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MINUTES 

Executive Committee 

Tuesday, August 31, 2021 

3:00pm – Microsoft Teams 

 

Present: Sue Doe, Chair; Andrew Norton, Vice Chair; Melinda Smith, BOG Representative; 

Amy Barkley, Executive Assistant; Jane Stewart, Agricultural Sciences; Rob Mitchell, 

Business; Sybil Sharvelle, Engineering; Sharon Anderson, Health and Human Sciences; 

Antonio Pedros-Gascon, Liberal Arts; Linda Meyer, Libraries; William Sanford, Natural 

Resources; Mike Antolin, 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 Responsibilities and Standing of 

Academic Faculty; Jenelle Beavers, Vice President for Strategy; Joseph DiVerdi, Retirement 

Plan Review Committee; Steve Dandaneau, Associate Provost 

 

Absent: Mary Pedersen, Provost/Executive Vice President (excused) 

 

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

 

August 31, 2021 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEMS: 

 

I. Minutes to be Approved 

 

A. Executive Committee Minutes – August 24, 2021  

 

Chair Doe: Asked: Are there corrections to be made to the meeting minutes from August 24th?  

 

Antonio Pedros-Gascon: Indicated a small name typo on page 11 of agenda packet.  

 

Chair Doe: Hearing no further corrections, minutes approved by unanimous consent.  

 

 II. Items Pending/Discussion Items 

 

A. Announcements 

 

1. The Next Executive Committee Meeting will be held on 

September 14, 2021 – Location TBD – 3:00 p.m.  

 

Chair Doe: Our next Executive Committee meeting will be on September 14th. As things stand 

right now, we will plan to meet in the Teams environment until we decide we really want to meet 

in person. Encouraged members to reach out if they felt strongly either way.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Commented that the virtual platform is preferred. Unless we need an Executive 

Session, feels it makes more sense to meet over Teams.  
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2. The Next Faculty Council meeting will be held on September 7, 

2021 – Microsoft Teams– 4:00 p.m. 

 

Chair Doe: Our next Faculty Council meeting will be on September 7th at 4:00 p.m. We have 

been asked by Provost Mary Pedersen to allow for time for a consultant that has been brought on 

to assist with the academic master plan to present, so she has been placed on the agenda. 

 

Chair Doe: Commented that the agenda for the Faculty Council meeting is very full, so we are 

asking all presenters to be mindful of their time. Have some ideas about how to handle this and 

will discuss during report section.  

 

3. Consultant Presentation – Linda Dalton 

 

Deferred to Faculty Council meeting on September 7th.  

 

B. Provost/Executive Vice President Report – Mary Pedersen 

 

Vice Provost Susan James: Stated that Provost Pedersen is unable to attend today as she is 

traveling. Reported that the questions posed to Provost Pedersen are being worked on, and we 

should have responses to those soon.  

 

Chair Doe: Wanted to clarify that the questions Sue James refers to (regarding COVID numbers 

and policies) were sent by four people, not the entirety of Executive Committee. These were 

questions that had percolated up. These questions are not intended to be a statement from the 

Executive Committee, they are just a series of questions. Believe this was misunderstood. We 

look forward to the responses from those questions, but wanted to clarify that these questions did 

not come from Executive Committee.  

 

Vice Provost James: Thanked Chair Doe. Stated that they were really good questions. Believe 

they are planning to put them in with the COVID FAQs on the website, as many others have 

these questions. Will not say they are from Executive Committee, but just list them on the 

website. Thanked Chair Doe again for the clarification.  

 

Vice Provost James: Commented that Pedros-Gascon was planning to ask a few questions at the 

Faculty Council meeting next week. Sending these questions ahead of time would be great. 

Stated that the Office of General Counsel continues to reiterate that personnel issues cannot be 

discussed in public. Want to make sure the questions asked are not about a specific person, 

persons, employee, or former employee.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Have circulated the questions and am clearly asking about procedures. Stated 

that these questions are based on something that happened to a person, but hope that they can 

still be addressed. Posted circulated questions in the chat.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Pedros-Gascon. Asked Vice Provost James if there was anything else. 
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Vice Provost James: Wanted to confirm that Linda Dalton was on the agenda for Faculty Council 

to discuss the Academic Master Plan. Will be introduced by Provost Pedersen.  

 

Chair Doe: Confirmed that Dalton is on the agenda. Wanted to seek approval from this group. 

Given that Provost Pedersen has requested this, think the question is whether there are any 

objections for giving some time for this. We had invited Dalton to speak today, but it was 

determined that she should just come to Faculty Council.  

