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MINUTES 

Executive Committee 

Tuesday, October 12, 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; Marie Legare, Chair Committee on Responsibilities and Standing of Academic 

Faculty; Richard Eykholt, University Grievance Officer; Martin Carcasson, Professor of 

Communication Studies 

 

Absent: none 

 

Chair Sue Doe called the meeting to order at 3:02 p.m.  

 

October 12, 2021 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEMS: 

 

I. Minutes to be Approved 

 

A. Executive Committee Minutes – September 28, 2021  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any corrections or changes to be made to these minutes. 

 

Antonio Pedros-Gascon: Submitted some corrections via email.  

 

Chair Doe: Have two small corrections. On page 7 in the third paragraph, under the statement 

asking if there was any information available around contracts, let’s add two words: “for CCAF”. 

Think it is an important clarification, since that was what the conversation was about.  

 

Chair Doe: On page 12, must have misspoken. In the second paragraph, it says that the GTAs 

that are teaching students are fairly compensated, and meant to say they “are not” fairly 

compensated. Wanted to correct that one.  

 

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

 

 II. Items Pending/Discussion Items 

 

A. Announcements 
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1. The Next Executive Committee Meeting will be held on October 

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

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

2021 – Microsoft Teams – 4:00 p.m. 

 

B. Provost/Executive Vice President Report – Mary Pedersen 

 

Provost Mary Pedersen: Do not have a formal report today but can answer any questions. Will be 

here for the first hour of the meeting.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Understanding is that after the break for Thanksgiving, the plan is to return to 

campus. Asked: Is that still the expectation, or is the University revising that at all?  

 

Provost Pedersen: Confirmed that the expectation is that we are returning to campus following 

break. There is a communication going out from the Teaching Continuity Recovery Team and 

Vice Provost Kelly Long either today or tomorrow to clarify and reiterate that plan. It will 

provide general guidelines and an overview. Our numbers are still looking good. Follow-up 

emails are going out to all the students to ensure compliance. In the letter going out, the 

indication is that faculty and staff are not responsible for following up. All the follow-up is the 

responsibility of the Pandemic Team as well as the student. That is the area that follows up on 

consequences, and they are staying on top of all that.  

 

Jennifer Peel: Had a similar comment to Pedors-Gascon. If there are any further updates, beyond 

teaching, from the Pandemic Preparedness Team in terms of the current situation in Larimer 

County, if anything is changing in terms of what CSU is thinking.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Nothing is currently changing. Will be attending the 4:00 p.m. Pandemic 

Team meeting. We meet twice a week, so the cadence has decreased. Will be receiving an update 

today, but have not heard anything from the Pandemic Team that indicates that there are issues 

that are cause for concern.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked: Has the Pandemic Preparedness Team talked at all about boosters being 

offered on campus?  

 

Provost Pedersen: Great question, will ask about that at the meeting today. Think appointments 

are fairly easy to get in our county. Believe they were offering them at many clinics around here.  

 

Chair Doe: Think the availability of the original vaccine on campus was valuable for many 

people. Suspect there may be many people that may be thinking this is likely, and if that is not 

the case, they may want to start looking elsewhere. There may be an expectation that this will 

happen again. 

 

Provost Pedersen: Will ask about this. Assumption right now is because that population is so 

limited, they may not put effort into doing that.  
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Andrew Norton: In previous years, the University has offered flu shot clinics, which we did last 

year as well. Asked if there were plans to do that again this year.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Will ask about this. Have heard them talk supportively of this, so it is likely.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Provost Pedersen.  

 

C. Old Business 

 

D. Action Items 

 

1. UCC Minutes – September 24 & October 1, 2021 

 

Chair Doe: Asked Brad Goetz if there was anything of note that members needed to be aware of 

in these minutes. 

 

Brad Goetz: Not with these minutes. Do have something to raise to everyone’s attention on the 

1C/3E issue, which we can do after the minutes approval. 

 

Chair Doe: Requested a motion to put these minutes on the agenda for the November 2nd Faculty 

Council meeting.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Moved. 

 

Chair Doe: Requested a vote in the chat. 

