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MINUTES 

Executive Committee 

Tuesday, December 15, 2020 

3:00pm – Microsoft Teams 

 

Present: Sue Doe, Chair; Ruth Hufbauer, Vice Chair; Stephanie Clemons, BOG 

Representative; Timothy Gallagher, Past Faculty Council Chair; Amy Barkley, Executive 

Assistant; Yolanda Sarason, Business; Andrew Norton, Agricultural Sciences; Carole 

Makela, Health and Human Sciences; Antonio Pedros-Gascon, Liberal Arts; Linda Meyer, 

Libraries; David Koons, Natural Resources; Melinda Smith, Natural Sciences; Jennifer Peel, 

Veterinary Medicine & Biomedical Sciences 

 

Guests: Susan James, Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs; Brad Goetz, Chair University 

Curriculum Committee; Marie Legare, Chair Committee on Responsibility and Standing of 

Academic Faculty 

 

Absent: Sybil Sharvelle, Engineering (excused) 

 

Chair Sue Doe called the meeting to order at 3:03 p.m. 

 

Chair Doe welcomed members to the last Executive Committee meeting of the semester. 

 

December 15, 2020 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEMS: 

 

I. Minutes to be Approved 

 

A. Executive Committee Minutes – November 17, 2020 

 

Chair Doe: Missed these minutes last time. Asked: Are there any corrections to be made to these 

minutes? 

 

Hearing none, minutes approved by unanimous consent. 

 

B. Executive Committee Minutes – December 8, 2020 

 

Chair Doe: Asked: Are there any corrections to be made to these minutes? 

 

Antonio Pedros-Gascon: Submitted a correction for page 21 by email. Discussed the quoted 

section where the word “even” should be left out.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Pedros-Gascon. Asked for any additional corrections to be stated. 

 

Hearing none, minutes approved by unanimous consent.  

 

C. Faculty Council Meeting Minutes – December 1, 2020 
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Chair Doe: We have the minutes from the Faculty Council meeting on December 1st. Asked: Are 

there any corrections to these meeting minutes? 

 

Hearing none, minutes approved by unanimous consent. 

 

D. Faculty Council Questions/Comments – December 1, 2020 

 

Chair Doe: We have some additional information that was gleaned from the chat during that 

meeting. Much of the chat was placed in real time in the actual minutes, but some were not able 

to be placed. Amy Barkley was kind enough to compile those questions and comments from the 

chat into this separate document, allows an additional level of clarity. Asked: Are there any 

corrections or changes to be made to these questions and comments? 

 

Hearing none, approved by unanimous consent.  

 

 II. Items Pending/Discussion Items 

 

A. Announcements 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Commented in the chat that it would be helpful after the pandemic to record the 

meetings to compare minutes, as we are doing now.  

 

Chair Doe: It sure has helped. There is some extreme efficiency. Not to say the job is easy, still 

not easy to take minutes, but does help to be able to check the record. We had reasons for not 

doing that before. Once we are through the pandemic and not doing meetings by Teams, we 

would need to revisit the question. Have seen the definite benefits of this approach.  

 

1. The Next Executive Committee Meeting will be held on January 

19, 2021 on Microsoft Teams – 3:00 p.m.  

 

Chair Doe: Would like to propose we hold our next Executive Committee meeting on January 

the 19th, which would give us two meetings prior to the February 2nd Faculty Council meeting. 

Would have the next meeting on January 26th. Asked: Are there any objections?  

 

Hearing none, meetings times in January approved by unanimous consent.  

 

2. The Next Faculty Council meeting will be held on February 2, 

2021 on Microsoft Teams – 4:00 p.m. 

 

Chair Doe: Next Faculty Council meeting will be February 2nd at 4:00 p.m. on Microsoft Teams.  

 

3. Updates on the Board of Governors Representative Election 

 

Chair Doe: We do have a statement that is now ready to go out to the Faculty Council members 

and to invite individuals to nominate themselves or be nominated for the Faculty Council 

Representative to the Board of Governors. Was not able to get this out sooner because we needed 
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to run it through the Office of General Counsel. The person who is elected will serve as the 

Board of Governors Representative for the remainder of Stephanie Clemons’ one-year term, or 

through the end of the current academic year. Future terms will require an additional election. If 

this person who is elected is in their first term, then that person will be eligible to be elected 

again for a maximum of one additional year. Asked: Are there any questions? Will get this call 

out immediately. 

