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MINUTES 

Executive Committee 

Tuesday, September 21, 2021 

3:00pm – Microsoft Teams 

 

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

Amy Barkley, Executive Assistant; Mary Pedersen, Provost/Executive Vice President; 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: Brad Goetz, Chair University Curriculum Committee; Susan James, Vice Provost for 

Faculty Affairs; Jenny Morse, Chair Committee on Non-Tenure Track Faculty 

 

Absent: none 

 

Chair Sue Doe called the meeting to order at 3:01 p.m. 

 

September 21, 2021 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEMS: 

 

I. Minutes to be Approved 

 

A. Faculty Council Minutes – September 7, 2021 

 

Chair Doe: First item are the minutes from the Faculty Council meeting on September 7th. 

Asked: Are there any changes to be made to these minutes?  

 

Chair Doe: Hearing none, minutes approved by unanimous consent.  

 

B. Executive Committee Minutes – September 14, 2021  

 

Chair Doe: Second set of minutes is from last week’s Executive Committee meeting. Asked: Are 

there any corrections to these minutes? 

 

Rob Mitchell: Asked: If a question is posed in the chat but never addressed, should it still be 

included in the minutes? Had asked a question at some point right before we moved into the 

Vision Zero discussion that was not answered. It is currently in the minutes, but wondering if it 

should be deleted.  

 

Chair Doe: Question being referred to is how the core curriculum conversation fits within the 

Academic Master Plan. Believe Provost Mary Pedersen can address that today. Apologized for 

missing Mitchell’s question last week. Believe we should keep this question in the minutes, 

unless there is objection.  
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Mitchell: Absolutely. Was just wondering if it should be left in there. Can have the conversation 

today and have it reflected in today’s minutes.  

 

Andrew Norton: Would like to get through minutes first, and then discuss the effective use of 

chat and the difficulty of compiling the minutes when we have chat and audio. 

 

Chair Doe: Good point, we will come back to that at the end of the approval of the minutes. 

 

Antonio Pedros-Gascon: Commented that the time the meeting was adjourned may be wrong. 

Not sure if the Executive Session time should be included or not. Currently states that we 

adjourned at 4:46 p.m. If Executive Session is included, we definitely did not adjourn that early.  

 

Chair Doe: Interesting protocol question. We will follow up on this. Asked if there were any 

other questions or corrections. Hearing none, requested we go back to Norton’s point about the 

use of the chat and how difficult it is to document. We made every effort last year to capture the 

essence of what was being said in the chat, and it became problematic to record everything that 

was being said in the chat. Sometimes it is hard for us to keep up with questions posed in the 

chat. Asked: Does anybody have any observations about that?  

 

Norton: Observation is that Robert’s Rules of Order gets very challenging when you have two 

different things going on between the chat and others speaking and being recognized. Wanted to 

also acknowledge the challenge that Amy Barkley has putting those two things together.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Norton. Agreed that we should not be casual about assuming that this is all 

done easily behind the scenes. Stated that particularly in Faculty Council meetings, when we 

have 90 or more people, it is really important for people to introduce themselves, the unit they 

are representing, or if they are a guest. This is certainly the way it worked when we were face-to-

face. The person would be called upon, would introduce themselves, announced their unit, and 

then made their statement. It is not just a matter of maintaining order, it is also a way of 

maintaining flow of thought. Otherwise we can end up with things that are out of sync as 

conversation continues in the chat when we have moved on in the meeting.  

 

Chair Doe: Executive Committee can help rehearse this in the remote environment and be good 

stewards of this in the bigger Faculty Council meetings. In some past meetings, the conversation 

in the chat becomes just noise during the meeting with so much going on in the margins. Not 

saying what is going on in there isn’t valuable, it is just difficult to manage. We had some 

individuals assigned last year to specifically attend to the chat. We don’t manage our meetings 

like Town Halls, where unfiltered engagement is limited, and we don’t want to manage our 

meetings that way.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Commented in the chat that the problem with managing that way silences 

dissent. On the one side, there is a concept of etiquette, but sometimes it can be abused as a way 

of silencing disagreements or dissensions. There is a fine line between being effective and 

moving discussions and unknowingly silencing dissent or disagreement. It is important for 

people to express themselves. Many people were engaging and responding to the questions.  
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Chair Doe: Thanked Pedros-Gascon, appreciate that point of view. Clarified that the sense of 

noise was more a sense of the person running the meeting being overwhelmed. “Overwhelmed” 

might be the better term to use, as all of the feedback and input was important, but it was the 

volume of it that was more than at least one person could manage. Not looking to silence dissent, 

but figuring out how to hear it.  