 

Motion approved. Will be placed on the Faculty Council agenda for November 2nd.  

 

Goetz: The University Curriculum Committee and the Curriculum Catalog Office is aware of a 

number of concerns surrounding the Faculty Council action item of a year and a half ago, which 

was to essentially create a 1C category and a number of things connected with that, including the 

dissolving of the 3E category. There are a number of things at work here and we did not expect 

the pandemic to get in the way. We are asking Executive Committee to consider postponing the 

deadline, which is currently Fall 2022. We need this considered relatively quickly. Our 

suggestion is to move it to at least Fall 2024, or longer if Executive Committee approves. We 

need some time to figure out how this is going to happen.  

 

Chair Doe: We can certainly take this up. Can provide a little information as well. There have 

been some challenges around the AUCC 1C rollout. Am in the midst of creating an ad hoc task 

force to address some of the bigger challenges associated with this item. In the meantime, Goetz 

is suggesting a delay for the completion of this effort. We will discuss how we want to process 

with making that kind of amendment. Asked if there were any thoughts from members.  

 

Mike Antolin: Requested more clarification on this topic. Not sure what is being discussed. 
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Chair Doe: Will explain some of the history. In May 2020, we had a Faculty Council meeting 

with many items on the agenda, including the resolution in support of the student demands. At 

that meeting, it was also voted on to support a curricular change to eliminate 3E from the core 

curriculum and replace it with 1C. In curriculum numbering, 1C puts it in the fundamental 

category alongside writing and quantitative reasoning. This was for a new curricular initiative 

and effort in diversity, equity, and inclusion. The motion was accepted with no questions from 

the Faculty Council membership. We found ourselves in a pandemic, and this was no longer the 

number one priority. Now we are approaching deadlines included in the original language.  

 

Norton: Question for Goetz. Suggestion was moving this to Fall 2024. Asked: Is that what was 

mentioned, or are we looking to move it back even farther? 

 

Goetz: We will take the advice of the Executive Committee. Will probably need to get the action 

moving and then put it in front of Faculty Council. We think Fall of 2024 is the tightest possible 

scenario. If there is more time to resolve some of the upcoming issues and some of the known 

concerns, we think that is the narrowest window we have.  

 

Norton: Asked: How does that align with the Academic Master Plan process? Suspect these 

things may be intertwined.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Can address the Academic Master Plan timeline. We will be completing that 

by next summer. See the Academic Master Plan informing any overall potential revisions of the 

core curriculum. Question is how a delay in implementation fits into the larger planning process. 

Really looking at accreditation. What is critical about this piece is that we show progress and that 

we have a plan that we are moving forward. We do not want to look like we are delaying or 

stalling. Need to have an intentional path with action items and you are moving forward.  

 

Chair Doe: With the ad hoc task force, have attempted to lay out potential tasks that this task 

force would take on. They are fairly substantial, with some more immediate than others. There 

are some faculty and some courses and departments that are already moving ahead with this. 

They have the capacity and expertise, and are ready to offer courses in the 1C category. Part of 

the challenge is to pave a pathway for them while also slowing some parts of this down so there 

is not a requirement for it all to be completed by the original deadline of Fall 2022. There is a 

possibility that some classes will be ready by Fall 2022 and we do not want to impinge on their 

ability to do that. We want to provide a pathway towards doing that effectively while giving 

more time to the areas that will not be ready.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Would like to understand how we ended up here and how we can avoid this 

situation from happening again in the future. Do recall voting on this. Believe this was a 

hyperreactive situation that is coming back to us. Want to understand if this was fully vetted or 

encouraged by any specific individuals. 

 

Chair Doe: At least two different questions in there. Will need to do some long-term planning to 

avoid this kind of thing in the future. In the short-term, will let Goetz speak to the history of this. 

There is sometimes a good amount of misinformation about the sudden development of this item. 