 

Mike Antolin: Requested clarification on who Dalton was.  

 

Chair Doe: The Provost’s Office has brought Dalton in as a consultant to assist with the process 

for the Academic Master Plan. Her expertise is in academic master planning. Believe Provost 

Pedersen wants to have her in front of Faculty Council because Executive Committee and 

Faculty Council have a strong relationship and responsibility with the academic master plan, and 

bringing her into the conversation will help faculty understand who Dalton is, what she will be 

doing, and how we can interface with her.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked: Any concerns? 

 

Melinda Smith: Asked where this would be on the agenda.  

 

Chair Doe: Feels this should be considered an addendum of the Provost’s report. Suggested 

possibly abbreviating report to allow for time for Dalton.  

 

Vice Provost James: Asked what amount of time would be preferable.  

 

Chair Doe: Suggested 20 to 25 minutes.  

 

Vice Provost James: Will pass along message for this to be limited to 20 minutes.  

 

Chair Doe: We will be asking this of the President’s report as well. There are many action items 

on our Faculty Council agenda, so looking for efficiencies. Thanked Vice Provost James.  

 

C. Old Business 

 

D. Action Items 

 

1. Election – Faculty Representative for University Curriculum 

Committee – Committee on Faculty Governance – Steve Reising, 

Chair 

 

Chair Doe: We have an election. Stated that Steve Reising was unable to be with us today. 

Requested a motion for the University Curriculum Committee ballot to appear on the Sept. 7 

agenda. Reminded members that no second is needed since it has come from a committee.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Moved.  
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Chair Doe: Requested a vote in the chat. 

 

Motion approved with one member abstaining. Will be placed on Faculty Council agenda for 

September 7th.  

 

2. Election – Faculty Representatives to University Policy Review 

Committee – Committee on Faculty Governance – Steve Reising, 

Chair 

 

Chair Doe: Our next ballot is for the University Policy Review Committee. Requested a motion. 

 

Smith: Move to place the faculty nominees to the University Policy Review Committee onto the 

agenda.  

 

Chair Doe: Requested a vote in the chat. 

 

Motion approved with one member abstaining. Will be placed on Faculty Council agenda for 

September 7th.  

 

3. Proposed Revisions of Section D.4 of the Academic Faculty and 

Administrative Professional Manual – Committee on 

Responsibilities and Standing of Academic Faculty – Marie 

Legare, Chair 

 

Chair Doe: Requested that we hear a motion to place this on the Faculty Council agenda prior to 

discussion. Will hear from Marie Legare providing some explanation. 

 

William Sanford: Moved. 

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Sanford. Asked Legare to speak to this item. 

 

Marie Legare: This is something that was never really written down, so we utilized the empty 

slot in D.4. This outlines the difference between a letter of expectation going to a faculty member 

or administrative professional versus a letter of reprimand. In the past they were used 

interchangeably. This more clearly defines it and describes it more accurately in the Manual than 

what was there previously.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any questions or concerns about this section, since this is mostly 

brand new language.  

 

Legare: Reported that since this was new language, it was run by the Office of General Counsel 

prior to bringing this to Executive Committee.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Legare. Asked if there were additional questions.  
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Mike Antolin: States appreciation for this language. Was in this situation as a previous chair. 

Before, we had to go to the Office of General Counsel before moving forward with letters, and 

faculty members were often confused whether they had received letters of expectation or 

reprimand. Feels this is helpful.  

 

Legare: It isn’t just negative behavioral things. A letter of expectation may recommend some 

changes to assist the faculty member. Not necessarily behavioral, although that is what is often 

looked at in the department head level.  

 

Sharon Anderson: Question about the last paragraph before Section D.4.2. It refers to the 

University Grievance Officer and that they can decide if the letter should be labeled as a letter of 

expectation or a letter of reprimand. Wondering about the process. Asked: Where does that part 

of feedback come in and does that need to be part of the policy? 

 

Legare: This is one of the reasons we wanted it more clearly defined. Previously people would 

write a letter of expectation and have a disciplinary action associated with that, and it would 

actually be a letter of reprimand, so it was a miscommunication. The faculty member would then 

bring it to the University Grievance Officer, and they would connect all parties to discuss. So the 

communication would occur at that point. This is really meant to minimize that because that is 

what was happening before. 

 

Anderson: Wondering if there needs to be a statement in this policy that more explicitly states 

next steps. If someone has concerns of whether a letter is a letter of expectation or a letter of 

reprimand, that their next step would be to go to the University Grievance Officer to have them 

look at it.  