 

Amy Barkley: From a minutes perspective, it gets overwhelming when there are hundreds of 

messages to comb through, trying to figure out what is important to include, what is being said, 

and where it fits into the conversation in the minutes. It takes a lot of time to work through these. 

Would suggest that the chat be strictly used for constructive conversation.  

 

Norton: Want to respond to the comment about not stifling dissent. In total agreement with that, 

but feels a more effective way for dissent to be heard is to raise your hand and be recognized by 

the chair and then state your point. If it is in the chat, we have seen that it gets skipped and we 

don’t have a good way of deciding which questions in the chat are going to be addressed. We 

saw today, even in this small group, that we missed one last week. Not sure what the protocol 

would look like, how you would determine speaking order, if people are both raising their hands 

and posting questions in the chat.  

 

Chair Doe: Think our protocol of raising hands is working well because we can see the order. To 

that extent, we can prioritize that approach. It is extremely helpful because we can see who 

would like to speak and can ensure that happens.  

 

Mitchell: It is important to understand the reasons people are putting things into the chat. 

Sometimes there is a worry that with all the hands going up that they get lost. With hands up, 

sometimes it is hard to tell if it is a new comment or an old comment. Might be helpful to have 

someone managing the hand-raising process. Have done this in the classroom, have someone 

alerting to new hands raised and can put people’s hands down after they have spoken. This is just 

to ensure that things don’t get missed in the process so people don’t feel as if they have been 

silenced.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked Mitchell if he was interested in being the person to handle monitoring the 

raising and lowering of hands.  

 

Mitchell: Agreed to do this. We can try it out. 

 

Chair Doe: Under normal circumstances, we can see the order of the hands. We had people 

request to speak in the chat last year, but now that we have people raising their hands we can see 

the order they come in. In some ways, we may be in a bit better shape using the raised hands, 

whereas we may miss a request to speak in the chat. Don’t see why it would be an issue for 

anyone to interrupt if they have been waiting to speak. Would appreciate if members of the 

Executive Committee can assist with doing that. We can manage that type of interruption.  

 

Mitchell: One challenge of Microsoft Teams is that you can either look at the chat or you look at 

the hands, so the structure of this makes it difficult. Making one place the dominant place of 

conversation is helpful.  
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Chair Doe: Think we have clarified that we want people to raise their hands to the extent 

possible. Go back and forth between to two locations to see what is going on, and it does get 

difficult when things are coming in fast. Think we can work it out but will remind everyone to 

have some patience with us on those because it is not without its challenges.  

 

Sharon Anderson: Asked in the chat: What is the purpose that we want the chat to serve? 

Expressed appreciation for the resolution reached. At town halls, felt concerned that we were not 

being heard. In Faculty Council, it is clear the chat can be used to discuss things. However, if 

you want your concern or question to be recognized, due to the amount of items in the chat, 

members do need to raise their hand and be called on. If we can be explicit with members about 

that, then maybe it addresses the needs both ways.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Anderson. Asked if there were any other thoughts before moving on. 

Hearing none, will move on in our agenda.  

 

 II. Items Pending/Discussion Items 

 

A. Announcements 

 

1. The Next Executive Committee Meeting will be held on 

September 28, 2021 – Microsoft Teams – 3:00 p.m.  

 

Chair Doe: Our next Executive Committee meeting will be the same time next Tuesday, 

September 28th. This will be the last one before our October Faculty Council meeting.  

 

2. The Next Faculty Council meeting will be held on October 5, 2021 

– Microsoft Teams – 4:00 p.m. 

 

B. Provost/Executive Vice President Report – Mary Pedersen 

 

Chair Doe: Welcomed Provost Mary Pedersen. Eager to hear updates. 

 

Provost Mary Pedersen: Thanked Chair Doe. Couple items to provide updates on. Next week we 

have our Board of Governors meeting here in Fort Collins. We will be focusing on our 

enrollment updates as our academic presentation. The Board will also have some discussions on 

preliminary budget. Learned today that Secretary Vilsack will be coming to speak Wednesday 

morning followed by a Town Hall. 

 

Provost Pedersen: Will be putting out a call shortly for new University Distinguished Professors. 

We do this every other year, so we are putting out a call this fall. We have quite a few openings 

and have expanded it. There were four retirements, so there are four openings and we have 

expanded it for three additional, so we will be looking to fill all seven positions. 