Goetz can explain how this whole thing came about.  
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Goetz: People are aware of the student meeting right after the current President started. A lot of 

people refer to this as the beginning of the discussion about diversity, equity, and inclusion and 

social justice and a number of other things being essential to students. These things actually 

started more around a decade ago. The event most people refer to a year and a half ago was 

really the culmination of that. There were a number of students frustrated with the inaction of the 

University and made a declaration to President Joyce McConnell. President McConnell was 

supportive of this, as were many on campus including Faculty Council, so this has been a 

longstanding sequence of various activities. Between the student meeting and the Faculty 

Council resolution about diversity, equity and inclusion, it came to the point where the 

University could indicate we were serious about this and were going to act.  

 

Goetz: Now we are nearing the end of that in terms of meeting this schedule. We are at a point 

where classes need to be submitted, programs changed. Many things need to happen, and we are 

at a crucial point where we believe two years is the minimum time frame we need to sort some of 

these things out. Not sure what to expect over the next two years with COVID or anything else 

that may interfere with the process.  

 

Sharon Anderson: Asked: What are we being asked to do?  

 

Goetz: There is an approved action item that was brought to Faculty Council by the University 

Curriculum Committee. We only make recommendations. Executive Committee reviews them 

and determines whether or not they are ready to go to the full floor of Faculty Council. We now 

have an approved action item that is date sensitive. We set some things to happen by Fall 2022 

and we do not believe we are prepared to make those happen. Question for Executive Committee 

is to consider the route necessary to postpone this for a couple years.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Believe one of the pieces that interfered with the process rolling out in a 

timely manner was the creation of the right process. That process involved more faculty 

engagement in a way that the Faculty Council approved and oversaw the process. Think Faculty 

Council needs to look at the process and approval process so we can make timely progress.  

 

Chair Doe: We have two significant initiatives underway to address the issues brought up here. 

What has become clear is that we need faculty involvement, participation, creation, construction, 

and thorough review on a regular basis of our core curriculum. The University Curriculum 

Committee is a very busy committee. Think it might be too much to ask them to also take large 

oversight and responsibility for the core curriculum. Have asked Norton to lead a task force 

around thinking about a core curriculum committee, which would be different from the 

University Curriculum Committee. This would be a group that would provide broad oversight for 

the process of thinking about curriculum. This task force may take the better part of a year to 

come up with a proposal to bring to Faculty Council rethinking some of the governance 

processes for core curriculum.  

 

Chair Doe: We also have the immediate issue of AUCC 1C. Am attempting to create a separate 

ad hoc task force to address those more immediate issues. We have immediate issues around 3E 

to 1C and then we have broader issues around the processes for our core curriculum. Expressed 

agreement with Goetz that something needs to be put in place to extend this timeline. Asked if a 
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proposal was needed, or a motion, to postpone this deadline. Other question to consider is 

whether 2024 is far enough out or if we need to go farther than that.  

 

Rob Mitchell: Have some thoughts about both the broader and narrower issues. With the narrow 

issue, agree with Provost Pedersen that we want to make sure we are showing progress. Also 

want to make sure what we are doing does not cost time with regards to the Academic Master 

Plan. Don’t want this work to feel disconnected from that. Think we should give more time and a 

big enough window so there is some flexibility with the Academic Master Plan. Want to make 

sure we have movement that is complementary with the Academic Master Plan rather than 

something that will not fit with it. 

 

Mitchell: With the broader question, sense is that the question of the core curriculum should be 

at the core of what the University Curriculum Committee does. Would rather see the University 

Curriculum Committee take a leadership role in the core curriculum and figure out how to 

simplify process around curriculum. We need to have a dynamic curriculum process, would love 

to see the University Curriculum Committee actively engaged in this. Understand there is a busy 

process around curriculum. Wondering if those systems could be simplified so that we can 

respond to the marketplace more quickly and with a high quality product.  

 

Norton: To address Mitchell’s comments, the broader task force would be looking at what the 

appropriate structures for faculty participation and providing oversight to core curriculum. For 

the changing of the implementation of 1C, believe since this was voted on by Faculty Council, 

this new motion needs to come in front of them again. Not comfortable with Executive 

Committee doing that on our own.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Quick point of clarification. In terms of implementing 1C, want to make sure 

we are discussing a delay in the complete implementation. We are beginning to implement it 

already, so this will be important to clarify.  

 

Goetz: Confirmed this is the understanding.  

