. It’s a way of communicating back what is going on and then it becomes a community 

discussion.  

 

EF: The overarching theme of it being a resource: information, responsively, contemplating education 

wise 

 

NB: An organic conversation on what’s going on in this campus culture. This is dealing with the 

intersection of many things and there aren’t policies for them. There are many different ways we could 

do something about it and BRT is where you start moving in this direction so that something as real and 

vague as campus climate and culture can start to shift. There can be a sense of how we come together 

and make those changes that are needed but we haven’t been sure how to bring them 

 

EVB: What specific measures are you going to take in order to make this path clear? I think of the honor 

code and violations and nobody, even seniors, don’t really understand that process. How would 

students be accepted to show up? 

 

JL: It could be as simple as tapping into orientation or an ongoing process with a website. Or both. It 

doesn’t need to be one 

 

EVB: I worry that relying on res life would require training for res life to know what can be reported. It 

requires another level of understanding.  

 

MF: We are expecting this to go into the handbook, so it would be something res life needs to know. It 

will be an additional policy in the handbook. It’ll also be searchable. And we need to get it out to a lot of 

people: advisors, staff, people students interact with. We have that education piece on our plate as well.  

 

EVB: I thought of res life as well. When it comes to something like microaggressions, res life might not 

understand what that is 

 

CR: In my experience, I don’t feel comfortable coming to my FYCS or CRA and as a minority, especially 

with faculty, it’s really uncomfortable because they might not really understand. I think there needs to 

be a wider net we cast in terms of who we give this information to. I think of green dot, the posters in 

the bathroom, I wish we had those resources for people like me going through other assaults on this 

campus. I wish I saw signs of support outside of just Carr hall. There are so many minorities who don’t 



even know about it. We need to make resources more known. We need to treat this like Green Dot, like 

Health and Wellness, we need more display of this on campus.  

 

AP: You’re talking about comprehensive media and publication and one thing we talked about was 

ending up in the monthly updates on the campus 

 

TC: I’m incredibly excited about BRT. When is the official start date? What is the big marketing thing 

going on? I agree with CR and maybe a singular go/ people can go to. Posters everywhere, bathroom 

stalls, if Laurie Patton wanted to email, Middview, res life, and maybe also professors and staff. What is 

the connection to education and prevention look like? Thinking about education can be really 

complicated. How does BRT respond to subtle bias? Thinking about our location in VT and what it means 

to be a white moderate and to be situated in the north, and the conversation about race in America 

centered around white feelings and people in the south being much more honest versus the north. So 

how do we address subtle bias? Really coded language that would take someone who has studied this 

for awhile to know.  

 

TP: My question is about staff. I’m wondering if this is also a resource for staff? I see your committee is 

pulled from a bunch of places and one gap seems to be HR.  

 

JH: There is a section where we would pull in other colleagues. If it involved staff, we would pull HR. 

There are different situations where we may need the counseling center, commons deans, or someone 

else in the Scott center.  

 

MF: We’re a small nimble group that can bring in other people. Yes, this includes staff. Part of this is 

about education and community climate and there definitely are staff issues and that is very much part 

of our mission and there needs to be some sort of reaction to those types of bias incidents 

 

MKK: I was reading some of our peer institutions policies and at least one publicizes events the team 

deems to be biased. 

 

AJ: We talked about monthly or semester updates, an annual report, depending on the number of 

incidents. We have to be careful because there is some information we can’t include. 

 

MF: We can’t respond too quickly in case it needs to go somewhere and be investigated. It won’t be 

instantaneous. 

 

AJ: Someone might come to us and not want a response at all.  

 

MKK: Williams had an incident by incident report and I think that would be a strong component. 

 

AJ: That’s what we had in mind for the campus piece 

 



KSA: What will success look like for you all? 

 

JH: We have to start with a report and we officially know what we’re dealing with. Low numbers doesn’t 

mean nothing is happening.  

 

MF: There’s understanding that the team exists and where to find them.  

 

AP: In terms of culture change, we’re a piece and not all of it. Ultimately culture change is ideal but until 

we get there, we need to know about it. Ideally, we get a lot and as culture changes the numbers drop 

off. 

 

NB: It seems to me there are unmet needs so meeting those would be success.  

 

CR: When we have the people dealing with this, will there be a mechanism where you can get feedback 

from the students? Both those who come to you and the perpetuators?  

 

AJ: We’re more than open to that. The question back is what does that look like? 

 

CR: 3 or 4 questions you have that are meant to target points of the process that need to be evaluated, 

helping you map out what needs to be included. This is something that is going to evolve as the years go 

by. Questions that target each phase of the process. I think those would be valuable things that would 

help the program immensely. Do students feel fulfilled? Any form of feedback would be key to success.  

 

MF: I didn’t hear a lot of criticism of the draft. Does it seem pretty good? Are there sections that raise 

red flags? 

 

CR: I didn’t see it addressing subtle things.  