 

Provost Pedersen: We are trying to wrap up our Courageous Strategic Transformation in terms of 

getting the version ready by the end of this quarter. All the groups are submitting their goals and 

we will work on prioritizing them. We have started rolling out the Academic Master Plan. A 
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week from this Friday we will be having our large fall forum around the Academic Master Plan. 

One of the things we are trying to do is manage the workload. We know everyone has so much 

on their plate and we are working on not adding additional items to people’s plates without 

taking other things off. We want people to be engaged and involved. We know people have so 

much to do, so we are trying to be thoughtful of that.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Another item we are looking at is core curriculum and the process for 

reviewing core curriculum. Have been looking to see if there has been a program review and 

how we are assessing the learning outcomes of students from the core curriculum. This is 

something we need to be thinking about as part of our reaccreditation. The core curriculum and 

learning assessments are important areas. Have been having conversations with Chair Doe and 

Vice Provost Kelly Long about having a committee of faculty governed by Faculty Council that 

partners with the University Curriculum Committee. We need a committee that oversees the core 

curriculum. It has been over 20 years since the template has been looked at in an integrative 

manner, so this is a role that the faculty really need to lead and be engaged with. Think the 

questions around diversity, equity and inclusion, learning outcomes in the core curriculum, and 

questions around 3E and 1C are something that can be addressed by this type of committee.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Provost Pedersen. Asked about the finalization of the Courageous Strategic 

Transformation, requested clarification. 

 

Provost Pedersen: The big picture is that each of the subcommittees is working to come up with 

three major goals. Should be identified by the beginning of October. All of this information is 

being posted and updated on the website. There will then be a prioritization of the goals because 

we cannot do everything at once. These top goals will be articulated so we have a comprehensive 

outline of each of the areas with the top goals by the end of December. Details won’t be entirely 

flushed out, but it will represent all the major areas and their top goals. These items will be 

outlined in the building blocks and then we have to decide which ones we need to work on and in 

what order.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Provost Pedersen, that is helpful. Asked if there were other questions.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Like the idea of a core curriculum committee. Expressed concern that the 

expectations be outlined very clearly. Provided the example of 3E and 1C being expedited. If we 

create the committee, they need to have a very clear understanding of what their capacities are 

and what they should be doing, as well as what they should not be doing. There should not be 

any rushing of decisions, but a more thoughtful input process.  

 

Provost Pedersen: In complete agreement. If you look at most universities, they have core 

curriculum or general education committees that are lead entirely by faculty. Administrative 

individuals are ad hoc members, not voting members. This is where faculty really have the 

responsibility to develop core curriculum and have very clear learning outcomes and to then 

articulate how those outcomes are being met, how we are assessing them, and having the 

opportunity to figure out how to meet the requirements. Think we would benefit from a core 

curriculum committee in terms of its development, but this will also benefit the students. We will 

have very clearly laid out expectations. Think that responsibilities of revising the core curriculum 



6 
 

should not be the same responsibilities as this committee. That is a huge workload and should be 

separated out. They would make critical decisions and then go to Faculty Council to be voted on.  

 

Mitchell: Quick question that relates to Courageous Strategic Transformation as well as the 

Academic Master Plan. In the process of engaging in Courageous Strategic Transformation, each 

group has goals. Each group will go forward with those goals and then there will be a process of 

selecting goals. Asked: Is there anything as part of this process that involve some kind of 

synthesis across goals?  

 

Provost Pedersen: Absolutely. All of the goals will be shared, and we will be looking for 

opportunity for overlap. Provided example of working towards a more fully developed Academic 

Master Plan in the spring that will feed into the longer-term strategic enrollment planning 

because they fit together. We will be looking at all these goals and what can be integrated, but 

will also be looking at which ones we need to do first so that we can accomplish other ones.  

 

Mitchell: On that same note, with the Academic Master Plan, having that same kind of 

dynamism in the process, like the committee being discussed about core curriculum. Working 

with Faculty Council and task forces to make sure it isn’t another 20 years to keep our 

curriculum current and balanced. We don’t want to be just reactionary, but we also have to 

engage with the various stakeholders and constituents in a way that keeps us moving forward 

from an enrollment perspective, from a faculty perspective, from a research perspective. 

 

Provost Pedersen: Want to add on to that point. That is one of the values of assessing the core 

curriculum, that we can look at our students and ensure they are learning what we expect they are 

learning. Can look to see if there are roadblocks or areas for improvement if we do a program 

review. Can provide information for continuous improvement.  

 

Anderson: Asked: What are the 3E and 1C categories being referred to? Not sure what those 

mean. 