 

Chair Doe: Received an email from President McConnell this afternoon stating that she and the 

Athletic Director, Joe Parker, were under the impression that they were supposed to give an 

Athletics budget presentation at a previous meeting, and somehow this had fallen off the agenda. 

Athletics department is prepared to give an Athletics budget presentation. If there is no concern, 

will schedule this for the earliest opportunity.  

 

Melinda Smith: Commented in the chat that it is good to hear that we will finally get a report.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Believes this comes in response to the request to have the Athletics budget 

presented to us, which the President was reminded of on several occasions. President agreed to 

present the budget, but never agreed to the date. Had asked Provost Mary Pedersen about the 

budget last week, presume this is a follow up for that question.  

 

Chair Doe: This might be an item for our February Faculty Council meeting, think we will need 

to do a little bit of follow up on that. Sounds like a promising development.  

 

B. President Report – President Joyce McConnell 

 

Unable to attend – no report at this time.  

 

C. Provost/Executive Vice President Report – Mary Pedersen 

 

Unable to attend – no report from Provost Mary Pedersen at this time.  

 

Vice Provost Susan James: An email will be coming out soon for spring semester. They are 

going to start on the normal date, January 19th due to financial aid and accreditation. Phase One 

will be the first week of classes, which will be 100% online. Students will move into the 

residence halls. In week two, labs, dances, classes that are much better face-to-face, experimental 

learning classes will start face-to-face. Phase three would begin February 1st and depends on the 

pandemic. The decision will be made then about whether to go hybrid or face-to-face.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Asked if Vice Provost James could transmit to the President the request to make 

public the quantitative data that Husch-Blackwell collected. The President stated that she would 

check on this. Several people have been transmitting their concerns about this. Access to these 

comments may help us understand and would appreciate that clarification being provided. 

 

Vice Provost James: Clarified that the quantitative data was requested for both the COVID 

investigation and the racial reports. Will check back on this.  

 



4 
 

D. Old Business 

 

E. Action Items 

 

1. UCC Minutes – November 13 and 20, December 4 and 11, 2020 

 

Chair Doe: We have our University Curriculum Committee minutes from November 13 and 20, 

as well as December 4. The minutes from December 11 were emailed on Monday. Confirmed 

with members that they had received them for consideration. Asked Brad Goetz if there was 

anything members needed to consider regarding these minutes. 

 

Brad Goetz: Reported that the note was taken off the November 13th minutes as requested by 

Carole Makela at our last meeting.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked: Are there any corrections to be made to the four sets of University 

Curriculum Committee minutes? Hearing none, requested a motion to place them on the agenda 

for the February 2nd Faculty Council meeting. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Moved. 

 

Chair Doe: Requested a vote in the chat. 

 

University Curriculum Committee minutes approved. Will be placed on the Faculty Council 

agenda for February 2nd.  

 

2. Motion on Section E of the Academic Faculty and Administrative 

Professional Manual – Committee on Responsibility and Standing 

of Academic Faculty 

 

Marie Legare: Pretty straightforward, rationale says it all. Language was requested to be inserted 

withing Section E.12 to help document efforts for addressing diversity, equity, and inclusion and 

to state that these are valued features of research and artistry. For Section E.14, it is underscoring 

the need for department codes to clearly define effort distribution for faculty. Needs to be 

defined at the department level. There was some concern about evidence, if there is documented 

discriminatory action on behalf of the faculty member, that should be evaluated during the 

process as well. Asked if there were any questions.  

 

Yolanda Sarason: Asked: When it says including evidence of discriminatory action, is that 

against the person being evaluation or something that person did? 

 

Legare: It is an overall assessment of the faculty member’s performance, including 

discriminatory action that they may have done. If you read the sentence, it’s really about the 

faculty member and not something done to the faculty member.  

 

Carole Makela: In some places, diversity, equity, and inclusion were all three mentioned and in 

some places on two of the three were mentioned. Trying to sort out why that might be.  
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Legare: Would have to go back and read each instance. Thinks it might be dependent on the 

sentence of where it was.  

 

Andrew Norton: Had same observation as Makela and Legare. Thinks it is consistent with 

Section E, but we had also been given some changes to Section C, and there’s differences 

between the two.  

 

Chair Doe: Can set Section C aside, currently with Committee on Faculty Governance. Guessing 

they will attempt to coordinate here.  