 

Chair Doe: This is important at many levels, as there are already several courses in the pipeline 

that are trying to figure this out and be responsive. The whole point of this exercise was to be 

responsive to students.  

 

Provost Pedersen: It is important also to share with individuals what we are learning from the 

pilots. We are beginning to roll them out and they are expanding, so these pilots can help inform 

the committee that develops the criteria and guidelines around this. There is important work 

being done right now.  

 

Antolin: Concern is putting this off until 2024 without some sort of reporting mechanism. Would 

like to see some interim reporting of what is happening, so it does not appear we are ignoring the 

request of the students.  
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Chair Doe: We would want Faculty Council to approve this as opposed to Executive Committee 

acting on their behalf. Can make some sort of action so Faculty Council is aware and has 

knowledge of this decision.  

 

Antolin: Might help to lay out the reasons for the delay, but then also lay out specific steps that 

will be taken to move forward. Could be a double motion, that we are creating a reasonable 

timeline but also creating a work plan.  

 

Chair Doe: Wondering if we can put forward a motion or proposal for the Executive Committee 

to look at next week.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Thinks this is a fair compromise of advancing forward. Important to have faculty 

involved and consulted. Concern around the replacement of global and learning about other 

cultures with more internal. Not disdaining the student demands but concerned that the solution 

involved making us more parochial and less concerned with the dialogue outside. 

 

Chair Doe: Believe the word “global” has been reintroduced. Asked Goetz to confirm. 

 

Goetz: Yes and no. The intent is not to put an end to this, but to figure this out. This is what the 

postponement would be about. We are aware of concerns that the former global and cultural 

awareness category disappearing. Stated that this is just a function of the number of required 

credits to students in the AUCC. We are trying to work around ways to re-invest the idea of 

global awareness.  

 

Norton: Asked: What is the timeline that is needed for Faculty Council to move to change the 

final implementation date?  

 

Goetz: Would prefer it happen this semester, so either the November or December meeting. If 

we engender next semester, we actually have to have some things planned. Not sure we are 

prepared to make those necessary changes if it goes into next semester. Issue is with only one 

meeting a month, if there were some questions that come up in November, we could still address 

them at the December meeting, but if we wait until December, and then have to follow up in 

February, that is a different sort of leap.  

 

Chair Doe: Think we can get something together for November. Would give the opportunity, 

should it be needed, to revise and come back in December. This way the Faculty Council can 

still see it instead of Executive Committee needing to approve it over the holidays.  

 

Mitchell: Thinks there is a way to frame so it is more palatable. Can frame it as an interim report 

from Provost Pedersen at the November meeting and then have the motion. Can offer it up as 

needing more time to continue to do this work well rather than rush it. Can have more depth to 

the plans and continue the progress already made. How we frame it will determine whether or 

not there is a lot of pushback or whether people are just excited to see we are making progress.  
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Chair Doe: Thanked everyone for this discussion. Our next steps will be to go about moving this 

forward as quickly as possible and putting together a framing for the motion. Will work on this 

so Executive Committee can look at it next week.  

 

Antolin: Asked if Mitchell would be interested in drawing something up. Seems to have a solid 

idea of what to include to make it simple and straightforward.  

 

Mitchell: Don’t know all the terminology to include in the motion but can easily do this. Two big 

pieces will need to be included. One is information around the new courses being taught, so will 

need that information from Provost Pedersen. Second piece is that there are many new faces on 

Faculty Council who may not fully understand the background and context. Will need some 

information about that to include. Motion would just say that the time frame has changed.  

 

Chair Doe: Will assign roles to do this. Asked Goetz to write up a few sentences of background 

to provide historical context. Requested that Provost Pedersen find information on the pilot 

classes or we can contact Vice Provost Long to get this information. Asked if Mitchell could 

assist with the framing of all this information. We would need any information to include in the 

agenda packet by Friday afternoon.  

 

Mitchell: Motion will be simple. It will just be a matter of presenting the information so we head 

off any potential challenges and big conversation. The Friday deadline will just depend on when 

we receive the information to include.  

