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MINUTES 

Executive Committee 

Tuesday, November 9, 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; Mike Antolin, Natural Sciences; William Sanford, Natural Resources; Jennifer Peel, 

Veterinary Medicine & Biomedical Sciences 

 

Guests: President Joyce McConnell; Jenelle Beavers, Vice President for Strategy; Brad 

Goetz, Chair University Curriculum Committee; Susan James, Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs; 

Steve Reising, Chair Committee on Faculty Governance 

 

Absent: none 

 

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

 

November 9, 2021 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEMS: 

 

I. Minutes to be Approved 

 

A. Executive Committee Minutes – October 26, 2021  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were corrections to be made to minutes. Submitted some minor typos.  

 

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 November 

16, 2021 – Location TBD – 3:00 p.m.  

a. A CST discussion will be held following our regular 

business.  

 

Chair Doe: Our next Executive Committee meeting will be next Tuesday, November 16th. 

Reminded members that we will have a quick business meeting first, and then begin our 

Courageous Strategic Transformation engagement process at 3:30 p.m. Noted that this will likely 

be a two-hour time commitment and we will be going long that day. Thanked Vice President 

Jenelle Beavers and team for engaging Executive Committee in that process.  
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Rob Mitchell: Asked Vice President Beavers: For those in other groups, would it be good to go 

to other workshops, or should we just come to the Executive Committee one? 

 

Vice President Jenelle Beavers: There is a workshop tomorrow that some are invited to due to 

their membership on a drafting group, but they will be doing the exact same exercise. 

Recommended coming to the Executive Committee one because it will be smaller, and the 

conversation may be slightly different.  

 

2. The Next Faculty Council meeting will be held on December 7, 

2021 – Microsoft Teams – 4:00 p.m. 

 

B. President Report – President Joyce McConnell 

 

President Joyce McConnell: Coming to the group with a question. Considers this an important 

leadership group on campus and am looking to your collective wisdom. Will be asking everyone 

to think and advise on three to five questions that we want to ask ourselves every time we are 

doing something in Courageous Strategic Transformation or making a change pursuant to 

Courageous Strategic Transformation or making an allocation of resources. Want to know what 

kinds of questions we should be asking. It is critical to get a sense of what it is we value and 

what we want to make as priorities. Have appreciated that Courageous Strategic Transformation 

has given us a foundation to examine all our policies.  

 

Chair Doe: One of the things we often hear people saying when we are doing an exercise like 

this is to ask about how this advances the brand. Not terribly fond of that question. Would 

change this to ask ourselves about what lies beneath the brand. One of the ways we have 

distinguished ourselves in terms of articulated values is through our Principles of Community. 

Would say rather than “advancing the brand”, would hold the Principles of Community true in 

our decision making. Asked: How does this reflect or advance our Principles of Community?  

 

Andrew Norton: Would ask how this enhances inclusion and equity at the University. Think 

there are a lot of decisions, particularly in pandemic times, that may have been necessary but had 

far-reaching impacts into equity issues. Would be nice to have one of the questions we ask every 

time think about how this will impact inclusion and equity at the University. 

 

President McConnell: Noted that this was something thought of regularly when making 

decisions. Gave example of the collective decision to only make cuts and not lay anyone off. We 

attempted to mitigate where there were effects, but having gone through this exercise, feel this is 

an important question to ask.  

 

Vice President Beavers: Commented in the chat that this was also a question we asked each 

leadership drafting group to address when they were setting their goals.  

 

Melinda Smith: Thinking about this in ecological evolutionary terms. If we think about 

evolution, choices can catalyze you towards a direction that you may not be able to come back 

from. Would ask the question about how this decision will impact future decisions and how we 

address them. Asked: How does the immediate decision impact what we do in the future? 
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Mitchell: In some sense, there are these internal questions about what is happening internally, 

such as with our Principles of Community, and then there are external questions such as how we 

are engaging a broader set of stakeholders. Stated disagreement with the metaphor of students as 

customers. We need to treat them differently, while on the flip side, needing seats to be filled to 

survive as a University. One of the questions that should be asked is whether the decision 

improves the product. The product can include both what we are offering to students and the 

students themselves. Another question to ask is how this decision prevents us from being 

disrupted. Last question to ask would be asking what the implications of this decision are, both in 

the short-term and long-term, and what we are not doing as a result of these implications.  