 

Norton: Fine with Section E being diversity and inclusion, but for consistency’s sake in the 

future, Faculty Governance was looking at diversity and equity but not talking about inclusion. 

Agreeing with Makela that diversity, equity, and inclusion are three separate things.  

 

Legare: Thanked Norton for the comments, do understand. Section C is currently not under our 

perusal. Will say that if we have both of these on the table at one time and they are approved by 

Executive Committee, would be willing to bring Section E.12 back to the Committee on 

Responsibility and Standing of Academic Faculty to see if we can align those two a bit better.  

 

Makela: Thinks there may be reasons not to necessarily have all three every single time but need 

to be able to explain why. 

 

Legare: Can’t promise the change will occur because we have to look how it reads and writes, if 

that is indeed what we want to say. Would still be willing to look it over again for that purpose.  

 

Linda Meyer: Commented in the chat that most of the items in Section E.12 refer to diversity and 

inclusion, but not equity. 

 

Legare: Also looking at the title of Section E.12, which is Performance Expectations for Tenure, 

Promotion, and Merit Salary Increase. Not sure if faculty efforts related to inclusivity and equity 

is practice or theory. In several places, it may be that equity should not necessarily be included in 

the sentence being changed. Would have to go through and really read it through.  

 

Hufbauer: Stated in the chat that we should look at it closely and decide on a case by case basis. 

 

Sarason: Asked: Can it be held against a faculty member if they don’t show evidence of 

diversity, equity, and inclusion efforts?  

 

Chair Doe: The idea was to take more of a “carrot” approach rather than a “stick” approach. 

Many are addressing diversity, equity, and/or inclusion in their research, scholarship, teaching or 

engagement. Idea was to somehow bring a spotlight to that in a positive way.   

 

Vice Provost James: Agreed with Chair Doe, were going more for a “carrot” approach. Stated 

that there was one “stick” though, in post-tenure review. If there is evidence of discriminatory 

actions on the part of the faculty member, then there would be consequences. Has to be real 

evidence. Thinks that’s the only place we have anything like that. 
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Tim Gallagher: Maybe it’s the way the definition of the word has come to be widely accepted. 

Have always tried to make it clear that we are talking about “improper discriminatory actions.” If 

it is understood that we are only talking about “improper discrimination,” something to consider 

as we move forward.  

 

Chair Doe: Not sure if the Committee on Responsibilities and Standing of Academic Faculty 

would want to review that all down the road. That particular phrase, “discriminatory actions,” 

was something they came back with, very specific language recommended.  

 

Legare: Adding the word “improper” may be beneficial in this particular case. Had chosen 

“discriminatory actions” because you have to have an activity. Wanted to make sure it was an 

action and not thought process or bias. 

 

Stephanie Clemons: We talk about bias a lot in research. There has to be context around the 

language so that people won’t pull from different reference points.  

 

Chair Doe: Believes we had gotten rid of the word “bias” for that particular reason.  

 

Vice Provost James: Commented in the chat that we could use “discrimination on the basis of 

race, ethnicity, sexual orientation,” etc., the standard legal language. 

 

Legare: Will send this to the Committee on Responsibilities and Standing of Academic Faculty, 

perhaps we should qualify “discriminatory action.” 

 

Chair Doe: Asked: How do we proceed with this? Stated that we could have it sent back to the 

Committee on Responsibility and Standing of Academic Faculty, or we could make a motion.  

 

Legare: If the Executive Committee is okay with the way things are other than that one qualifier, 

can email the committee. Does not think it would be an issue to add the qualifying word.  

 

Chair Doe: Question before us is if this is ready to sustain debate and see the floor of the Faculty 

Council. Asked: Are we ready for a motion to place this on the floor of Faculty Council with the 

understanding that Legare will go back to the Committee on Responsibility and Standing of 

Academic Faculty with this minor amendment? 

 

Smith: Moved. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Second. 

 

Chair Doe: Requested a vote in the chat.  

 

Motion passed. Will be placed on the Faculty Council agenda for February 2nd with the slight 

amendment from the Committee on Responsibility and Standing of Academic Faculty. 

  

F. Reports 
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1. Faculty Council Chair Report – Sue Doe 

 

Chair Doe: Will post report in writing as well as giving it verbally, members can read it in detail.  

 

Chair Doe: Have been attending University Benefits Committee meetings over the course of the 

semester, as well as at least one meeting of each of the Faculty Council standing committees. 

The University Benefits Committee had specifically requested my presence, at least for fall. 

