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MINUTES 

Executive Committee 

Tuesday, October 26, 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; Jennifer Peel, Veterinary Medicine & Biomedical 

Sciences 

 

Guests: Brad Goetz, Chair University Curriculum Committee; Susan James, Vice Provost for 

Faculty Affairs 

 

Absent: William Sanford, Natural Resources 

 

Chair Sue Doe called the meeting to order at 3:05 p.m.  

 

October 26, 2021 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEMS: 

 

I. Minutes to be Approved 

 

A. Executive Committee Minutes – October 19, 2021  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any corrections to be made to the minutes.  

 

Hearing none, minutes approved by unanimous consent.  

 

 II. Items Pending/Discussion Items 

 

A. Announcements 

 

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

9, 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. 

3. AAUP will host a unionization panel for Campus Equity Week on 

October 28, 2021, 4:00-5:30pm in Lory Student Center Room 306 

 

Chair Doe: The AAUP will be hosting a unionization panel for Campus Equity Week on October 

28th from 4:00 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. in the Lory Student Center in room 306.  

 

Chair Doe: Reminded members that Adrianna Kezar will be visiting and giving a plenary talk on 

November 8th at 4:00 p.m. in the Lory Student Center in Ballroom D.  
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B. Provost/Executive Vice President Report – Mary Pedersen 

 

Provost Mary Pedersen: Have a few updates and will be providing a longer report for our Faculty 

Council meeting next week. We have been soliciting input from different colleges and units on 

highlights, so we will pick the main ones to report on. 

 

Provost Pedersen: We had a retreat last Friday around student success. Each of the colleges, the 

Deans and associate Deans presented their focuses around student success and what they are 

doing right now with students in terms of different initiatives. Was great to hear from the 

colleges as well as the student success team. Goal was to understand the breadth and scope of 

what is happening around campus and how we can partner together. Each college will submit a 

proposal for additional support, if they have not already, and we are intending to provide support 

for each college around student success initiatives. Would be happy to provide a summary 

update at a future Faculty Council meeting.  

 

Provost Pedersen: We have implemented some new components around program review. We are 

having external review teams for all program reviews, which will be supported by the Provost’s 

office. There is a report that goes to the Board of Governors. Feels it might be useful to have a 

report given to Faculty Council highlighting a summary of program review. Feels it is important 

for everyone to hear what we are doing for program reviews 

 

Provost Pedersen: We are moving forward with the Academic Master Planning process. We had 

a second open forum today. The advisory team will be meeting in a few weeks and then we will 

plan for our big workshop on February 11th. Asked members to block that off on their calendars. 

We will be developing an agenda soon and sharing that, as well as sending a save the date. We 

are also working on our presentation to the Board of Governors for their December meeting.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked Provost Pedersen. Had mentioned at our last meeting about possibly putting 

together a Reaccreditation Steering Committee. Wondering what would be most helpful from 

Executive Committee. Asked if requesting suggestions for faculty representation or other 

individuals for this committee.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Good question. Will need to think about the role and purpose of this 

committee. We looked this morning at potential site visit dates. We were asked to send four 

dates, so we are submitting those now, with a couple dates in Fall 2023 and a couple in Spring 

2024. Will get back to group once we receive confirmation on the date, as that will drive the 

timeline. Will look at the scope and role of that leadership team and will get back to you.  

 

Provost Pedersen: We are putting out a request for two faculty fellows in the Provost’s Office. 

One will be for accreditation, who will be helping pull information together to write the report. 

We are looking for someone with experience in accreditation. We will be working with all teams 

as a collaborative effort. The other faculty fellow will be helping support student success efforts.  

 

Amy Barkley: Posted a link to fellow information in the chat.  

 

https://president.colostate.edu/2022-2023-detailed-fellowship-descriptions/
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Vice Provost Susan James: Will maybe be looking for a faculty fellow to support faculty affairs 

work. Unsure what this looks like yet. Asked if Provost Pedersen wanted to discuss the new 

Executive Leadership Team structure.  