 

Legare: It says this in several locations. In Section D.4.4, it says “discussions with an employee 

regarding perceived problems is not considered either a letter of recommendation or a letter of 

reprimand and is not grievable.” States that if a faculty member thinks this is grievable, they 

approach the University Grievance Officer to determine if it is grievable or not. Feels it is 

implied in the way it is written. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Expressed discomfort with this language. The idea that the University Grievance 

Officer may decide to change the nature of the letter is a matter of concern. Feels this decision 

should rest with the department or the Dean.  

 

Legare: Clarified that Pedros-Gascon was suggesting removing last two sentences prior to 

Section D.4.2: “However, the University Grievance Officer may decide that a letter which is 

labeled as a Letter of Expectations is mislabeled and is actually a Letter of Reprimand (see 

Section D.4.2). In this case, the letter is grievable.” 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Confirmed that was the suggestion.  

 

Smith: Believe our role is to determine if this stands ready to move forward for consideration at 

Faculty Council. Not sure right now is the place to remove those sentences, but could be brought 

up at the Faculty Council meeting as a motion.  
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Chair Doe: Central question is whether this is ready to go to Faculty Council or it needs to go 

back to the committee. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: This is the first time we are seeing this documentation, so this is a specific 

situation we have to decide whether or not it is ready.  

 

Andrew Norton: Feels this is ready to go to Faculty Council. Stated approval of last two 

sentences. Feels this makes something grievable, whereas otherwise it would not be grievable 

and rather than have the department head or the Dean decide, the University Grievance Officers 

gets involved, which gives more power to the faculty.  

 

Chair Doe: This is a good point. Asked if Legare could clarify how this differs from something 

like an evaluation performance plan.  

 

Legare: Do not believe that is codified anywhere. Think that is maybe more of a discussion with 

an employee during annual review.  

 

Antolin: Language about performance plans exists in the post-tenure review documents. Not sure 

whether the post-tenure review document is codified. For tenured faculty it exists, there are 

certain steps you are supposed to follow.  

 

Legare: This is not just about tenured faculty, either. It is about all employees, and not just those 

that have been tenured, so that is where this differs. Thanked Antolin. 

 

Vice Provost James: Have a question. It was mentioned that this went through the Office of 

General Counsel. Asked: Did Human Resources see this as well? In the end, it is really Human 

Resources and the Office of Equal Opportunity who have to approves these types of letters 

before they go to employees.  

 

Legare: We did send it out to several groups. We have not heard back from some of them, 

Human Resources may be one. Will check on this.  

 

Vice Provost James: We wouldn’t want to vote on something and have Human Resources ask us 

to wait. Stated that Antolin was correct, all of it is laid out in the post-tenure review for tenured 

faculty. It is in their offer letter about satisfactory performance and that is the annual evaluation 

process. The Manual says that the committees and the department vote on annual reappointment 

of pre-tenure and tenure-track faculty.  

 

Antolin: Believe it is in the code now somewhere that non-tenure track faculty have to be given a 

specific memo of what their path to tenure is.  

 

Antolin: Other question is about the term “grievable.” Asked what this means. Asked: Would the 

letter be withdrawn or what is the next step? 
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Legare: The next step at that point would be some kind of communication with the grievance 

officer, faculty, and probably the supervisor. The grievance officer would clarify which kind of 

letter this is, and if the faculty member wishes to file a grievance, the mediation would occur. If 

it falls apart after that, it goes higher up.  

 

Antolin: So really the outcome could be that the letter is withdrawn and rewritten to actually 

meet the purpose that it is meant to carry out. 

 

Legare: Confirmed that this would be the easiest way to do it.  

 

Chair Doe: Commented that Pedros-Gascon has suggested a friendly motion to amend in the 

chat. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Clarified that this motion would be made on the floor of Faculty Council. Not 

proposing to do that now. Would be fine advancing this.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Pedros-Gascon for the clarification.  

 

Sybil Sharvelle: Expressed agreement for Pedros-Gascon’s point, that having only one person 

involved in that kind of decision could create concern. Can also see Norton’s point that this is 

helpful to the faculty because it puts the letter in a place where there is a process for grievance. 

Wonder if there are other entities engaged in this decision. It was mentioned that Human 

Resources should be involved. 

 

Legare: Human Resources and other entities are drawn into the conversation if this goes down a 

grievable path.  

 

Antolin: Commented that Human Resources and the Office of General Counsel were always 

reviewing letters before being delivered.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Asked: Do we have the chance of ending up with a University Grievance Officer 

that is mostly administrator and not teaching?  