Wanted to share some concerns they have been talking about. First, there are concerns about the 

subsidy that we get for our health plan. They have pointed out that the $200 plus dollars that the 

University contributes hasn’t kept pace with costs to employees. This is the original subsidy and 

there has not really been a mechanism for increasing that amount. Second, there is also a level of 

concern around the level of health coverage that people have in retirement, particularly in the 

event of serious illness. There has been discussion of the impact to retired CSU employees, if 

they aren’t as well-covered as they think they are. For those who aren’t in PERA, which is the 

vast majority of admin pros and faculty, we may be in more jeopardy than we realize. Seems to 

be an item that might be worthy of our education. Third, there is some discussion about whether 

our defined contributions to our retirement plans are sufficient to prepare us for retirement. 

Employees should be pro-active, but it justifies repeating that the minimum isn’t sufficient and 

we may need to make greater contributions than perhaps we are inclined to. We do not 

participate in Social Security. The University Benefits Committee has concerns about the ways 

that many of us might be functioning regarding contributions. Asked members if they thought 

there would be value from hearing from the University Benefits Committee about these issues.  

 

Ruth Hufbauer: Commented in the chat that it would be great to have the University Benefits 

Committee come to a meeting.  

 

Chair Doe: The Provost’s Office and the Teaching Continuity Committee are requesting the 

Faculty Accountability Input Response (FAIR) Team to come together again. Reminded 

members that the Faculty Accountability Input Response Team was comprised of the chairs from 

the Committee on Teaching and Learning, the Committee on Scholastic Standards, the 

University Curriculum Committee, the Committee on Scholarship, Research, and Graduate 

Education, the Committee on Non-Tenure Track Faculty, and one representative from the 

Executive Committee. Sometimes decisions were being made that faculty should have a voice in. 

Created this group to make quick suggestions and recommendations. This group did just that for 

the late withdrawal and S/U grading for the fall. The Faculty Accountability Input Response 

Team has been asked to chime in on the same issue for Spring 2021. The answer to this question 

has to be made quickly; understandably, the University doesn’t want a similar situation as what 

happened this fall. Asked members to share their opinion by sending a message to the 

appropriate people, the chairs of the committees, by this evening.  

 

Chair Doe: The Teaching Continuity Team is meeting regularly to prepare for spring. Classes 

will start on time, on January 19th, remotely for the first week. The Teaching Continuity 

Committee will be updating and refreshing all the information on the website, so it is not 

reflective of only the fall. Updates should be made in the next week.  
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Chair Doe: The Executive Leadership Team met today to engage in strategic planning. Has been 

happening about every two weeks. Those efforts continue. The hope is that the University will 

have strategic plan by sometime in April. Other voices will be brought in, but during these 

preliminary stages there is an effort to launch some things through the Executive Leadership 

Team. 

 

Chair Doe: Attended a Race, Bias, Equity and Inclusion retreat last Friday. Had requested 

feedback from each of the employee groups. For one hour, the employee council chairs were 

invited to give feedback from each employee group. Had requested feedback at the beginning of 

December from faculty about how they felt the race, bias, equity, and inclusion initiatives were 

going. Received a substantial amount of feedback and created a report. Was an interesting and 

challenging conversation.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Asked in the chat: Did they say anything about the race climate investigation 

report?  

 

Chair Doe: Reported that there was no direct mention of the race climate investigation report 

during that section. This was strictly the employee councils reporting on what our constituencies 

had reported as feedback.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Speaks volumes that they did not even engage with that.  

 

2. Board of Governors Report – Stephanie Clemons 

 

Clemons: The next Board of Governors meeting is February 3-5, 2021. The new representative 

will be rolling right into that meeting. That will come up quickly on their schedules, and they 

should be prepared to attend.  

 

Chair Doe: Confirmed that a packet is typically received beforehand, but with less than 24-hours 

following the election to the start of the meeting, may not be able to do much of a review.  

 

Clemons: The new representative will be given the materials right away, possible that Barkley 

could notify someone so the new representative can get these materials right away.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Asked in the chat if it could be shared with any members applying for the 

position so they could be ready. 

 

Clemons: Reported that this was not an option, as there is a lot of confidential information.  