 

Provost Pedersen: They are categories in the core curriculum. The 3E used to be global and 

cultural awareness and 1C is a category around diversity. They were responding to some issues 

and student demands a few years ago. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: Clarified the categories. Commented that the problem is that global disappeared 

and focused more on local problems. Many think we are too local already and need to be more 

open. The idea of getting rid of global caused concern for many.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Agreed with Pedros-Gascon. Global learning outcomes should be part of the 

core curriculum. Question is whether it is still part of the core curriculum and that is what a 

faculty committee will look at holistically in a balanced way instead of just targeting one area. It 

can be detrimental if you are not looking at the whole picture.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if Brad Goetz had anything to add to this conversation. Think the most recent 

updates reintegrated global.  
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Brad Goetz: Will give a little background. The diversity and equity course that we are referring 

to here and the transition from the 3E category into the 1C category was longer than a two-year 

process. This started in 2014 or 2015, when Mary Stromberger was the chair of Faculty Council. 

Wanted to clarify that this was not simply a knee-jerk reaction to the students a few years ago.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Thanked Goetz for that context. 

 

Chair Doe: Asked members to contact herself or Goetz offline if interested in 3E or 1C. It is 

complicated and has a long history. Asked if there were any additional questions. Hearing none, 

thanked Provost Pedersen.  

 

C. Old Business 

 

D. Action Items 

 

1. UCC Minutes – September 10, 2021 

 

Chair Doe: First action item are the University Curriculum Committee minutes from September 

10th. Reminded members that we will need a motion but no second.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Moved. 

 

Chair Doe: Asked Goetz if there was anything in these minutes to be aware of.  

 

Goetz: No, these are straightforward. 

 

Chair Doe: Asked about an item under the Miscellaneous Memo requests. Asked: Does that 

request come from the unit itself, to be unable to accept students? 

 

Goetz: Confirmed it comes from the unit. We get a handful of requests like these for various 

reasons to put a hold on things, but not remove everything from the catalog. What happens is that 

a note goes into the catalog to let students know what is happening. In this case, it is just a hold.  

 

Melinda Smith: The Committee on Scholarship, Research and Graduate Education vetted this 

proposal for temporarily suspending this program. Right now, there is nobody in the program so 

no students are impacted. They could lose accreditation if somebody was enrolled in this 

program right now, so it’s important for them to be able to attain accreditation to suspend this 

and prevent any students from enrolling in the program.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Smith. Had one additional question. Under new courses, there is the 

Chemistry of Hemp. Asked: Is that an age restriction as part of that explanation? 

 

Goetz: Yes. We wanted to make that clear. We have a short history of hemp and cannabis 

coursework and other things that have happened here, but it is still a federal offense, so we want 

to make sure we are dotting the i’s and crossing our t’s.  
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Chair Doe: Thanked Goetz. Asked if there were any other discussion items about these minutes.  

 

Chair Doe: Hearing none, we have a motion on the floor. Requested a vote in the chat. 

 

Motion approved. Will appear on the Faculty Council agenda for October 5th.  

 

2. Election – Undergraduate Student Representatives to Standing 

Committees – Committee on Faculty Governance – Steve Reising, 

Chair 

 

Chair Doe: We have several undergraduate student representative positions to approve. We will 

need a motion, as this is an action item, to place on the October Faculty Council agenda. 

 

Norton: Move to place these undergraduate students as nominated by the Committee on Faculty 

Governance for election at the October Faculty Council meeting. 

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Norton. Asked: Any discussion on these? 

 

Mike Antolin: Asked for clarification on how these individuals are chosen.  

 

Norton: Believe the nominations come from the Committee on Faculty Governance, who likely 

solicit input from the Associated Students of Colorado State University (ASCSU).  

 

Barkley: Confirmed. Was in contact with the President of ASCSU, and the vetted and voted for 

these individuals for these committees.  

 

Chair Doe: Gave example of Brandon Lowry for the University Curriculum Committee. Lowry 

is the Academic Officer for ASCSU, so it makes sense for Lowry to be involved on that 

committee. ASCSU is careful and mindful about how they solicit involvement and where it 

makes sense. The Committee on Faculty Governance is equally helpful in attempting to ensure 

this process is handled fairly.  

 

Antolin: Thanked Chair Doe for the clarification.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were additional questions. Hearing none, there is a motion on the 

floor. Requested a vote in the chat.  

 

Motion approved. Will appear on the Faculty Council agenda for October 5th.  