 

Goetz: Will connect with Vice Provost Long who will have some nice verbiage for some of this. 

Think the clearest way forward is to say that this was approved, we had an interruption, and we 

are asking the deadline to moved back so we can figure it out. Vice Provost Long has 

information about the pilots and what is coming forward here in the next several months as well.  

 

Chair Doe: We will be in touch and connect all these dots to have something by Friday.  

 

2. Resolution Regarding Graduate Student Compensation and Fees – 

Melinda Smith, Sybil Sharvelle, Antonio Pedros-Gascon, Moti 

Gorin & Ramaa Vasudevan  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Believe we integrated some main concerns and simplified some of the sections.  

 

Sharvelle: We talked a little bit about the inclusion of further data and decided to go with 

references to the data sets rather than getting involved with too many details on data that could 

be arguable.  

 

Chair Doe: Point of clarification. Asked: Is the main data the Graduate School Graduate 

Assistant Compensation report? Asked: Is that where people would be directed: 

Pedros-Gascon: Confirmed. This was the report provided by Dean Mary Stromberger.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were questions from the Executive Committee. Have a few questions 

about items. Had an editorial thing for the third bullet, “whereas improving the living conditions 
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of graduates”. Wondered if it would be clearer to say “the living conditions of graduate 

students”. Later in that same section, the phrase about the international perspective may need to 

be re-worded. Not entirely sure what that statement is trying to say. 

 

Pedros-Gascon: These ideas were coming from CSUTP, was likely the title of Point C of 

CSUTP. 

 

Chair Doe: Asked: Is that something like a commitment to diversity, equity, inclusion, and 

justice as well as an international perspective? Still not entirely sure what this is trying to say.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Point #6 was guided by the international perspective. Can rephrase this how we 

want, we are just referring specifically to Point #6, but can re-word this to make it more accurate. 

Suggested “inclusion and justice, as well as a commitment to international perspectives.” 

 

Chair Doe: Thinks that would be much better. 

 

Antolin: Asked: Is that after we say as stated in the framework of CSUTP? If so, perhaps there 

should be a colon there, because then there is a list of points 4, 5, and 6. Thinks there needs to be 

some different punctuation break in the whole stream.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: We could also move the list of Points 4, 5, and 6 to come after our statement 

about international perspectives.  

 

Melinda Smith: Think we can go offline with this and make these changes. Expressed agreement 

that it is not clear.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Asked if there were any concerns about the remaining points.  

 

Chair Doe: Had a question about the fifth statement, “whereas CSU is a Carnegie Tier 1 Very 

High Research Activity…”. Asked: Is that the way it is referred to? 

 

Smith: Confirmed. R1 status means “very high”.  

 

Mitchell: Suggested adding the word “student” in the second point as well. Feels that should be 

changed throughout, from just “graduate” to “graduate student”.  

 

Norton: Wondering about the aspirational goal of covering 12 months of salary. Thinks putting 

the 12-month and the 9-month in the same sentence may confuse people. Think it would be 

clearer if it states “the aspirational goal of covering or providing 12 months of salary for all 

students on graduate assistantships.” Worry that a Board of Governors member may see this and 

think students are only doing nine months of work and wonder why we would pay them for 

twelve months. The point is that we want everybody to have a living wage and be employed 

year-round.  
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Chair Doe: Would be happy to help wordsmith this and look at punctuation things as well. Also 

need to make a decision about whether “graduate students” should be capitalized or not. Wonder 

as well, with CSUTP, if it makes sense to have that linked and have it spelled out.  

Linda Meyer: Commented in the chat that “Graduate Assistant” is usually capitalized, while 

graduate student is usually in lower-case.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Meyer. Asked if there were any other suggestions. Asked: How do we 

proceed with this? Wondering if it is ready to approve conditionally or if we would rather bring 

it back next time.  

 

Smith: We can edit and bring it back for next week.  

 

Chair Doe: Will need this by Friday afternoon. Asked members if there was further discussion.  