 

G. Discussion Items 

 

1. RBEI Task Force Report – Vice Provost Susan James, Ruth 

Hufbauer, Chair Sue Doe 

 

Chair Doe: Met with Vice Provost James and Hufbauer several times over the summer and fall to 

discuss initiatives that might be made, actions that we might encourage that would somehow 
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bring the Manual and the faculty into greater thoughtfulness around processes that are around 

inclusion and equity. Landed on the idea that we really wanted to acknowledge and offer 

recognition to those who are working on this, whether it is in their area of research, their 

engagement, or their teaching. What we encouraged will be addressed by Marie Legare, came 

with some overlaps in references to Section C. The Committee on Faculty Governance is looking 

at a small suggestion. Looking at an overlap between Section C and Section E of the Manual. 

They are currently examining it and what they might be able to offer in terms of language.  

 

2. IT Task Force Report – Chair Sue Doe 

 

Chair Doe: Members involved in this task force identified themselves as individuals interested in 

this area and brought some level of expertise around it. Vice President Brandon Bernier wants to 

be a real partner with faculty around amplifying the faculty voice in decisions as we move 

forward. Have every reason to think there will be some significant IT decisions in the future. 

Vice President Bernier came from University of Wisconsin Madison, where they have robust 

faculty involvement in IT decision-making. He has an interest in following up on this report, and 

we will do so with him shortly. Have a meeting planned for next week. More to come on this.  

 

3. Presidential Evaluation Task Force Draft – Antonio Pedros-Gascon 

and Yolanda Sarason 

 

Sarason: Leveraged human resources expertise from the College of Business. Took what had 

been done previously by the committee and captured major categories. Samantha Conway helped 

us, as well as advising her colleagues. Big advice was to do something that will only take five 

minutes to complete, something simple and clear. We added a section where President 

McConnell could add a question, and then have self-identifiers at the bottom.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: This new model comes in response to a question posed to President Tony Frank 

in April of 2017, where he was asked specifically if he would be willing to be evaluated 

alphanumerically. President Frank made it clear that they way in which the President was to be 

evaluated should be decided by Faculty Council and was fine with any format. Also aiming to 

have a higher level of participation, last evaluation had low participation. Idea is to deliver it in 

emails, people can click on a link and provide their eID as a way of identifying, but all 

information would be reported anonymously.  

 

Sarason: Did have a discussion if we wanted the ability to add comments after every question or 

just some, or just have them at the end. If we have them under every question, want to be able to 

compile the comments so it’s clear all of them come from one person, even though we don’t 

identify who that person is.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Sarason and Pedros-Gascon for the work, happy to see this coming forward. 

Asked if either wanted to mention the other individuals on the task force. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: The other members of the committee were Alex Bernasek and Samantha 

Conroy. Shared it with other constituents, such as Jenny Morse, and other members who are 
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familiar with this kind of format so we could receive feedback on how to proceed. Idea is to have 

a system that can be more informative to the President, more constructive way to receive input.  

 

Smith: Commented in the chat that it looks great. Shorter is better, though people may wonder 

what each of the bold words actually encompass, how are they being defined in the survey.  

 

Jennifer Peel: Asked in the chat if there was any value in separating the “I don’t know” and the 

“I don’t have enough information”.  

 

Sarason: On the Likert scale, you have five points. If you separate, then you have six points. 

Would suggest it be “I don’t have an opinion” rather than “I don’t have enough information”. 

 

Peel: Making it one response rather than two different options would minimize confusion.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Asked which wording Peel would recommend. 

 

Peel: Believes “I don’t know” is more typical. Commented in the chat with the typical scale: 1-

Strongly disagree, 2-Disagree, 3- Neither agree nor disagree, 4- Agree, 5- Strongly agree.  

 

Hufbauer: Asked Peel in the chat: Do you think we should use that typical scale instead with “I 

don’t know” as a separate (non) response, not numbered? 

 

Gallagher: Thinks the words matter as we are not evaluating the President. The Board evaluates 

the President, we are giving feedback to the Board. Would encourage us to be careful with the 

wording we choose.  

 

Sarason: Tried to make that clear in the email, but probably needs to be put in the survey as well.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Also given that it’s called a Presidential Evaluation, easy to default on that. We 

can call it by any other name, but then probably not going to be talking exactly on those terms.  

 

Clemons: Second what Gallagher stated. Asked: How are we planning to use this information 

once it is collected? Information is typically collected to go to the Board of Governors. Goes to 

specifically the Chair of the Board of Governors, information then becomes confidential. Way 

this was being discussed is that this was going to be distributed in some way to the campus or 

directly to President McConnell, and that would be a totally different kind of survey.  