 

Jennifer Peel: One of the questions that comes to mind is determining what success looks like. 

Asked: What does it look like and how do we measure it? It doesn’t necessarily need to be 

quantitative, but sometimes we don’t have a firm idea of what success looks like. Another 

question that should be asked is whether the idea is motivating the outcomes we want.  

 

Smith: Asked: How much does reflection in the past inform what decisions we are making in the 

future? This is sometimes hard to do but knowing what has and has not worked in the past can 

help us figure out what might be the right path in the future.  

 

Mike Antolin: Always want to ask whether this is the right thing to do. Budget realities and 

trade-offs will always present themselves, but always want to start with the question of whether 

this is the right thing to do. Then we can look at whether our reality includes big or small 

impediments. Sometimes by talking about these things, you can discover that one of your 

impediments was that you just never talked about it before. Like to think big and then reality will 

shape itself.  

 

Mitchell: Wanted to share a story about what success looks like in students. Having our 

basement done, and we have this gentleman doing our drywall. We were having a conversation, 

and he reveals he is a student studying engineering at CSU. He is a veteran, first-generation 

Native American student who has worked for six years to finish degree. Here is a student who 

has managed to work his business and get through school. Feels this is what Colorado State is. 

Feels that these can’t just be general questions, they need to embody the lives of the individuals 

we impact. This is what land grant universities support.  

 

President McConnell: Thanked Mitchell for this story in the chat. Raises the question of whether 

we are set up as an institution to serve students like this or do we need to change.  

 

William Sanford: Like the idea of big picture. One thing to consider is not forgetting the present 

and how we got here and what decisions were made in the past. Would ask the question about 

the reasoning for the decisions that were made in the past. We know what works, what failed, 

and what is better, but looking at why these decisions were made and what the circumstances 

were can help us not make the same mistakes.  

 

Antolin: Expressed appreciation for Mitchell’s story and wanting to stay focused on our core 

mission. Went to an elite college back East and they were discussing how their incoming 

freshman class was 7% first-generation. Feels keeping this in mind is really important.  
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President McConnell: Feels it is important to stop and have these bigger conversations to remind 

us why we do what we do. Stated that we are almost at or slightly exceeding having 25% of our 

student body being first-generation, which is huge.  

 

Antolin: Have also seen the Latinx population in our majors increasing. It is really great.  

 

President McConnell: We have managed to get the Latinx, Hispanic, and Chicano enrollment up 

to 15%, which was our goal so we can file for emerging Hispanic-Serving Institution status.  

 

Sybil Sharvelle: Did want to get to the core point of CSU being a land-grant institution and 

sticking with these core values. Think we should consider what it means to be a land-grant 

institution now in 2021 and moving forward, as it may look different than when the University 

was first founded.  

 

Antolin: Would also ask who would be empowered by this decision. Have appreciated, as a CSU 

faculty member, how some programs here were built over time because small groups of faculty 

or people shared an interest and were allowed to be empowered to build it up. Asked: As 

decisions are being made, how can you empower groups of individuals and incentivized groups 

of individuals? We may not necessarily have the funds to do everything we want, but some of it 

has happened organically among small groups of people who recruit similarly hard-working 

people, and it creates an area of excellence. Wondering how we can empower people to do this.  

 

President McConnell: To Antolin’s point, creativity comes with agency and autonomy and not a 

lot of bureaucracy. This is something that is important. As we move toward having more policies 

and operations that are consistent, we need to also make sure we are not building a bureaucracy 

that shuts down that creativity.  

 

Mitchell: Was something we discussed in class today. One of the points of conversation was 

about how these startups can succeed in the face of all these big companies with so many 

resources. The answer was that they are able to be dynamic. You see these big companies that 

can’t act or act quickly, but these small companies have speed and creativity. There is a 

dynamism that allows them to do the things they do. Like the idea of enabling us to be quick and 

dynamic in response to needs. We saw with COVID how quickly and dynamically the University 

can respond and do so in a way with good decisions.  

 

Jane Stewart: Feels one of the most important things is making sure we are addressing the goal in 

the mission. We want to make sure we are inclusive, but don’t want to lose the idea of our 

mission and getting us closer to that. Otherwise, we may be wasting resources going down a 

direction we don’t want to be on.  

 

Sharon Anderson: We should also be asking whether the decision increases bureaucracy.  