 

Antolin: Expressed appreciation for linking the grad report. Means we don’t necessarily have to 

put the numbers in, but it still may create conversation around this. Thinks it points the 

discussion in the right direction. If it goes to the Board of Governors, it will still have the report 

included but we don’t have to put the numbers in for what our goals are, to aspire to meet our 

peers. As a discussion item, it could still show what it will mean in actual dollars.  

 

Chair Doe: Also connects nicely to the Graduate School and provides a different level of 

credibility and institutional buy-in.  

 

Smith: Could be timely because there is a chance that Dean Stromberger will be presenting at the 

Board of Governors meeting, so it will be complimentary to that.  

 

Mitchell: Know we did some wordsmithing last time, but there was also some substantiative 

issues around different departments and different treatment of graduate students and grants and 

unintended consequences. Asked if the group felt these concerns were addressed.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Mitchell. Feels the resolution is addressing the graduate students that are 

suffering the most. Feels that it is inclusive, addressing the needs of those who most need it, 

while still addressing everyone else.  

 

Mitchell: Wanted to make sure that if this goes in front of Faculty Council that some won’t feel 

that this would mess with how they do things. These types of questions came up at last meeting, 

wanted to make sure they were addressed. 

 

Sharvelle: Our group did discuss this. This is addressing the graduate student positions that are in 

dire need of support. In the College of Engineering, we primarily support graduate research 

assistants for twelve months, so they are paid for the full 12 months. Did not see an issue with 

this being written to support students for twelve months of the year.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Sharvelle. Have reached the point where we can turn this back to the 

committee for some wordsmithing and we will look at it again next week.  
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3. Proposed Revisions to Section E.15 of the Academic Faculty and 

Administrative Professional Manual – Committee on 

Responsibilities and Standing of Academic Faculty – Marie 

Legare, Chair 

 

Marie Legare: Commented that Richard Eykholt is also here to explain a lot of this. This has muc 

to do with the University Grievance Officer and is related to the Section D.4 changes that 

Faculty Council approved last week.  

 

Legare: There are some changes in Section E.15 because of the changes in Section D.4 on the 

letters of expectation and reprimand that needed to be made. The rationale states that email is a 

standard means of communication, and we no longer need something to be signed off on. We can 

also record the hearings rather than having a written transcript. This just brings us up to speed.  

 

Richard Eykholt: Stated that this section was last revised in June of 2021 due to an emergency 

revisions, but other than that, it has been a long time since it was last revised. There are many 

things that are out of date and unclear. This is just working to update the language. 

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Legare and Eykholt. Reminded members that what we are asking ourselves 

is whether this item is ready to be seen on the floor of Faculty Council. We are not necessarily 

debating the merits of the provisions themselves. Asked if there were any questions.  

 

Vice Provost Susan James: Asked about once this gets past the floor of Faculty Council. Asked: 

Does this go in effect immediately and how does it affect ongoing cases?  

 

Eykholt: Will not go into effect until the Board of Governors approves it. In that case, cases 

already in the pipeline would generally be subject to the old rules. If this goes to Faculty Council 

in November, it may mean the Board would maybe approve it in time for it to go into effect for 

spring semester.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked what would be different in how cases are handled, before or after this is seen 

by the Board of Governors. 

 

Eykholt: There are two types of E.15’s. One is when you do not do your job and one is for 

behavior. For the one regarding job performance, you can’t start the discipline process until you 

have had a Phase Two Review. Way it is written now is that you put together the Phase Two 

Review Committee and then consider it warranted to put together a discipline committee. You 

have to do all the same things twice with both committees, and you can’t have the same people 

on the two committees. It drags the whole process out.  

 

Eykholt: Second thing is about not having to have a written transcript. Currently, everyone 

records things, so this makes more sense. There are some other changes around the letter of 

reprimand because it was nowhere else in the Manual, so now we have a section on it. There is 

also some clarification on how everyone involved is informed of the process. These are not 

changes to the process itself. Reported that currently there are no active Section E.15 cases.  
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Legare: Commented that this has been run through the Office of General Counsel.  

 

Eykholt: Confirmed that this has been sent to Vice Provost James, to Jannine Mohr, and Human 

Resources. None have raised any objections. Clarified that this does not necessarily mean it is 

approved, just that there have been no objections.  