 

Chair Doe: Wanted to state that it is not always easy to get graduate and undergraduate 

representatives for these committees. The fact that we have this level of response is maybe 

unprecedented, and is a good outcome. A lot of work was done by the Committee on Faculty 

Governance, thanked Steve Reising and that committee for their work on this.  

 

Barkley: Commented in the chat that Executive Committee will be seeing graduate 

representatives for election next week. 
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E. Reports 

 

1. Faculty Council Chair Report – Sue Doe 

 

Chair Doe: Attended a Council of Deans meeting last week where the Extension proposal was 

being discussed. This proposal is for creating a new structure for Extension and integrating it 

differently into the structure of the University. Vice President Blake Naughton gave a 

presentation on the proposal. Vice President Naughton has additionally put the proposal in front 

of the Committee on Faculty Governance, and they determined that there needed to be additional 

input from the Deans. It was not the first time the Deans had heard about this structural concept 

but the proposal had been revised. Asked Vice President Naughton at this Council of Deans 

meeting about the transfer of their field agents and specialists from administrative professionals 

to non-tenure track faculty. There are quite a few of them, so implications of that transfer were 

discussed. The Council of Deans are looking at this very seriously. They realize that this is truly 

a structural change, and should it move forward, it will create something called the Field School, 

which would be more or less equivalent to another college. Think this is important and we need 

input from all portions of the University.  

 

Chair Doe: Met with the Multicultural Staff and Faculty Network last week. They are a 

thousand-person strong network that has been around since the mid-1970s. They are eager to 

have greater visibility and discussions around diversity, equity, and inclusion. Arranging to have 

a meeting between them and various parties, including representatives from the Provost’s Office.  

 

Chair Doe: Had a meeting last week with the Recruitment and Retention Task Force for 

underrepresented staff and faculty. This was a task force that was formerly part of the 

Commission on Diversity, which has since been dismantled. This group reconvened because of 

the urgency around recruitment and retention of underrepresented faculty and staff. At that 

meeting, their graduate representative brought up the behavior of a guest on the Plaza last week 

that led to student action last Friday. Apparently this evangelist was going beyond what was 

arguably protected free speech and was calling out individual students in specific demographics. 

The question the graduate student raised was what would become of this and how would students 

feel safe. Brought up the issue of what the line is between protected free speech and harassment. 

This has been a conversation on campus for a long time and has come up again.  

 

Antolin: Requested to interject before moving past this topic. This was brought up by graduate 

students to the Graduate Degree Program in Ecology Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion 

Committee. Am a member of this committee. We decided to write a statement about it, because 

one of the students had been one of the ones called out.  

 

Antolin: We had a fall forum on this topic several years ago where Jason Johnson gave a great 

rundown of what constitutes free speech and what does not. Have not seen anything quite as 

good brought up to the community in general. Depending on what was said relative to the 

students at the University, the University could have declared it was outside of protected free 

speech. Falls to the specific details of harassment or that kind of thing. Would love to see a 

forum created, and to have a clear discussion of what constitutes free speech and what does not. 
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Think educating our community on this is something that needs to happen again. Feels we should 

push this forward because it is important.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Antolin. Expressed agreement. We had those robust discussions a few years 

back. Might have been that the community was saturated in those conversations at the time, but 

this should be something we return to.  

 

Antolin: Commented that these conversations were just to the University administration. They 

were not University-wide. Was almost like a conversation amongst ourselves. 

 

Chair Doe: Believe there were some workshops. Recalled that there were some faculty and staff 

workshops that individuals could attend. Maybe this is something that could be reactivated.  

 

Norton: Think the Institute of Learning and Teaching with Gwen Gorzelsky puts on several 

seminars around free speech issues. Might be worth getting in touch with Gorzelsky and trying to 

do more of those. This is probably something we should do continually. With regards to the 

posters appearing on campus, have heard from several sources that the Intermountain West is 

targeted specifically by white supremacist groups for recruiting and agitation, so this is not in our 

imagination. Has been happening for five or six years now.  

 

Vice Provost Susan James: Stated in that chat that she will bring this up with Gorzelsky.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Norton. Expressed appreciation for Vice Provost James bringing this to 

Gorzelsky. Let’s make sure we engage further in this conversation. 

 

Chair Doe: Have been getting some emails around concerns surrounding compensation. Had a 

meeting with the other council chairs, and they have similarly grave concerns around 

compensation. This is in light of the high cost of living in our area. Need to figure out a way to 

engage in further discussions. We just completed the housing survey, and Mary Van Buren made 

the astute observation at the Faculty Council meeting that beyond thinking about affordable 

housing, we should also be thinking about better compensation. This is really a foundational 

question. Would love to engage in this discussion further. Encouraged members to provide 

feedback regarding level of interest in this issue.  