 

President McConnell: Feels this has been extremely helpful. Noted that we talked about the 

educational mission, but didn’t talk directly about research or engagement, which are the other 

two key parts of our mission. Wondered if anyone had questions for those two parts of mission.  
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Linda Meyer: Can speak from the Libraries regarding research. There is an ongoing need in the 

Library for access to journal subscriptions, which go up in price every year. We do the best we 

can with the selections we have to serve the needs of the community, but this continues to be an 

ongoing concern.  

 

Smith: Some of it could be related to the opportunity costs question and if decisions to invest in 

one aspect of education will have negative impacts on our ability to expand our research 

enterprise or respond to new and emerging programs. Would ask how we can foster both 

education and research. Other thing to consider is if there is a way that CSU could play a role in 

directing future research and being leaders in research and inspiring other institutions.  

 

Stewart: Part of the College of Agriculture, and a lot of what we do is tied to stakeholders. One 

of the questions we should be asking is how what we are doing will improve either the 

livelihoods or engagement with our various stakeholders.  

 

Norton: The topics around Principles of Community and equity and inclusion apply to 

engagement as well. When we are thinking about engagement, we should also think about which 

communities are we reaching out to and which communities we are not reaching and this 

decision will enhance our ability to reach all communities in Colorado.  

 

Chair Doe: Sometimes when we talk of research, we tend to think of strictly data-driven 

research. Come from a disciplinary area that considers research in a different way. We look more 

theoretically than quantitatively. Gave example of doing data-driven research around faculty. We 

can also ask questions about the lived experiences of faculty, and that too can be research. The 

preference that is sort of embedded within most research institutions for data-driven research 

over qualitative research sometimes tends to take us into areas where we forget we can find out 

about what is going on and the need to hear new voices. There is important research and different 

kinds of scholarship happening on this campus. Asked: How do we raise this up and see the 

value in it and incentivize so we can continue it robustly?  

 

Mitchell: Passionate about thinking about strategy and future of universities in the role we play 

to have impact on the lives of students. Thinking about the role organizations have to take 

different perspectives of different decision-makers and coming up with a way to aggregate them 

that best meets the needs of stakeholders. Expressed hope that things like Courageous Strategic 

Transformation and the Academic Master Plan don’t become things that just get done every five 

or so years, but that these conversations become the living dynamic conversations that enable 

that decision-making to happen all the time.  

 

President McConnell: Thanked Mitchell for raising this. The issue with the word “plan” is that it 

can feel static, and we are trying to envision how we can create this sense of the word constantly 

transforming. It is iterative. This is not a plan you put on a shelf, it is something we are going to 

live and breathe and keep examining.  

 

Antolin: We have mentioned teaching, research, and engagement, but haven’t talked about this 

broader idea of general scholarship and artistry. Asked: Is this something being talked about?  
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President McConnell: Part of that whole piece of flourishing humanity was trying to capture that 

creativity and expression and what lifts the human spirit. It matters, and feel we do not talk about 

it enough. Expressed hope that with the thriving planet and flourishing humanity overlap, we will 

begin to talk about it more.  

 

Antolin: Was part of the group that helped design the first floor of the Biology building and we 

worked with an exhibit designer. The amount of creativity that went into that process and then 

seeing art students in that building sketching was a victory moment, seeing things coming 

together across research, science, and artistry and creativity. Expressed hope we can keep that 

value going.  

 

President McConnell: Requested we have another one of these conversations. Has been very 

inspiring and incredibly helpful.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked President McConnell. Expressed appreciation for opportunity.  

 

Additional questions/comments posed by members in the chat for consideration:  

• Is it true; is it kind; is it necessary? 

• What would we do if funds were unlimited? 

• How will this idea help advance our commitment to a more equitable University and 

establish clear models of accountability? 

• What are the potential costs and are we willing to deal with these costs? 

• With the idea of students being customers, are we including them in our understanding of 

what “success” means?  

• What questions or actions or decisions are we avoiding because they are uncomfortable 

to consider? 

• How does this effort get closer to our mission/goal? 

• What are the unintended consequences of these decisions that we are not thinking of 

now? 

• How does this support our cultural, structural, and academic environments for being a 

Hispanic-Serving Institution?  

• How will the decision make CSU a place where everyone wants to work and learn now 

and 10 years from now? 

• How will this increase our operational excellence? 

• How will this increase our resilience and ability to respond to external forces? 