 

Sarason: Had some discussion that it would go to the Board of Governors, guess it would be up 

to them if they want to share it with President McConnell. 

 

Gallagher: Doesn’t think that this information gathered by Faculty Council and the Executive 

Committee has ever gone to the President. Has always gone directly to the Head of the Board.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: We presume that it’s in the benefit of the President to know but understand that 

the Board of Governors may decide not to share it. Believes that it is our expectation as a 
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functioning body to try to help collect information that tries to be inclusive as possible and 

invested in by as many of the members of the institution as possible.  

 

Gallagher: This goes to the Evaluation Committee of the Board, not even the Faculty Council 

Representative is invited to this session. We are expected to provide feedback, but once it goes to 

the Board, they decide what to do with the information. Would mean we need more clarification 

when we distribute the survey and that all the faculty understand this.  

 

Norton: Discussed conversation about whether the middle is neutral. Understanding that on a 

Likert scale, if you want to force a decision, then you have a number of categories and get rid of 

“neutral” option.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Saying you are neutral is not the same as not having enough information.  

 

Makela: Suggested in the chat that we may want to think if the wording should be “The President 

is meeting my expectations related to leadership”, for example, and then with the response 

categories.  

 

Meyer: Agreed with Makela in the chat, if we use the typical responses, the questions would 

have to be changed to statements such as that suggested by Makela. 

 

Sarason: Had a discussion about expectations, asked the question of what our own expectations 

are. Went back and forth on this wording. Committee didn’t feel strongly, just had a discussion. 

All have different expectations and different opinions on what is satisfactory and unsatisfactory. 

Asked: It is clear this is a proposal, so what would Executive Committee like us to do? 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Requested members take a look and submit any recommendations that the 

committee should look over. Will try to meet before the next Executive Committee meeting so 

we can brainstorm and provide an updated version.  

 

Sarason: Clarified timeframe for submitting the report.  

 

Clemons: Confirmed that it is typically done in May. 

 

Chair Doe: Committee has requested feedback. Will gather the chat comments and get those to 

the committee for consideration. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Requested any comments be submitted to the committee by January 8th or 10th. 

Would allow committee to meet prior to the next Executive Committee meeting.  

 

4. Intellectual Property Task Force Report – Stephanie Clemons and 

Tim Gallagher 

 

Clemons: Our task force was small in group because the conversation came forward that maybe 

we could have a quick conversation about some of the issues rather than forming a bigger task 

force. Were specifically looking at intellectual property relating to teaching materials. We were 
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asking the question of who owns the materials that a faculty member develops. This has become 

a national conversation as we started moving so many of our classes online. Intellectual property 

for faculty can span research and many other areas, were looking at specifically teaching 

materials. Looking at learning management systems like Canvas and if the materials were still 

protected. There were conflicting messages on our websites. On Canvas, it stated that “content 

created in Canvas courses is jointly owned by the instructor and CSU”, so it is no longer just sole 

property of your teaching materials. We found different messages on “quality matters” and the 

CSU Intellectual Property policy, as well as Section J of the Manual. Were looking at all these 

different mixed messages, felt it would be important to hold a couple of meetings to see how 

people were interpreting the languages and then come up with a set of recommendations.  

 

Clemons: Had an informal discussion with Provost Pedersen, Chair Doe, and the committee on 

October 19th, and then with a broader group in December, which included Provost Pedersen, 

Vice Provost James, Chair Doe, Chris LaBelle, and Vice President Bernier. Brought forward our 

concerns, first of which was the different messages on the websites. Action has already been 

taken on those, some of the legacy messages have come down and just pointed to Section J so 

that there is a consistent message to anyone looking at and going to the Faculty Manual. Both the 

Manual and the CSU Intellectual Property statement have not been updated in a while. Need to 

define “office” while we are all working in various remote locations, update the outdated 

language in the Manual. Work is being done to find those mixed messages of who owns faculty 

property on CSU websites. Have removed some of them, but feel it is important to take a 

“stopgap” action, possibly in the form of an email from Provost Pedersen to faculty members. If 

they submit teaching materials to Canvas during the pandemic, faculty members are the sole 

owners unless agreed upon otherwise.  

 

Norton: Commented in the chat that he was unaware there was this statement about Canvas and 

intellectual property. Thinks this is really a problem.  