 

Sanford: Commented in the chat with language from the Manual. “The University Grievance 

Officer shall be a tenured, full-time member of the faculty with at least the rank of associate 

professor and shall have no administrative duties (see Section K.11.2) throughout the term of 

service. The term of office shall be three (3) consecutive one (1) year appointments. There is no 

limit to the number of terms a University Grievance Officer can serve.” 

 

Chair Doe: The question before us is whether we feel this is ready to be heard on the floor of 

Faculty Council. If not, we would be sending it back to the Committee on Responsibilities and 

Standing of Academic Faculty for further consideration and a future update.  

 

Rob Mitchell: Thinks this might have implications for if and when this goes to Faculty Council, 

how it is presented. The changes being proposed are descriptive about a process that has already 
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been in place, just codifying it. This could start being litigated on the floor of Faculty Council, 

and framing it for them that this has been the case all along.  

 

Legare: Correct. This has been something that has already been happening, it has just never been 

in writing like this. This will help describe it to people who may be brand new, such as a new 

department head so they know exactly what to do.  

 

Mitchell: Wonders if it should also be codified that before a letter goes to faculty, it should go in 

front of a grievance officer, and to Human Resources. Might be a nice addition to this as a 

descriptor.  

 

Sharvelle: Commented in the chat in agreement for the addition of verbiage to specify that letters 

go to Human Resources for review as part of the process. Would resolve concerns.  

 

Antolin: Would like to see this taken back to the committee and to take another look. Think it 

needs to be clearer in the sense of exactly what the steps in the process will be. Not a major re-

write, just a few clarifications.  

 

Legare: Will take the discussion back to the Committee on Responsibilities and Standing of 

Academic Faculty and will bring this back at a future date.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Legare for bringing this language forward. Feels it is better to have 

language that clarifies these kind of things rather than leaving them to be figured out. Sounds 

like we have consensus to send this back, and take one more look at it, and we will get this to 

Faculty Council in October. 

 

Legare: Confirmed, thanked Executive Commtitee.  

 

4. Proposed Revisions of Section E.10.5.1 of the Academic Faculty 

and Administrative Professional Manual – Committee on 

Responsibilities and Standing of Academic Faculty – Marie 

Legare, Chair 

 

Chair Doe: Requested a motion to place this on the Sept. 7 agenda and then discussion. 

 

Linda Meyer: Moved. 

 

Legare: Section E.10.5.1 and E.13 are similar. Wording was changed a little to make things a bit 

more clear. In some colleges and departments, someone could go up for tenure and promotion, 

and may not find out until it’s all the way up the chain how it is going. This just clarifies that at 

every step of the way the faculty will get feedback and they will find out how the votes are going 

and where the application is in the process.  

 

Jane Stewart: Happy to see this going forward as someone who has gone through this process.  
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Pedros-Gascon: Would like to confirm that when this says “copy” it means an actual copy, not 

an abbreviated or different version. The person should receive the exact same materials that are 

sent to the Dean. Asked: Is this something that is understood? 

 

Legare: The Committee on Responsibilities and Standing of Academic Faculty considered it to 

be understood, and we tried to clarify that by saying that the faculty needs copies of all 

correspondence, not just briefs.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Pedros-Gascon. Asked: Any other discussion of this item? Hearing none, 

requested a vote of whether this is ready to be seen on the floor of Faculty Council. 

 

Motion approved. Will appear on the Faculty Council agenda for September 7th.  

 

5. Proposed Revisions of Section E.13 of the Academic Faculty and 

Administrative Professional Manual – Committee on 

Responsibilities and Standing of Academic Faculty – Marie 

Legare, Chair 

 

Legare: This is very similar to Section E.10.5.1, except this also includes a promotion of non-

tenure track faculty.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Legare, Requested a motion for this item to appear in the agenda for Sept 7.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Moved. 

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there was any additional discussion. Hearing none, requested a vote.  

 

Motion approved. Will appear on the Faculty Council agenda for September 7th.  

 

E. Reports 

 

1. Faculty Council Chair Report – Sue Doe 

 

Chair Doe: Do have a couple items that are discussion-oriented.  

 

Chair Doe: Have an idea for Executive Committee, might be ready to act on it. Asked: What if 

we divided our Faculty Council meetings into a business meeting for the first hour and then a 

wider discussion meeting for the second hour or more? The idea is that we could do all of the 

action items and consent agenda, and get the business of Faculty Council done. Feels this might 

work with Provost Pedersen’s and President Joyce McConnell’s schedules since the Pandemic 

Preparedness meetings are at 4:00 p.m., which they will be attending routinely.  