 

Chair Doe: Was contacted by the Chronicle of Higher Education with regards to issues that are 

coming up congressionally in DC. There is a piece of legislation brewing, authored in part by 

Bernie Sanders. The legislation is going to try to tie federal funding to public universities and 

call for universities to commit to 75% of instruction being conducted on the tenure-track. Was 

asked by the Chronicle if there might be any unexpected consequences. If we unpack what is 

being suggested, 75% of instruction done on the tenure-track. This doesn’t mean 75% of 

instructors, or just 75% of instruction. This is worth thinking about, what this could mean. Not 

sure what the chances are that this piece of legislation will go through, but apparently it is a 

priority of the Biden administration.  

 

2. Board of Governors Report – Melinda Smith 
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Smith: The Board of Governors meeting is next Tuesday and Wednesday and is on campus. For 

people who want to go sit in on the meeting, visitors are always welcome. Since it is on campus, 

it is more accessible.  

 

Smith: Submitted report to the Board of Governors. Mentioned the continued work of Dean 

Mary Stromberger and the proposal for student compensation and the elimination of fees. Will 

continue to collaborate with Dean Stromberger and hopefully it will be considered by the Board 

of Governors sometime in the future. Will also report on the special items we have seen, such as 

Vision Zero and the Retirement Plan Review Committee. Feels the Board of Governors don’t 

hear about those kinds of items as much. Will continue to bring up the issue around 

compensation. Will have more to report following the meeting.  

 

Vice Provost James: It is about equity, compression, and competitiveness, because we’re 

suffering in all of those and that involves the cost of living as well. Firmly believe we need to get 

the Board of Governors to help us with our salary problem. We’re in a chronic situation where 

we can’t retain our employees and we can’t hire. Happy to talk offline and work with Human 

Resources and the Office of Equal Opportunity to gather data to support these arguments.  

 

Antolin: Wondered if we put comparative data in front of the Board of Governors on a regular 

basis. Feels they are quite revealing in some cases.  

 

Smith: Have not seen this since starting as the Board of Governors representative.  

 

Antolin: Thanked Smith. Sometimes just feels like they don’t know. Have not noticed that our 

cost of living has increased due to inflation. Analysis on that seems clear.  

 

Vice Provost James: The competitive salary during the previous administration was 90% of ours 

peers, which isn’t very competitive.  

 

Smith: Thinks this needs to be a continual process. Many living wage considerations were done 

more than five years ago. Would be happy to talk more about this. 

 

Chair Doe: This raises to our attention that when we had our brief retreat, we attempted to name 

some priorities for our work this year. We are now a few weeks into the semester, and we are 

perhaps seeing more clearly what the issues are. Asked members to think a little bit so that we 

can revisit this now that we are a few weeks and a few Executive Committee meetings into the 

semester. Asked: What does the Executive Committee want to focus on this semester? We have 

named a few things today, such as the core curriculum, the Courageous Strategic Transformation 

process, issues around free speech, issues around compensation. Expressed hope that we can 

return to this question at our next meeting.  

 

F. Discussion Items 

 

1. Unaffiliated non-tenure track faculty – Committee on Non-Tenure 

Track Faculty – Jenny Morse, Chair 
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Chair Doe: Thanked Jenny Morse for coming and resending the letter with items that Executive 

Committee needs to take up. There are two questions about unaffiliated non-tenure track faculty 

who do not have an academic home and how these individuals are represented in shared 

governance. There is also a second issue around contracts.  

 

Jenny Morse: Thanked Chair Doe. Want to explain about the unaffiliated faculty. We have 

contract, continuing and adjunct as appointment types that describe how faculty are employed at 

the University. There are tenured, tenure-track, continuing, contract, and adjuncts. They describe 

the employment relationship, but we have several faculty who do not fall into these categories. 

The problem is that these people do not have a clear path to shared governance. There are also 

many people teaching on campus who do not hold faculty appointments, which seems like a 

related issue.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Morse. Will pause here and discuss before moving to the contracts issue. 

 

Antolin: Was under the impression that faculty at the University are required to have an 

academic appointment.  

 

Vice Provost James: This is only true for tenure-track faculty. They must have a home in an 

academic department. There are many administrative professionals who are filling roles such as 

academic support coordinators or research scientists who are also teaching. Feel that they should 

be represented. It is very complicated, may need to unpack each piece and tackle them 

separately. Vice President Naughton is addressing this question now in Extension proposal. 