 

Clemons: There are five or six other recommendations moving forward related to Section J of 

the Manual. Will be talking with the University Distinguished Scholars this Thursday. Hope to 

have another follow-up meeting before the end of the month. We would like some emails to go 

out to the individual college IT people to help them understand the change and guide them 

through Section J at this time. 

 

Makela: Asked in the chat if there was any consideration of messaging on course syllabi that 

students are to recognize what is faculty-owned, and they cannot sell it to some third-party 

groups that solicit material from students, such as review notes, for a price.  

 

Gallagher: Likes the idea of an email going out before the end of the semester. Provost Pedersen 

had intellectual property policies at her previous institution that we would like to have at CSU. 

May be able to get a lot of what we are looking for quickly, Section J and other things may take 

more time.  

 

Clemons: Provost Pedersen had brought up that it took her previous institution three years to go 

through and revamp their philosophy just related to teaching materials. Had also involved 

statements related to graduate students and staff who might be teaching, lot of different nuances 
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related to it. Provost Pedersen is extremely positive that faculty teaching materials belong to 

faculty unless they have clearly signed a contractual agreement. She feels strongly that teaching 

materials belong to faculty members. Provost Pedersen stated that the Canvas materials need 

protection so that other institutions can’t use them either.  

 

Sarason: Asked: Is there guidance on who can access a Canvas course? Have had department 

head go into Canvas course a couple times, felt like she should have had control over that. Also 

asked if it was recommended that faculty put copyright on their material.  

 

Clemons: Was chairing the Committee on Teaching and Learning a few years ago, and this was 

an issue. This should not be happening anymore, department heads and anyone else should be 

requesting permission. Stated that both herself and Gallagher are retiring, posed the question of 

what happens to their Canvas materials at that point. Discovered this past week that materials 

from classes are rolled over and can be given to other departments across campus.  

 

Chair Doe: Commented in the chat that Clemons brought up a crucial point. Two members of 

this task force are retiring. Asked: Who will take this up where they left off?  

 

Sarason: Concerned as we move more and more online that material might be made accessible 

online without permission.  

 

Clemons: It is serious, there are many nuances. Will take us time to do it well. Pleased to have 

Provost Pedersen, who has been through this and can help guide us. Responded to Makela’s 

question regarding what should be put on the syllabi. Found a great statement on the quality 

matters to include on syllabi related who owns the materials, because we also have students who 

are borrowing materials and reusing them, and that also needs to be addressed. They are 

downloading things, not just leaving them on Canvas. Stated that she will send statement to 

Sarason.  

 

Jennifer Peel: Stated in the chat that it might also be useful to post relevant materials and 

statements on the Provost’s website.  

 

5. Shared Governance Task Force Report – Carole Makela 

 

Makela: One of the first things we did was look at the Manual and see where shared governance 

was mentioned. There were only sixteen mentions of governance in our Manual, but fifteen of 

those referred to the Committee on Faculty Governance. There was nothing in terms of “shared” 

governance. The proposal was to make sure that shared governance was recognized as a 

principle at CSU. Making the suggestion that shared governance terminology be in the preface, 

in the responsibilities of faculty, department heads, Deans, and other administrators. Will need to 

be reviewed by the Committee on Responsibility and Standing of Academic Faculty, the 

Committee on Faculty Governance. They have been sent to the Committee on Faculty 

Governance so all of this can be well-integrated together. Recognize shared governance as one of 

our principles or tenants that we recognize and consider in our work.  
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Chair Doe: Expressed appreciation of the work of the task force and reviewing the entire Manual 

to see where shared governance is present. Interesting revelation in how slight the references are. 

Purpose of this was to take this on in the context, particularly of the pandemic and where there 

are several national initiatives and discussions around threats to shared governance in the current 

context. Given those threats are being felt and document, looking at our own Manual and seeing 

how well it is represented.  

 

Makela: Had also looking at some of the national organizations’ definitions and explanations and 

built that in as well.  

 

6. Executive Session – Faculty Council Chair Evaluation – Ruth 

Hufbauer, Vice Chair 

 

Vice Chair Hufbauer conducted an Executive Session for Chair Doe’s evaluation. Chair Doe and 

Barkley were not present for the Executive Session.  

 

H. Faculty Presentations 

 

Executive Committee adjourned at 5:14 p.m. 

 

     Sue Doe, Chair 

     Ruth Hufbauer, Vice Chair 

     Stephanie Clemons, BOG Representative 

     Amy Barkley, Executive Assistant 

 