 

Norton: Feels this would be a good idea. It has felt very rushed the way we have gone through 

business. In the minutes, there isn’t a lot of discussion on some items that should have been 

discussed. If discussions with Provost Pedersen and President McConnell go late, then the people 

who are most passionate about that discussion can stay late as well.  
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Chair Doe: Biggest ask would be reorganizing the agenda, and will need to check that Provost 

Pedersen and President McConnell can attend after 5:00 p.m. Feels this would be respectful to 

people who want to be there to vote on things but have other obligations.  

 

Smith: Other rationale is that we are taking minutes, so members will still be able to see what 

was discussed.  

 

Chair Doe: Sounds like there is no objection, thanked Executive Committee.  

 

Chair Doe: Want to also ask for input about how to get Faculty Council involved in a task force 

around core curriculum. This would be supplemental, would give faculty more opportunity to be 

involved with core curricular decisions. Provost Pedersen is committed to this idea. Asked 

members to consider names to send forward for consideration. 

 

2. Board of Governors Report – Melinda Smith 

 

Smith: Have submitted a written report to be included in the updated Faculty Council agenda. 

Will let it stand and will be available to answer questions. There is an additional handout 

provided by Chancellor Tony Frank titled Equity Challenge for Higher Education. This was 

presented by Chancellor Frank and was really interesting. This document was produced by the 

CSU System. 

 

Chair Doe: Asked if Smith was requesting to place this in the packet. 

 

Smith: Confirmed. 

 

Chair Doe: Believes this will be fine. Will be included as part of written report. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Asked if it was possible to start splitting annual reports, so we receive half at 

first meeting and half at second Faculty Council meeting. Feels this would allow for more 

interaction if there are questions.  

 

Chair Doe: Believe these may need to be approved at first meeting, but will check on this. 

Historically they have just been received without too much conversation, but increasingly there 

is interest. There could be more addressed at these meeting if there weren’t so many to do.  

 

Smith: Asked: We don’t have the chairs present these reports, correct?  

 

Chair Doe: Correct, but we do have them on hand in case of questions. May be a good idea in the 

future to split these between two meetings.  

 

Smith: We should see how much feedback people want to provide and see if it makes sense to do 

that next year.  
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Chair Doe: If it’s starting to go long, we could ask people to come back the next month. We 

would need a motion for that. 

 

Norton: Believe we did that last year. Had tabled them and had them come back in October. 

 

Mitchell: Feels that the presentation from Chancellor Frank should be included. Also wanted to 

note that we are inviting new faculty to the meeting and we want to encourage them to get 

involved rather than to avoid involvement. Want to have a positive experience and to make sure 

those experiencing CSU for the first time, seeing governance can be kind of fun. 

 

Smith: Thanked Mitchell and Chair Doe. Nothing further to report. 

 

3. Faculty Professional Development Report – submitted by Ria 

Vigil, Laxmi Shastry, & Fleurette King 

 

F. Discussion Items 

 

1. Courageous Strategic Planning Update – Jenelle Beavers, Vice 

President for Strategy 

 

Chair Doe: Welcomed Vice President Jenelle Beavers to Executive Committee. Expressed 

appreciation for patience and coming back to visit again.  

 

Vice President Jenelle Beavers: Thanked Chair Doe and Executive Committee for the time. As 

part of this process, it is important to have these conversations. This is an abridged version of the 

two presentations that the President gave to the Board of Governors. There have been updates, so 

it’s not exact, but tailored to this group.  

 

Vice President Beavers: So the point of strategic planning is to build on all of the great work that 

has been done at CSU, the work of all the faculty, staff and students. Being here the past few 

months, it is clear the passion people have for this place and their work. So this is building off of 

that but also rising to the challenges before us. We are looking at how we sit as a university and 

how we fit into society and the changing landscape of higher education and how we adapt to that.  

 

Vice President Beavers: Came on board as this process was underway. A group of leaders, 

including Chair Doe, got together to come up with a framework for the plan and then went out to 

get feedback from faculty, staff, students, and alumni. Read all of the feedback. It was good to 

learn what people were thinking about, their concerns, as well as what they were excited about.  

 

Vice President Beavers: The first reaction of people is to look at this and ask where they fit in 

and where they are in this. Would urge people as we think about this to recognize that this is 

broader. It’s asking how we look at everything together and how do we put the pieces together. 

This is thinking of the institution more broadly and where we go from here.  

 

Vice President Beavers: Provided an overview of the framework and discussed the key missions, 

which are learning, research and engagement. The two aims that have been identified are the 
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sustainable, thriving planet and flourishing humanity. Stated that all of these slides can be found 

on the Courageous Strategic Transformation website.  