 

Meyer: Had a question about the removal of the section about the letter of reprimand. There may 

be questions at Faculty Council, but they can be reminded that we addressed this at the last 

meeting with Section D.4.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Meyer. Asked Eykholt about the references to the University Grievance 

Officer being present. Asked if this was in response to problems that had occurred.  

 

Eykholt: No, just realized it never stated it. The University Grievance Officer manages the 

process, even if they have no say in whether someone is disciplined. Manage everything, so 

needs to be there, so just added this as clarification.  

 

Legare: Was understood, but just not written in the document.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Commented in the chat. Have a question regarding the impact the lack of 

transcript may have on the right to defense. Asked: May that impact a person exerting their 

defense not having a clear transcript? 

 

Eyholt: Every other process we have is simply recorded, so when people go for lawsuits or 

through the grievance process, it is just a recording. There should be no effect on legal 

proceedings. Recordings are now standard as opposed to written transcript. 

 

Legare: Knowing there is a recording is better in some cases. With minutes, sometimes 

clarification in statements is needed, but with a recording, it should actually be a better process.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Legare and Eykholt. Hearing no further discussion, requested a motion for 

this to be placed on the Faculty Council meeting agenda for November 2nd.  

 

Meyer: Moved. 

 

Smith: Second. 

 

Chair Doe: Requested a vote in the chat. 

 

Motion approved. Will appear on the Faculty Council agenda for November 2nd.  

 

E. Reports 

 

1. Faculty Council Chair Report – Sue Doe 

 

Deferred report to discussion items.  
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2. Board of Governors Report – Melinda Smith 

 

No report at this time.  

 

F. Discussion Items 

 

1. Public Deliberation Process – Martin Carcasson, Professor of 

Communication Studies 

 

Chair Doe: In March, we utilized the Center for Public Deliberation for our discussion of the 

Strategic Transformation process. We had a robust opportunity to participate in the conversation 

using their processes. Thought we could benefit from hearing from Martin Carcasson and could 

benefit down the line from having the services of the Center for Public Deliberation. No action to 

be taken today. Invited Carcasson here to have a conversation about services and processes.  

 

Martin Carcasson: Communications Studies professor and the director of the Center for Public 

Deliberation. Work as a process design person. Academic background is in argumentations, 

focusing on making distinctions between weak and strong arguments and how we design 

processes to do that. We have many processes that incentivize and reward bad arguments and 

punish good ones, which makes it hard to have conversations to make tough decisions.  

 

Carcasson: The Center for Public Deliberation began about fifteen years ago. We have dedicated 

coursework for students that we train a small group facilitator. A lot of our work is taking a 

larger group and turning it into smaller groups. As we have moved into the online format, some 

of our processes are being switched around. There are many different types of tools and working 

with people to interact in different ways.  

 

Carcasson: Showed a slide. One of the tools we use is to create a good participatory process. 

There are three stages. The first stage is divergent thinking. You want people to think outside the 

box, have some brainstorming, and get ideas out there. Challenge is ensuring we make sure lots 

of voices are heard and we are truly inclusive. That kind of divergent thinking requires a certain 

kind of communication. Sometimes we have a process that allows the divergent thinking that 

allows people lots of time to speak, but not enough time to develop a mutual understanding to 

see the different sides of the issues.  

 

Carcasson: The middle process is called the groan zone, which takes a different style of 

communication. It needs a different kind of process that asks questions and allows people to 

interact with each other. Now at the back end, with convergent thinking, you are now prioritizing 

and making decisions. This is where you make distinctions between strong and weak arguments 

and eventually moving to a decision or action.  

 

Carcasson: When you think of Faculty Council, which is primarily a decision-making body, you 

are often reacting to a specific resolution using Robert’s Rules. That is really looking at the back 

end, in convergent thinking. If Faculty Council should see itself as a broader deliberative body, if 
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the bigger questions of the University are being considered, question would be of whether that 

takes place entirely at the back end. Would look at the tools you have for that kind of discussion.  

 

Carcasson: Work a lot with the National Coalition of Deliberation, who have a lot of resources. 