• Open resources should be a priority.  

• Sense is that for CSU to compete in the future and remain relevant, we need to integrate 

the engagement and research pieces into our teaching even more and integrate across 

disciplines. This is where we have core competence.  

• Research excellence and engagement integrated with high-quality education are essential 

to who we are as a Carnegie Research I institution. 

• Artistry and creativity are crucial to “new knowledge” creation.  

• Linguistic diversity and inclusiveness in our programs and way of planning the university 

curriculum should be something we do.  
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C. Provost/Executive Vice President Report – Mary Pedersen 

 

Provost Pedersen: We have our student success leadership team and the six different working 

groups in process right now. We meet every Wednesday morning to hear proposals from each 

group. The entire leadership team will be selecting which proposals to support. We had a 

meeting with the Deans, and they are all working on proposals from each college. They 

requested more of a template format, so we are developing that and will be sending that out to 

collect their inputs. We are looking to support major initiatives from each college, from each of 

our student success teams. We will be giving a brief presentation at the Board of Governors on 

which initiatives we have supported so far. We will have a better idea in spring semester and 

would be happy to share more about this then. 

 

Provost Pedersen: We are working with Ken Magloughlin, chair of the department of Math. We 

have a student success task force that will be envisioning the big challenges around the high fail 

rate in both precalculus and calculus courses. We are assembling a task force including faculty 

from other colleges. We will provide an update in spring semester.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Things are continuing to move forward with our Academic Master Plan. We 

are preparing for our forum on February 11th, which is our next big retreat. More information 

will be sent out about that.  

 

Provost Pedersen: We are beginning to develop our working action plan for our reaccreditation. 

We will be putting out a proposal requesting participants on our task force leading the initiatives. 

Will likely have an update about this following Fall Break.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Thanked Chair Doe for the heavy lifting work on moving forward the task 

force group around the AUCC 1C curricular category. Will likely hear updates from Chair Doe 

around this. Very excited about the collaboration happening there. 

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Provost Pedersen. Asked if there were any questions. Expressed 

appreciation for both Provost Pedersen and President McConnell for attending the talk presented 

by Adrianna Kezar last night. 

 

President McConnell: Thanked Chair Doe for the work to make that happen. It was so important 

to have her here. We had the opportunity to continue the conversation over dinner.  

 

Provost Pedersen: It was wonderful bringing together all the work the task forces have been 

doing over the last couple years. Excited to see the priorities coming out of this and ensuring we 

continue to move forward and providing regular updates.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Would like to reiterate a comment made by a colleague about how we track 

progress and how we will know we are moving in the right direction after two years. Asked: 

What points will we be using to assess how much progress we have been making? Also 

commented that many of the statements from College of Liberal Arts faculty were around salary. 

Expressed hope this would be addressed.  
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Provost Pedersen: Have thought about this and would like to propose a suggestion and see how 

others would like to develop the suggestion. We have recommendations that have come out of 

our task force and was inspired by different ideas presented by Dr. Kezar in terms of how we can 

better support our continuing, contract, and adjunct faculty. Would suggest we draft up a list of 

priorities and bring this into the conversation. One of the questions we heard last night is how we 

can make sure we have these conversations with the faculty and the right groups, ensuring the 

right people are involved. There has been good work done by the task force that overlapped with 

comments made last night. Think we should use these as priorities, and we can always add to 

them. Then it is just a matter of creating a timeline around the priorities and how we will be 

reporting and accountable around them.  

 

President McConnell: Feels this is important. Upon first arriving in 2019, we created a 

promotion ladder and worked to ensure it gets funding each year. In the past, there was not any 

way in which people were going to make progress and get those 10% bumps upon promotion. 

Now we get those bumps each time someone is promoted. If we look at this as a floor of where 

people are, then we can come up with specific goals about what level we need to be raising 

people’s salaries and on what schedule.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Like the idea of having a website where we post this information and about 

the successes. Expressed appreciation for President McConnell bringing up the success around 

creating that opportunity and the funding. Maybe this can become a part of Courageous Strategic 

Transformation website, where we have accountability around what is happening. Feel we need 

to communicate it and make it transparent.  

 

Vice President Beavers: Commented in the chat that this can be put on the Courageous Strategic 

Transformation website. Can show milestones on how we are achieving goals.  