 

Vice President Beavers: We presented the framework to the Board of Governors in June, and 

now we are in the nitty gritty of drafting an actual strategic plan. We are working towards 

building blocks. The two crucial ones listed are the academic master plan and financial 

excellence, which will be how we do budget reform. Each of the building blocks forms a 

leadership drafting groups. These groups are comprised of administrators, faculty, classified 

staff, administrative staff, and students. They are tasked with coming up with three to four goals 

for each area, which will be the basis of what the strategic plan looks like in December. Each 

group is tasked with going out to get feedback, and then each group will also hold open forums 

for people to hear what they have been working on at different stages in the process.  

 

Vice President Beavers: We are currently in phase five. The plan will be done in December. The 

plan is intended to run through 2026. Discussed the layout for the Courageous Strategic 

Transformation website, and where the FAQs can be found. Would love feedback if the FAQs 

don’t provide answers to a question you have. Each of the drafting groups is also listed. 

Encouraged members to reach out to the chairs of each group if they have ideas.  

 

Vice President Beavers: Questions for the group are what should be clearer, what you think 

about the process, and how we can engage and talk to the faculty about this.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Vice President Beavers. Asked if anyone had questions or comments. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Thanked Vice President Beavers. Excited to see movement towards a more 

inclusive and equitable system. Want to also make sure what is happening now is taken into 

consideration. Transmitted frustration of many that the faculty is into inclusion, but it feels that 

the administration is not. Expressed hope that this exercise will help establish a culture that also 

impacts the administration and develop action plans for accountability measures and metrics. 

Feels this is one of the most important things we can do. We need clear accountability, 

transparency and consistency.  

 

Vice President Beavers: One of the reasons in the drafting groups that we are limiting goals to 

three or four is that it is easy for people to identify a whole bunch of problems. We can come up 

with a long list and then realize it isn’t possible to do all of it. So we are able to prioritize. This is 

meant to be a much more thoughtful exercise.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Thinking more specifically about the outcome of the Husch Blackwell reports 

and how there has been basically no change in athletics leadership. Feels this is something that 

needs to be addressed, and if only faculty are addressing it, we will not be able to advance.  

 

Anderson: Asked: How are the drafting groups developed? Also curious about why some 

members’ names are in bold. 

 

Vice President Beavers: The membership of these groups is comprised of people recommended 

by the President’s Operations team as well as some department heads and chairs. They were 

https://courageous.colostate.edu/june-10-presentation/
https://courageous.colostate.edu/
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contacted for recommendations for faculty members. The bolded individuals are the chairs of 

each group.  

 

Smith: Was looking at the Academic Master Plan Advisory Committee, feel this group would be 

working on student success. Suggested that affiliations be added, because it is hard to tell where 

each person is from and representing. Didn’t see any representation from the Graduate School. If 

we are talking about academics, we should also be talking about graduate school and graduate 

academics as well as undergraduate. Curious about rationale for not including Dean Mary 

Stromberger or some of the Associate Deans of the Graduate School. 

 

Vice President Beavers: Thanked Smith, can work on adding affiliations. Second question may 

be a Provost Pedersen question. There is another group tasked with student success specifically, 

am sure that Dean Stromberger is in that group. Know in those efforts that graduate students are 

part of the mix.  

 

Smith: Had one other question about the timeline. Draft will be completed in December and 

presented to the Board of Governors in February. It says implementation in 2026. Asked: Would 

that mean it isn’t implemented until 2026?  

 

Vice President Beavers: Clarified that implementation would take place through 2026. Pointed 

members towards the scrolling timeline on the website that describes the different phases. 

 

Jennifer Peel: Asked about this process at the department or the college level. Many faculty feel 

as if they are missing something. Asked: What is your expectation for the department and college 

involvement and feeding into some of these? 

 

Vice President Beavers: The colleges are now in various stages of strategic planning. Some 

colleges are just finishing up a plan, while others are midway or waiting for the overall 

Courageous Strategic Transformation process to be completed. We are visualizing colleges 

where they are in their timeline and meeting them where they are and using the framework to set 

their goals. Think there will be department conversations.  

 

Norton: Echoed Smith’s suggestion of adding affiliations to the groups. Commented that in the 

groups, recognized some of the names and realized they are all administrators in a college. 

Wondered if this was intentional to really focus on department heads and Deans and Associate 

Deans rather than faculty.  

 

Vice President Beavers: This is not intentional. Encouraged Norton to reach out to groups of 

interest. This is not just for administrators, faculty should be involved too.  