 

MF: More detail on types of incidents 

 

EVB: Clarifying that for non-public follow up would be because the victim doesn’t want it? 

 

MF: yes 

 

EVB: What is a public follow up? 

 

AJ: Campus response. Someone might not want that out there. The idea is there might not be a 

response campus wide.  

 

LB: How would reporting work: Does it go through public safety? Somewhere else?  

 

AP: We are looking at developing a form that is separate 



 

LB: Theoretically if you walk into or email pubsafe there is timeliness. With this form, you might not see 

it for a little while. I want that to be clear to people because if they need it now, an online form in the 

middle of the weekend might not be great. 

 

MF: We talked about what to do for an emergency 

 

KSA: I’m going to encourage CC to do another good read because BRT is really open to feedback. We are 

going to transition, but thank you for being here today.  

We added a follow up to Charles’ presentation at the end of last week. It felt important to come back to 

that. 

 

CR: I will recap what I said last week for visitors. (See end of minutes from 1.26.16 for original 

presentation)  

 

I encouraged CC to send a recommendation to our president in response to the event and email from 

our president. While we are addressing that, I also mentioned the supreme court Justice Scalia who 

questioned ability of students of color in elite institutions and students of color belonging in slower 

paced schools. I asked you guys to think about this for the week and about making a recommendation.  

 

TC: As CC members know, we have member recommendation time. We threw together a 

recommendation and I will read it out loud.  

 

We are wondering how do we respond? There was a huge talk about an email. In SGA we had a long 

conversation about an email by SGA. Ultimately, I believe it would be stronger coming from Laurie 

Patton. At least her, if not both. And also given the precedent Laurie Patton has in sending an email 

about Paris 

 

CR: The point being there is already a precedent.  

 

BT: We have some comments and I would request Miguel share them 

 

MF: The first thing is we want to report to you a progress update on the President Patton’s 13 action 

points from the town hall meeting. The first was about Posse foundation workshops. The second is 

about faculty recruiting. Both of these have been put into place The third is on Leslie Harris, professor at 

Emory of African American studies that happened last week, four is difficult conversations--series of 

conversations that will happen. This is in progress. Fifth is everyday public safety and the first one is in 

progress. Inclusivity in athletics and that has started. Seven is counseling fellows and the search is going. 

JusTalks completed on saturday. AAL requirement--status completed, that changed. Alumni of color 

weekend and networking, that happened. SGA alliances, this in progress. Restorative justice-- we are in 

the early stages here. Alliance for an inclusive Middlebury-- first meeting on Monday.  

 



Some are already completed and much is advancing forward. There’s been a lot of discussion about 

these concerns. The president has heard the concerns and is concerned that MLK event was offensive. 

She asked I share this:  

 

1. She can’t respond to every comment made that she doesn’t agree with.  

2. Conversations between offender and offended are crucial before statement occurs. This is part 

of restorative justice.  

3. She will and frequently does communicate on educational issues of broad interest. She plans to 

talk about the Fisher case. She has communicated about diversity and values a lot and it should 

be clear what she thinks 

4. She is interested in conversation, not it being discussed and recommended before it is really 

discussed with her 

5. She is interested in open debate. She needs evidence that this represents a broad group of 

students. Lack of statement is not silence. 

 

CR: I understand the argument for not speaking against every comment, however I feel the priority 

should change when that impacts academic capabilities of students on campus, which this did challenge. 

I think it’s a little concerning for me that you can see all these things about inclusion and I believe she’s 

taking steps to make the campus more inclusive. However, I don’t think saying those things makes it 

clear that she’s recognizes the feelings of students who were affected. I think the concern for there not 

being a large group of students isn’t valid, because there are. If we had a better mechanism for reaching 

out, that would be known. There are many students who were worried about the silence and I’d be 

happy to provide a role in collecting those and sending them to the President. Those people do exist and 

their feelings should be validated.  

 

I agree the meeting needs to happen between those affected and those who organized the event and 

that is happening but I’m not sure she’s saying a statement doesn’t need to happen at all? Or after the 

meeting 

 

MF: I think she clearly says that meeting should happen--- she wants to insure it’s a significant number 

of voices. You said there’s not a mechanism to show that. The meeting tomorrow would be a good 

venue for that. If there were a multitude of voices who felt uncomfortable or offended. That is evidence 

but that isn’t there right now and you need it is what she’s saying. I don’t think she’s discarding not 

engaging in some way. She is going to address issues but in her manner. She is planning on writing about 

the Fisher case. That is a response. For MLK, that first point is necessary. 

 

CR: I was under the impression that the event was not public 

 

KSA: It is public 

 

TP: I am thinking about the conversations last year about a social honor code and I think we’re starting 

to see that. From a top heavy program to empowering folks to have these conversations. I agree that 



these needs to happen so we can see this change and get to a more social honor code and have these 

tough talks. 