 

Antolin: Would like to see if there would be any way to create a salary ladder that would include 

floors and ceilings. That is where some of the disparities exist between colleges and departments, 

as we have no guide for what is considered the correct salary level for all these different ranks.  

 

President McConnell: We have been working on this on the administrative professional side of 

the equation, and we will have a study done very soon to get the picture so that we know what is 

equitable. Feels this would be important to do with faculty. Know that Vice Provost James is 

looking at the Delaware study, which has many gradations of status as we do. Antolin raised an 

important point, that there may be other sources of data that we need to turn to. The benefit of 

the Delaware study is that it tells us norms across the country that help us better understand how 

to be competitive. Looking at this to help us set goals would be very important.  

 

Smith: Feels it is important to look outward. One of the drawbacks of the California ladder 

system is that it can be quite constraining on how you recruit and retain people. Feel we don’t 

want to go down that road, but we do want to know the floor for the bands we have available to 

us. Would be nice to have some guidance.  

 

Chair Doe: Struck by Pedros-Gascon’s comment about how we will know we are making 

progress after two years. Feels this is an important framing of the question. A number of the 
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meetings with Dr. Kezar were with leadership around things like reviewing policies across units 

so there is a development of some consistency, as well as explanations of why there are 

differences. There was also a discussion of the audit of policies around continuing, contract, and 

adjunct faculty. Someone mentioned the idea of having a dashboard to help maintain a sense of 

progress on these items and being accountable to these efforts. It does seem like this could be a 

part of Courageous Strategic Transformation. Know there is a desire to integrate the work of our 

centers and institutes as part of Courageous Strategic Transformation. Commented that there is a 

Center for the Study of Academic Labor that could be used to undertake studies.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: In addition to salary equity, would also like to bring forward that there needs to 

be a clear concept of work equity. There needs to be assess in terms of what is service and how 

service is done and evaluated.  

 

President McConnell: Have heard about the teaching load and service load and how we can 

make this more equitable. Thanked Pedros-Gascon for bringing this up. Expressed appreciation 

for this being presented on by Dr. Kezar as well.  

 

Mitchell: Echoed Pedros-Gascon’s statements. Really like the transparency of a dashboard, will 

help us from a broader perspective. Expressed appreciation for idea of including this in the 

strategic plan. It is easy to look at things in chunks and isolation, when in reality, we need to be 

looking at our strategy and choosing what to do and what not to do. One piece that is critical is 

making sure all of what we have been doing with contract and continuing faculty is situated with 

what we are doing with respect to tenure-track and research faculty. Like the idea of making sure 

this is situated in a broader strategy.  

 

D. Old Business 

 

E. Action Items 

 

1. UCC Minutes – October 22 & 29, 2021 

 

Chair Doe: We have University Curriculum Committee minutes from October 22nd and 29th. 

Requested a motion to place these minutes on the Faculty Council agenda and then we can 

discuss these.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Moved. 

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any questions or concerns regarding these minutes. 

 

Norton: Have a question. See that we are getting rid of CS 548 and STAT 548, which was 

bioinformatics, and we are adding CS 525, which says it is for computer science students only. 

Am assuming that affected departments were consulted, but this seems like a big change.  

 

Brad Goetz: There was some discussion about that. Anybody outside of Computer Science, 

which sounded like it was only a few, could get an override.  

 



10 
 

Antolin: Expressed concern about change. This is an area that biologists would be interested in. 

 

Norton: This is a growing area, and we don’t have many classes in there. It is concerning but am 

assuming that colleges were consulted.  

 

Goetz: Stated that this class was not as highly attended as you might expect. Am certain that if 

there are changes needed in the future, that can be proposed and can be accepted.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Goetz. Asked if there were any other questions regarding these minutes.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: If there is something of concern, we should pull that item from the set and have 

clarification provided next week. Will not affect its ability to be approved by Faculty Council. 

Given that two people have expressed concerns, it would be due diligence to have it pulled out 

and clarification provided.  

 

Goetz: That is a good option. Will take that to the committee this week.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Goetz. Have an additional question. There is a class, SPCM 380A4, Race 

and Communication in the United States. Asked: Would this course fit into the 1C category, or is 

it not applicable because it is a 300-level?  

 

Goetz: Normally would not put a 300-level class there, but a lower version of it might logically 

fit into the 1C category. 

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Goetz. If there are no further questions, asked if there were any objections 

to placing these on the Faculty Council agenda.  