 

Provost Pedersen: President Joyce McConnell had pulled together a task force to look at the 

meeting structure for the President’s Leadership Team, the Executive Leadership Team, and the 

Council of Deans. One of the challenges was that the Council of Deans overlapped a lot with the 

Executive Leadership Team, so many presentations were being repeated. The task force, led by 

Vice President Brandon Bernier, had balanced representation. They came up with a structure that 

has a smaller group that will meet weekly consisting of mostly Vice Presidents. Then there will 

be the Executive Leadership Team. It was suggested that the Deans serve on that group and have 

that group be the one that hears the general things happening on campus. The Council of Deans 

only meets once a month, and they will now focus on new program developments, tenure and 

promotion, and other issues that are specifically noted in the Manual. Then we will have the big 

leadership group that will meet once a semester. We will not have so much overlap anymore 

between the Executive Leadership Team and the Council of Deans.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any questions regarding this information. One question that often 

comes up is how many people in the leadership team are faculty. Believe there is a curiosity 

around how many vice presidents and vice provosts we have, as well as an organizational chart. 

 

Provost Pedersen: Feels this a reasonable question. Not aware of any new vice presidents created 

since arriving. Looking at foundational structure around Human Resources, Information 

Technology, and some of the support systems, realized they had been trimmed down quite a 

while ago and never been rebuilt. Gave example of Human Resources. Human Resources on this 

campus is fairly decentralized. We also separated out the positions of Vice President for 

Information Technology and Dean of Libraries, which was previously one position.  

 

Provost Pedersen: To get back to the original question of whether we are too heavy in the vice 

president and vice provost arena, would really have to look at the structure of the University and 

compare it to national standards. Have not done that exercise, so not able to answer that question.  

 

Vice Provost James: Explained in the chat that the individuals invited to the large meeting last 

Friday are not new leaders, that they are existing leaders at all levels. The majority of them were 

chairs, associate chairs, Deans, and associate Deans.  

 

Antonio Pedros-Gascon: Transmitted the perception that administration is mushrooming. There 

is also a perception that the people we are hiring are consistently lawyers, and the way this 

administration deals with issues is in legal terms instead of the holistic approach. Transmitting a 

shared opinion about the kind of hires and the way this administration has been working.  

 

Provost Pedersen: Thanked Pedros-Gascon for sharing this concern.  

 

Sharon Anderson: Asked if there was an organizational chart of the administration.  

 

Chair Doe: Confirmed there is one. Barkley has posted link in the chat. 

https://president.colostate.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/84/2021/08/executive-org-chart-fall-2021.pdf
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Chair Doe: Hearing no further questions, thanked Provost Pedersen.  

 

C. Old Business 

 

D. Action Items 

 

1. UCC Minutes – October 15, 2021 

 

Chair Doe: Asked Brad Goetz if there was anything Executive Committee needed to note in 

these minutes. 

 

Brad Goetz: No, these are a short set of minutes.  

 

Chair Doe: Requested a motion to place the University Curriculum Committee minutes on the 

Faculty Council agenda for November 2nd.  

 

Anderson: Moved. 

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any objections to placing these minutes on the agenda. Hearing 

no further concerns or discussion, minutes approved for placement on the Faculty Council 

agenda for November 2nd.  

 

2. Election – Graduate Student Representatives to Standing 

Committees – Committee on Faculty Governance – Steve Reising, 

Chair 

 

Chair Doe: We have two graduate student representative nominees, one for the Committee on 

Intercollegiate Athletics and the other for the Committee on Libraries. Requested a motion to 

place this ballot on the Faculty Council agenda for November 2nd.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Moved.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any concerns or discussion around this. Explained the process for 

ballots coming from the Graduate Student Council. We are fortunate to have substantial 

representation from students on these committees. Believe we have almost all positions filled.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any concerns or objections to placing this on Faculty Council 

agenda. Hearing none, ballot placed on Faculty Council agenda for November 2nd.  

 

3. Resolution Regarding Graduate Student Compensation and Fees – 

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

Gorin & Ramaa Vasudevan 

 

Chair Doe: Reminded members that this was sent back to the group last week for further 

amending after hearing from Provost Pedersen and Vice Provost James about the approaches 

leadership is taking to make a case for improved compensation across all employee types and not 
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singling out any group. We determined there was no detrimental effect in going forward with the 

resolution. Group was just asked to go back and provide some context.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Biggest issue we ran into was that it was difficult to introduce this premise as a 

preface, which is why it is at the end of the document.  

 

Sybil Sharvelle: When we tried to add it to preface of the document, felt it was diverting from 

the purpose and “whereas” statements. Seemed to make the most sense as a statement at the end.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: The other option we have is extending the name of the resolution. Would read 

“resolution regarding graduate student compensation and fees as part of the broader effort around 

improving compensation across the board”. Feels this might dilute it, however.  