 

Morse: We are hoping that Executive Committee can help us identifying those faculty and how 

we can create representation pathways for them, so they have clear representation on Faculty 

Council.  

 

Chair Doe: This sounds like an important and challenging task. Feels an inventory is a great 

place to begin this process. This is a matter that will come before us again, such as in the 

Extension proposal. The plan there is to move all their specialists and agents to non-tenure track 

faculty, and they are not even seeking representation for these people, which is not consistent 

with our ethic around representation of faculty. We need to address this.  

 

Vice Provost James: Commented in the chat that the College of Liberal Arts and Human 

Resources were working in spring to find faculty not classified as contract, continuing or adjunct 

but are still teaching. It was not easy, but there is a spreadsheet to get this started.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Would like to know from Morse, in the case of INTO in English, about whether 

they would like to be hosted in English. Understanding is that it would not be complicated given 

the nature of the code of that department to have faculty integrated. Asked if those faculty 

teaching that aren’t faculty are considered administrative professionals.   

 

Morse: Yes, most people who are not faculty but are teaching are administrative professionals. 

Believe the Contract, Continuing, and Adjunct task force came up with several of them. 
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Vice Provost James: There were over 200 courses, but don’t believe it was many people because 

some were teaching multiple courses. They were mostly administrative professionals, but there 

were some state classified in there too. Will write them to see if we can get the inventory.  

 

Chair Doe: May be worth contacting Steve Shulman. Worked with Shulman to author an article 

over the summer in which Shulman had done data analysis on this very topic. Should have some 

numbers.  

 

Vice Provost James: Between those numbers and what the task force put together, we should get 

a pretty good picture.  

 

Morse: To respond to Pedros-Gascon’s first question, about how easy or hard it is to get PLACE 

organized within the English department, that relationship is a tangled one. English technically 

writes their contracts, but they do not report to people in English, and it makes representation 

challenging to figure out.  

 

Vice Provost James: To complicate things more, PLACE is considering applying to be a Special 

Academic Unit so they can be the home to faculty off the tenure track. The Manual doesn’t 

provide for faculty representation of contract, continuing and adjunct faculty with a home. In a 

Special Academic Unit, there is still a gap there. Might be a Manual thing we need to address 

about faculty representation.  

 

Norton: Suggested contacting Institutional Research. This might have already been done. Feels 

that there is something wrong with our database if we cannot get this information.  

 

Vice Provost James: Stated that Human Resources is aware of this problem. Cannot even keep 

track of our tenure-track faculty. We have a lot of disjointed software systems that do not talk to 

each other. Human Resources is working on getting a new system, but that is still several years 

out.  

 

Chair Doe: In some ways this goes back to the Sanders legislation. When we are talking about 

who is teaching off the tenure track, that is different than talking about who are contract, 

continuing, and adjunct faculty. They are not the only people who teach off the tenure track, 

because we don’t count administrative professionals or state classifieds among our contract, 

continuing, and adjunct faculty. As a result, we underrepresent the amount of teaching that is 

done off the tenure track.   

 

Pedros-Gascon: Wanted to reiterate that people may not have a good chain of support or 

command if they are not within academic units. Creating a Special Academic Unit with only 

non-tenured faculty will not provide any strength to their defense.  

 

Jane Stewart: Serves on the executive committee for the Honors College. We have talked about 

this issue, and it is hard to address when you have faculty that have never been associated with a 

department.  
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Antolin: Partly this comes up because people are underemployed in general. For example, 

research scientists may go looking for additional money, and they realize they could get 100% of 

their salary for teaching a class. This gets approved by a chair, and it happens in a sort of 

creeping way. It isn’t very coordinated. It happens because of the decentralization of our 

definition of what faculty are. Opportunities arise in departments, they need someone to teach, 

and someone needs a job, and they get together, and it happens. Not excusing it, just describing 

the process.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Antolin. Asked Morse to speak to second topic.  

 

Morse: The legislature allowed for contracts to be used for faculty starting in 2012, and we 

created the contract, continuing, and adjunct appointments in order to recognize that we could 

use contracts to provide a longer-term employment situation for our faculty off the tenure track. 

We would like to see contracts used for everyone who is eligible, so we wrote that eligibility into 

the Manual. States after ten consecutive semesters, you are eligible to go on contract. 

 

Morse: The idea is that you have a continuing appointment so you can evaluate whether you 

want to keep that person. When the idea of contract appointments was being discussed, the goal 

was that those contracts would be rolling, renewing contracts. We advocated for three-year 

contracts and put in the Manual that the year before the contract expires, the faculty member 

would be notified about whether it would be renewed or whether it would end.  