 

Hearing no objections, minutes placed on Faculty Council agenda with one item removed for 

further discussion next week.  

 

2. Proposed Revisions to Section C.2.1.9.5 of the Academic Faculty 

and Administrative Professional Manual – Committee on Faculty 

Governance – Steve Reising, Chair – [tentative] 

 

Steve Reising: The Vice President for Information Technology, Brandon Bernier, had come from 

the University of Wisconsin and approached us to get more faculty input into the information 

technology planning process. What we are proposing here is a new Committee on Information 

Technology and adding a standing committee to consult with the Vice President for Information 

Technology and provide their input. Stakeholders were consulted in this area and the creation of 

this committee is to help increase the amount of faculty input in the processes around adoption, 

maintenance improvements, and sunsetting of different information technology services.  

 

Chair Doe: Commented that the Committee on Faculty Governance, when seeing this proposal 

for the first time, made some suggestions and requested more due diligence around the 

stakeholders. We sought out an additional stakeholder group, which resulted in a small but 
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significant change. Thanked the Committee on Faculty Governance for their attention and their 

interest and mindfulness around faculty voice in information technology.  

 

Antolin: Requested clarification on who calls meetings of the standing committees and if they 

are regularly scheduled. Wondering if there are rules regarding when committees need to meet.  

 

Reising: The Committee on Faculty Governance is responsible for staffing these committees, 

specifically the faculty representatives. Once the committee is constituted, they elect a chair from 

the faculty members. The chair then works with the members to find an agreeable time to meet 

each semester. The number of meetings varies depending on level of activity of committee.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Asked how many voting members this would add to Faculty Council. Presume it 

would only be the standing committee chair. 

 

Reising: Confirmed. Would only be the chair.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Would also suggest that it may be important to come up with terms for how 

many times a person can be the chair of these committees. Feels it is also important for these 

standing committees to be submitting their minutes for the archives. Wondering if this can be 

considered by the Committee on Faculty Governance for a future rewriting of this section.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Pedros-Gascon. Commented that we are doing well in the area of getting 

minutes from the committees. Noted that minutes are handled differently in each group. 

Executive Committee and Faculty Council have a near transcription, whereas other committees 

may have a more skeletal approach to their minutes.  

 

Reising: In terms of minutes being skeletal, there can be an advantage to that in members of the 

committee may feel freer to speak their mind without being cited. Have seen some hesitancy in 

the past when things are known to be public that people are less willing to speak their opinion.  

 

Anderson: Asked in the chat: Who are the two groups [in item #6]? 

 

Reising: Responded to Anderson’s question from the chat. In item #6, they have a duty to have a 

representative serve as a member of the Information Technology Advisory Council to ensure 

alignment and communication between the two groups. The two groups are the Committee on 

Information Technology and the Information Technology Advisory Council.  

 

Norton: Had a question about item #5, advising the Vice President for Information Technology. 

Asked: Is that something other committees routinely provide?  

 

Reising: Deferred to Chair Doe who was more involved in those discussions. 

 

Chair Doe: Don’t know that there is any specific loyalty to the word “advise”. Feel this was 

meant in a generic way, to offer advice or recommendations.  
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Norton: Clarified the idea is to provide advice rather than determine position. Wondering if the 

Office of General Counsel would want to look at this.  

 

Chair Doe: That is a good question. We could try to contact the Office of General Counsel about 

this to see if they have a response to that. 

 

Sanford: Noted that this committee would need to be added to Section C.1.9.2 where the 

committees are listed.  

 

Reising: Can go back to the Committee on Faculty Governance to get that added in. Thanked 

Sanford for catching that. 

 

Norton: Did a word search, and the language of advising a Vice President comes up in other 

committees, such as the Committee on Strategic and Financial Planning and Committee on 

Intercollegiate Athletics. Feels the language is fine since it comes up in other places.  

 

Mitchell: Asked about the focus on “national” information technology issues as part of the duties 

of the committee.  

 

Chair Doe: This could be a friendly amendment. Think the point was to be invitational for the 

committee to talk about trends and issues. 

 

Mitchell: Suggested using “broad” as a term instead. Wondering if that could be suggested since 

we may be making a few tweaks to this anyway.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked Reising what these suggestions or changes would involve for the Committee 

on Faculty Governance.  

 

Reising: Feels this could be done over email and would not require an additional meeting. 