They discuss four engagement steps, depending on what you are trying to do. There are tools for 

exploration, decision-making, collaborative action. Provided a link to the guide for reference. 

Happy to be a resource for Faculty Council. 

 

Mitchell: Suggested in the chat that this training be provided as an option, possibly in more 

depth, to standing committees that create action items for Faculty Council.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Carcasson. Have so much expertise in different areas, and would like to see 

us utilize this resource. Thanked Carcasson for sharing this information and these processes. 

Encouraged members to look through the resources provided.  

 

Carcasson: Faculty Council is in a difficult situation, with a lot of people and trying to do it 

online. What we try to do here is avoid polarization in hard conversations and replacing it with 

better things.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Carcasson for being here and providing resources.  

 

2. University Grievance Officer Evaluation – Linda Meyer 

 

Chair Doe: Would like to launch this conversation, as we typically have a few conversations 

around the University Grievance Officer Evaluation.  

 

Meyer: We have a template for the survey already. The report from Executive Committee is due 

to the Provost’s Office in February, so we will need to send out the survey, collect the results, 

and read through the survey responses and compile them by the end of February. Will work on 

preparing the survey questions for people to look at no later than the end of November so 

members can comment. Suggested the meeting on November 16th. That way we can have the 

survey ready to send out by the beginning of February. Expressed concern over timing with 

classes beginning in January.  

 

Chair Doe: Confirmed this will be put on the agenda for November 16th. Reported that we have a 

strong tool thanks to the work of Meyer.  

 

Norton: Expressed concern that this timeline won’t allow enough time to put report together. 

Recalled last year that it took some effort to get the comments summarized in time. 

 

Meyer: If we can get assistance from Institutional Research, we may be able to do this easily. 

Concerned about doing it too early as people are getting back on campus and going through first 

week of classes. Feels that a week will be sufficient to get results, can set the deadline.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Meyer. Will take this back up no later than the meeting on November 16th. 

Will contact Institutional Research to see if they can assist and work us into their schedule.  

http://www.ncdd.org/files/NCDD2010_Resource_Guide.pdf
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3. How Manual Changes Are Approved – Chair Sue Doe 

 

Chair Doe: Directed members’ attention to the PowerPoint slide provided in the packet. Was 

presented at the new faculty orientation to inform them of process for approving Manual items.  

• Ideas first percolate up from standing committees, who work on the language and bring it 

to their committees for a vote. 

• Then it goes to Executive Committee, who reviews it and decides whether it is ready to 

stand debate on the floor of Faculty Council. 

• Faculty Council then deliberates and passes their judgment. 

• All Manual changes passed through Faculty Council then have to go through the Office 

of General Counsel, as well as the Administrative Professional Council.  

• Once it gets through there, it goes to the Board of Governors. 

 

Chair Doe: These review processes have to happen well before the Board of Governors meeting, 

as items are due to them way in advance. Felt it important to share this process.  

 

4. Return to the Vision Zero Endorsement 

 

Chair Doe: The Vision Zero group had asked us to endorse their idea. Asked if members had 

given any further consideration to this or what form this may take. It could be just an 

announcement that we endorse it. Asked for any comments. Recalled that Mitchell had asked 

how this fit into the strategic planning and how we as a group vet these items that come before us 

and how we determine priority. 

 

Mitchell: Expressed that it was good to see President McConnell there and speaking in support 

of this. In some respects, it is good having things where what we are doing and what the 

administration is doing aligned. Thinks this sends a signal that we are supporting the 

administration, but we are also supporting the members of our community and their safety. 

Bigger question is about strategy and making sure we have a voice in the strategy.  

 

Chair Doe: Hearing no further discussion, will work with Amy Barkley to put together an action 

item for Executive Committee to approve next week. The endorsement can occur during the 

announcements. Will come back to this at our next meeting.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there was any further business. Hearing none, requested motion to adjourn.  

 

Mitchell: Moved.  

 

Smith: Second.  

 

Executive Committee adjourned at 5:03 p.m. 

     Sue Doe, Chair 

     Andrew Norton, Vice Chair 

     Melinda Smith, BOG Representative 

     Amy Barkley, Executive Assistant 