 

Sanford: Asked: A lot of people are putting a lot of time into this, but who ultimately makes the 

final decision of what goes into this plan? 

 

Vice President Beavers: Would imagine that would be President McConnell. Want to make it 

clear that there is no secret material out there. All of the material generated from these groups, 

including previous feedback from the framework, is open. The President will ultimately have the 
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call in reviewing it, but this is really meant to be a shared plan. People don’t want to implement 

something they don’t believe in or didn’t take part in.  

 

Smith: Haven’t gotten a sense from the Board of Governors about what they are going to do with 

this. This has been presented several times and we have provided updates. Asked: Is there a 

possibility in February that they’ll decide they don’t like it and we’re back to the drawing board?  

 

Vice President Beavers: Understanding is that we report to the Board, but they didn’t take a vote 

on the framework. Feels like we are just sharing what we are working on and what we are doing, 

and using it as an opportunity for them to ask questions.  

 

Smith: Feels like they really stepped in with Pueblo’s strategic plan, but it doesn’t feel like they 

are leaning that way with CSU Fort Collins.  

 

Vice President Beavers: Was a different situation with Pueblo, which was likely why they had 

more of a hand in that one. Global also presented their strategic plan at the last meeting with no 

fanfare.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Expressed hope that in this strategic planning process that DACA and similar 

students are considered, that we work to facilitate the success of those students and have that in 

mind. Suggested that the Office of Study Abroad be re-named to something like “off-campus 

opportunities”. Would hope we could come up with something more inclusive, that we could 

start offering DACA students graduate scholarships. Would like to see things like these be part 

of plans moving forward.  

 

Chair Doe: Recall that several years ago in a previous strategic project, there were discussions 

about investment. We asked what the University investments were and how we could make sure 

those investments were aligned with the values we were espousing. Thanked Vice President 

Beavers. 

 

Vice President Beavers: We will stay in touch. Really value feedback, and encouraged members 

to reach out with comments and feedback any time.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked about presenting this at the October Faculty Council meeting. 

 

Vice President Beavers: President McConnell is coming to the first Faculty Council meeting, and 

will probably discuss this. We will have some slides for her. Feels this should not wait until 

October. Think we can just embed some slides in the President’s report and let people know how 

to get more information or get involved and provide a broad overview.  

 

Chair Doe: That sounds great. Thanked Vice President Beavers. 

 

2. Retirement Plan Review Committee – Joseph DiVerdi 

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Joseph DiVerdi for being here. Serves on the Retirement Plan Review 

Committee and does tremendous amounts of work on this.  
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Joseph DiVerdi: Thanked Chair Doe for the opportunity to address this. Feels this work is 

important.  

 

DiVerdi: We have a retirement plan as employees of the University, and it’s a relatively old plan. 

Human Resources is responsible for this retirement plan, and has kicked off a review of it. 

Directed members to the Human Resources website where they can find the Retirement Plan 

Comparative Review Process.  

 

DiVerdi: The committee represents the faculty and the administrative professionals very 

strongly. We have advisory members from Human Resources, as well as an external group called 

Innovest. They are a group of technical experts in this process and the University has secured 

their counsel.  

 

DiVerdi: The guiding question through this process is the culture and what systems we can use to 

best ensure employee retirement financial success. Described some of the bullet points that 

address some issues. As a snapshot, we have a retirement plan, a defined contribution plan, and 

as employees, we contribute 8% in lieu of Social Security. In addition to this 8%, the University 

throws in another 12%. Every employee is required to be a part of the defined contribution plan. 

There is also a 403B plan, which is voluntary. This is for employees who want to be more 

aggressive in their financial planning for retirement. There is also the Student Employee 

Retirement Plan (SERP).  

 

DiVerdi: This was the plan that has been instituted since the early 1990s. The world has changed, 

and personal investment has changed. It is overdue for some revisions. Last year, the committee 

was charged to make recommendations to the University administration for a change of plan. We 

are developing specific elements of the plan and delivering them to the Office of the Vice 

President for University Operations through Human Resources. We are planning to make those 

recommendations sometime in the fall semester. After that, the administration will take over, vet 

these and make final determinations. 

 

DiVerdi: We have three companies that we can make investments with; AIG, Fidelity, and 

TIAA. These are the three companies that hold investments on behalf of the employees. These 

days there are about 360 investment options across the three companies. It costs money to 

maintain these many options. Clarified that the costs to maintain their plan is solely on the 

shoulders of the employees. The state, University administration, and the Board of Governors 

pay nothing to maintain the plan. We do it all, and it costs about $3 million a year. The goal of 

this review of this plan is to manage the cost and reduce it. The good news is that there are many 

ways to reduce it without reducing the benefits to employees.  