 

Morse: As of Fall 2020, we have 141 contract appointments, 358 continuing appointments, and 

251 adjuncts. We may see contract numbers going down, but adjuncts going up due to practices. 

Essentially, adjunct appointments must be kept below 50% if they are ongoing. People are 

maintaining those as part-time jobs to prevent people from going on continuing appointments. 

This is interesting because both adjunct and continuing are at will.  

 

Morse: We would like Executive Committee’s help keeping track of how many contracts are 

offered so we can continue to educate and advocate for the use of contracts among our best non-

tenure track faculty. This would provide job security to those faculty members who have been 

here at least five years and are continuing to do a great job.  

 

Norton: Asked: Are there people other than department heads who would have those numbers? 

 

Antolin: Probably not.  

 

Norton: May want to talk to department heads and get the data from them.  

 

Vice Provost James: Having a Human Resources system that functioned would also help us track 

this. A somewhat bigger issue is around our budget model. With these local fluctuations in 

enrollment, you get units unwilling to provide contracts because they are afraid that enrollment 

will drop and that it will be hard to honor the contract. President Joyce McConnell and Provost 

Pedersen are committed to a new budget model. The long-term solution is to start funding 

people, not piecewise instruction. Will have Adrianna Kezar discuss this with us when she visits 

in November.  
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Antolin: Provided example of the COVID budget and being unsure whether people could be kept 

on. It is absolutely an issue of treating people fairly. When you are running a budget like this, 

you can’t commit.  

 

Vice Provost James: We also have so much work for people to do beyond instruction. There are 

all kinds of service work that we could get help from faculty who don’t have a full load. Thinks 

this ties into student success. Have a lot of money in student success right now, may be a part of 

where we need to be looking. 

 

Morse: Asked Antolin to elaborate on example. Asked: Were they adjunct or continuing? 

 

Antolin: Probably can’t say because it is a personnel issue. Can say that the ability to appoint 

people as non-tenure track faculty, even when they are teaching, really runs into this problem. 

We don’t know what enrollment will look like or whether our budget can afford this years out.  

 

Morse: Commented that she was told no one could be terminated here without the President’s 

final approval, that it requires a process. That isn’t true. There is non-renewal, something we 

discuss among non-tenure track faculty. We talk about non-renewal, and your job just dries up 

and there is no formal termination. Feels this is a problem that needs to be addressed.  

 

Chair Doe: The question of needing to have that flexibility around enrollment shifts has always 

been the point of discussion. If we were able to think in flexibility margins, we might maintain 

some degree of flexibility around those fluctuations without going overboard. Asked if there 

were any other comments.   

 

Antolin: Issue is that if a contract isn’t renewed, they automatically revert to continuing. Not 

necessarily fired, but they transition. Issue being brought up here is that as continuing if you are 

equally represented in Faculty Council.  

 

Morse: Clarified that both contract and continuing are counted when we figure out 

representatives for Faculty Council, but adjunct are not counted. Stated that the contract allows 

the employee to be secured in terms of having grievance procedures. Having access to grievance 

procedures and academic freedom last for the duration of the contract.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any final comments. Asked Morse what she would like 

Executive Committee to do. 

 

Morse: Hard with a Human Resources system that doesn’t work. Would like to get these 

numbers from the department heads and track them over time. Want to check that non-tenure 

track faculty who have been here for five years are being offered contracts. Want to create 

accountability around items like this that are in our Manual.  

 

Chair Doe: This is another way to demonstrate accountability. As we move into the Courageous 

Strategic Transformation and the objective of demonstrating what we espouse, accountability on 
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matters such as these is important to concretely demonstrate. Would like to discuss this further 

with others who are interested.  

 

Vice Provost James: Suggested in the chat meeting with Human Resources and the Council of 

Chairs/Heads about this.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Morse. 

 

Chair Doe: Wanted to also mention that the Faculty Council office is moving out of the 

Administration building effective soon. We will be relocating to the Student Services building. 

The Office of General Counsel is expanding and will be taking up the rest of the basement of the 

Administration building. Will provide updates about when we will be moving.  

 

Chair Doe: Requested a motion to adjourn. 

 

Norton: Moved to adjourn.  

 

Executive Committee adjourned at 5:03 p.m. 

 

     Sue Doe, Chair 

     Andrew Norton, Vice Chair 

     Melinda Smith, BOG Representative 

     Amy Barkley, Executive Assistant 