 

CR: I don’t think there needs to be a conversation on whether African American students deserve to be 

here 

 

TP : I was directing that more toward the MLK thing and how we should have a conversation. And I think 

the Scalia thing almost doesn’t quite fit in as well. 

 

SL: It seems to me this is the perfect starting point for BRT. I want to reinforce this idea that the 

conversation is an important first step because it’s an opportunity for education and prevention of 

future incidences. There was a flier that went around to FYS professors about rather accusatory 

statements and when it comes in paper form, you cut off conversation. My main point is that I stand 

behind the President’s statement that the accuser and the accused talking first is essential first. 

 

JH: The event tomorrow night is about students coming to the table and being involved. Look around 

and see what students participated-- most of it was his class doing work for credit. I am not trying to 

justify or make excuses but just knowing some of the things behind the scenes. What he wants to do is 

have students say what didn’t work and take the lead on shaping an event that is meaningful to 

students.  

Kimbrelé Crenshaw was not here for MLK. She was here for the AFC opening. We shouldn’t use this to 

pat ourselves on the back 

 

RS: As you think about your statement, Laurie Patton is going to talk about this in away that is more 

valuable than an email. What would be more valuable: An email or real reflection from Dana Yetton on 

this? That might be something that has more weight to it. I’m wondering in terms of what will have 

transformative potential.  

 

TC: There are two questions from professors I always find useful: Who’s in the room and who’s missing 

from the room? Who is valid and who gets to decide? 

 

EVB: I’m not understanding why it seems mutually exclusive to have these events and the president 

sending an email? The president emailing does make a big statement. I find it hard to believe that it’s 

really hard for her to write an email when she wrote one about how great it is. Saying that she wants to 

see discussion before seems like a copout. 

 

CR: I don’t understand-- what’s the pushback for? What I’m saying is it’s not hard to apologize for calling 

a macroaggression a success. I don’t think it’s that hard to reaffirm to students that they belong on this 

campus 

 

EVB: Especially when she emails about things that seem less significant 

 



CR: there’s a precedent here- that’s key. I don’t understand what’s so hard about a statement. I think it 

goes a long way and to deny would be a misjudgment. I think she’s done a lot on inclusivity and I 

appreciate it and I’m sure everyone does on campus who are allies or POC but I think these statements 

could go a long way. 

  

MF: I think you need to separate the two. There is no debate on the Scalia comments. The other piece 

requires debate and the event tomorrow is crucial that there be a clear demonstration of voices. The 

second piece is what I read is she encourages conversation first and she will gladly come and speak to 

you. That follow up is there. 

 

SL: The way we’re talking about recommendation to the president and her role is sounding like she’s a 

referee. She is trying to put structures in place for us to have our own conversations. I would caution 

everyone to think about what her role is. 

 

SC: Is Carr Hall appropriately sized for the event? Is it an appropriate time?  

 

CR: If it’s public, I’m not sure. 

 

JH: He’s been pulling on folks and asking them to spread the word.  

 

RS: Maybe it would be good to have a backup spot. Sunderland.  

 

KSA: Given the time and that members had to leave, I’m wondering about two things: taking a vote on 

this without people who had to leave-- the complexity is President Patton has offered to come as early 

as next week. Is she open to CC recommending? We haven’t even gotten there. We don’t have a history 

of that. And yet, we recommend and give her a sense of campus climate. I’m just wanting to hear about 

holding the vote-- yes/no on inviting her for next week.  

 

TP: I don’t think we have a quorum so I don’t think we can vote 

 

MKK: I don’t think we should have a vote and echoing how this needs discussion, this should play out 

further. She is wary about making statements because when you make them every day, they get 

watered down. Personally, I don’t think we should invite her before we discuss further. 

 

BT: This will be the first time CC will make a recommendation to the President like this one? 

 

KSA: this is the first time we would recommend the president issue a statement 

 

BT: We might benefit much more from a recommendation on what inclusion would look like. I don’t 

believe  a statement trumps everything else we are doing to move the community forward. How do we 

make Middlebury inclusive? If you can share those thoughts, I think that’ll be more helpful.  

 



CR: I agree. We should definitely talk about a resolution that gives our views about how we can make 

Middlebury a more inclusive campus and environment for more students here. Why not both? I don’t 

think this dilutes her statements. The reason the justice Scalia comment is brought up here is because it 

directly impacts academic capabilities of students here. I wanted to respond to that and I agree that 

giving recommendations and providing steps is great but I don’t understand why it’s either/or. The 

sentiment I got is that these statements are needed because BSU doesn’t trust the SGA or the 

administration and that needs to be realized. I think that a statement from the president would go a 

long way in restoring a connection with a portion of our community that needs to be heard.  

 

KSA: An apology to Myles and those of you who came to talk on security cameras because those will 

have to come at the beginning of the agenda next week. I need to talk to Tiff about President Patton 

coming. If you have strong feelings, feel free to email me.  

 

Meeting adjourned.  

 