Requested clarification on the preferred language around “broad”. Asked: Is it clear that “broad” 

means beyond CSU?  

 

Mitchell: Could use “national” or “international”. Want it to be broad and inclusive.  

 

Reising: Will take these language suggestions back to the Committee on Faculty Governance.  

 

Vice Provost James: The information technology infrastructure is so crucial to our research 

infrastructure. Wondering if there should be an ex-officio representative from the Office for the 

Vice President for Research. Noted that TILT is in there to represent instructional needs.  

 

Reising: That is a good point. We did not discuss that. There are a few ex-officio members, but 

they wouldn’t be required to attend every time. Could be a point person that we could interact 

with on specific issues or when specific changes come up. Commented that there is a tech 

committee that could be pulled from through the Office of the Vice President for Research. 

Might be worth a discussion with David Patterson and the office.  
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Chair Doe: Question now before us is whether we consider this ready to stand debate on the floor 

of Faculty Council.  

 

Anderson: Maybe after the changes have been made.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: There are no major concerns, just a few tweaks. Would make sense to approve 

this after we have seen those and ensure it will not be challenged in Faculty Council.  

 

Mitchell: Sense is that these changes are not substantiative enough to undermine the purpose of 

the committee. Would be okay with a committee that doesn’t have a representative from the 

Office of the Vice President for Research or those other small tweaks if it means holding this up.  

 

Reising: Believe this can be done over email with the Committee on Faculty Governance and can 

come back one week from today with a new version for consideration. Believe we can still get 

this on the agenda for the December Faculty Council meeting. Asked if the Executive Committee 

would be willing to reconsider this next week.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any objections to this proposal. Hearing none, Executive 

Committee will reconsider this at their meeting next week.  

 

F. Reports 

 

1. Faculty Council Chair Report – Sue Doe 

 

Chair Doe: Our resolution on graduate student compensation and fees is posted on the Faculty 

Council website and is fully viewable and already being referred to. Thanked the group that 

worked on this and congratulated them on their work.  

 

Chair Doe: The unionization meeting that the AAUP held on October 28th was robust and highly 

attended. Encouraged members to pay attention to upcoming legislation around the possible 

capacity for organizing all of Colorado public workers. Feels this item will get at least some 

discussion on the floor of our state capitol, so worth paying attention to.  

 

Chair Doe: The task force around AUCC 1C had their opening meeting today and is starting their 

work. The point of this exercise is to be deliberate and have careful thought and think this thing 

through and do so mindfully. One of the things the task force will do is produce a report at the 

end of this year to report on status and progress. Expressed appreciation for this group and it is 

quite a big lift.  

 

Chair Doe: Recently Faculty Council passed revisions to Section D.4, which have been turned 

back by the Office of General Counsel. Concern was around the word “counseling” and the 

implication that this meant psychological counseling, which is not something that Deans and 

chairs are qualified to undertake. The language is currently being reviewed by the Provost’s 

Office. Reminded members that items are also sent to the Administrative Professional Council, 

who also put a pause on this. This will not be going forward to the Board of Governors for their 

December meeting. We will see where this goes from here.  
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2. Board of Governors Report – Melinda Smith 

 

Smith: Nothing to report. Reminded members that the next Board of Governors meeting is on 

December 2nd and 3rd. Will work to have a report ready for the Faculty Council meeting and can 

report more then.  

 

G. Discussion Items 

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there was anything else for the good of the group.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Wondered when we will discuss which items we want to undertake for the 

spring semester. Reminded members that Athletic Director Joe Parker agreed to come back to 

Faculty Council to present the athletic budget. There may be other items of interest. 

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Pedros-Gascon. Will add this to our agenda for either November 30th or our 

meeting in December.  

 

Norton: We had a presentation from Mary Ontiveros prior to her retirement. Would like to hear a 

presentation from Vice President Kauline Cipriani or Shannon Archibeque-Engle about what 

changes have occurred in the Office of the Vice President for Inclusive Excellence.  

 

Chair Doe: Will make a note of these two items and will add more at our meeting at the end of 

the month.  

 

Chair Doe: Hearing no further business, requested a motion to adjourn.  

 

Antolin: Moved. 

 

Executive Committee adjourned at 4:58 p.m. 

 

     Sue Doe, Chair 

     Andrew Norton, Vice Chair 

     Melinda Smith, BOG Representative 

     Amy Barkley, Executive Assistant 