 

DiVerdi: Stated that many of us don’t think about it until it’s too late. We are looking at 

developing a simplified pallet of investments. There is some disengagement of the audience 

when the number of choices increases, so we are trying to find the optimum level. Emphasized 

the importance of education in retirement planning. Want to get people invested into a retirement 

plan that is good for them and sensitive to their financial goals.  

 

https://hr.colostate.edu/
https://hr.colostate.edu/retirement-plans-review/
https://hr.colostate.edu/retirement-plans-review/
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Chair Doe: Thanked DiVerdi. Asked: Is the committee coming to a point where they are ready to 

make a recommendation?  

 

DiVerdi: Have to be careful in detail, because this is part of a formal University purchasing 

decision. We have three vendors out there, and what seems possible is that we could consolidate 

that into one or two. We have a number of models from other institutions and universities from 

around the country that have gone through this process and have come up with innovative 

solutions. We have been looking at those solutions and typically they involve in having a limited 

number of record keepers or vendors, which gives the employees a single access point. 

Expressed hope that this is sorted out this semester. Would like the committee to make a 

recommendation this fall.  

 

Mitchell: Asked for clarification that these revisions involved talking about the companies we 

are working with and investment offerings we have and not the amounts going in. 

 

DiVerdi: Confirmed. We have been discussing about messaging to constituents. Have made this 

presentation to the Administrative Professional Council. Suggested to Chair Doe that Faculty 

Council might be a good venue for doing this.  

 

Sanford: Thanked DiVerdi for all this work. Asked: If you have a different company come in and 

one of the other three leaves, what is that going to mean for people who have invested?  

 

DiVerdi: The committee will not select investments. Your investment policies are your 

investment policies. This doesn’t mean that anyone is forced to stay in the palette. Once we have 

moved over to a smaller palette, people can still choose other options. There will not be any cost 

to the employees for this mapping. This is all done as part of that big cost, which we hope to 

bring down to at least half.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked DiVerdi. Feels this is important for faculty to hear, but possibly it may need 

to wait until October.  

 

DiVerdi: We could wait, but the recommendation may be complete by then.  

 

Antolin: Asked: Is there going to be an opportunity for anybody to give feedback? 

 

DiVerdi: We have gotten feedback in terms of the survey, and we are making a recommendation. 

The Vice President for University Operations says there will not be any vetting of the plan by the 

faculty or administrative professionals before the plan is decided upon.  

 

Chair Doe: Given that, feels it is important faculty hear this soon. Suggested it was possible to 

place this on the September 7th agenda.  

 

DiVerdi: Agreed to attend on September 7th to present.  

 

3. Fall Grading Discussion – Steve Dandaneau 
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Associate Provost Steve Dandaneau: Introduced himself as a sociologist, in fourth year at CSU. 

Role is 50/50, which is unusual. Half of time is dedicated to leading a national consortium of 

research universities, which has been hosted at CSU since 2013. We newly renamed it the 

Association for Undergraduate Education at Research Universities. Other half of time is in the 

Office of the Provost. They had hoped that these two roles could be in dialogue with one another. 

 

Associate Provost Dandaneau: The hope was that CSU could benefit from being in touch with 

our peers, particularly in the realm of undergraduate education. Over the summer, discussed with 

Chair Doe, Norton and others about some ideas that others are doing to prepare for this year. 

Decided that we should stretch it out and come to Faculty Council with some policy proposals 

after ensuring that faculty are involved in these critical decisions.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Associate Provost Dandaneau. Asked if he could describe the top two or 

three things at top of mind regarding undergraduates that we should be concerned about.  

 

Associate Provost Dandaneau: We are presenting four webinars in conjunction with CSU. All of 

them deal with teaching and learning, one will be about academic advising. The original topic 

was the MIT first year grading policy, which will be presented. There is a will to look at the deep 

structure of our institution to make them conform to our best researched understanding of what 

makes sense and to produce a more equitable, fair, and effective university for undergraduate 

students.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Associate Provost Dandaneau. Expressed hope that we can find ways to 

engage, coordinate, and collaborate, as faculty are dedicated to the success of our 

undergraduates. Always looking for opportunities to make those connections clearer and better 

and do this work better.  

 

Executive Committee adjourned at 5:38 p.m. 

 

     Sue Doe, Chair 

     Andrew Norton, Vice Chair 

     Melinda Smith, BOG Representative 

     Amy Barkley, Executive Assistant 
 