 

Melinda Smith: This is really about the graduate student compensation, which is certainly part of 

all the aspects of compensation. Missed the meeting last week, so unsure of what was discussed, 

but believe this will require a different kind of funding model that compensation for faculty or 

administrative professionals. Asked: Why bury it in a broader compensation issue?  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Shared screen to help coordinate edits.  

 

Rob Mitchell: Suggested in the chat that the final resolution sentence read: “Be it resolved that 

Faculty Council, as part of the broad effort around improving compensation across the board and 

in line with the scenario recommended by the Graduate School GA Compensation Report, 

recommends that CSU increase the minimum stipend 9-month effective income to that of our 

aspirational peer institutions adjusted for cost of living, cover the full fees of Graduate 

Assistants, and pursue the aspirational goal of covering 12-month salary for students with 

Graduate Assistantships.” 

 

Vice Provost James: Suggested “compensation of all employees” because “across the board” 

might sound like it is for the Board of Governors.  

 

Executive Committee members provided grammatical edits.  

 

Chair Doe: Will read out final statement. “Be it resolved that Faculty Council recommends, as 

part of the broad effort around improving compensation of all employees and in line with the 

scenario recommended by the Graduate School GA compensation report, that CSU increase the 

minimum stipend nine-month effective income to that of our aspirational peer institutions, 

adjusted for cost of living, cover the full fees of graduate assistants, and pursue the aspirational 

goal of covering twelve-month salary for students with graduate assistantships.” Asked if there 

were any concerns.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Suggested separating the three points in the final resolution statement to make it 

clearer.  

 

Smith: Liked that idea. Suggested rather than bullet-points to keep it in paragraph form.  
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Executive Committee members provided final edits.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any additional edits. Hearing none, requested a motion to place 

this on the Faculty Council agenda for November 2nd.  

 

Anderson: Moved. 

 

Jane Stewart: Second. 

 

Chair Doe: Requested a vote in the chat.  

 

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

provided by Executive Committee members.  

 

Chair Doe: Thanked the group for their efforts on this resolution.  

 

E. Reports 

  

1. Faculty Council Chair Report – Sue Doe 

 

Chair Doe: Have sent a request to a group of people who represent various parts of campus for 

the 3E to 1C task force that we have been asked to take leadership of. Worked with the Provost’s 

Office on this. Of the seven people that have been extended an invitation, three have responded 

affirmatively. Have requested that we get responses by the end of this week. Expressed hope that 

we can move forward with care and deliberation around these issues, as well as give those 

courses who are already midstream in this process and have created pilot courses. Have learned a 

lot and this information will be important for the task force to understand the difficulties as well 

as the actual lived experiences of those teaching 1C courses,  

 

Chair Doe: Two things that faculty indicated are difficult to reconcile are the two components of 

the initiative itself. One is to provide opportunity for effective dialogue and have conversations 

occur in the classroom that are informed by communication theory and intergroup dialogue 

theory. The other area is around the social justice components of the diversity and equity 

objective. Have heard from faculty that they often have expertise in one of those areas but not the 

other. Got a clear signal that this is a course that should probably be team taught. Have been 

having many conversations around this initiative. 

 

Chair Doe: We will also have a new task force that is different from the 3E to 1C task force that 

will look at the viability of a core curriculum initiative and how faculty might be more involved 

in core curriculum questions and discussion. This would not be to interfere with the University 

Curriculum Committee but to explore and amplify the work that they do. Andrew Norton will be 

leading that task force. Have not yet launched it due to addressing more urgent issue of the 3E to 

1C transition.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there were any questions. Hearing none, concluded report.  
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2. Board of Governors Report – Melinda Smith 

 

Nothing to report today.  

 

F. Discussion Items 

 

1. Vision Zero Endorsement Statement 

 

Chair Doe: Reminded members that the Vision Zero group gave a presentation and had 

subsequently asked for an endorsement statement. Executive Committee determined last week 

that we were hoping to get more information around the objective of the endorsement statement 

and what the funding impact of this would be.  

 

Chair Doe: The Vision Zero group came back with this information. They provided a slide 

outlining the budget implications for the Vision Zero initiative. The baseline budget would come 

out to $164,588 and then an annual recurring funding request of $27,000. There is an ask being 

made here and we also got a clear indication that this has broad support from the administration. 

This effort is intended to bring higher levels of safety to the campus community. The Vision 

Zero group wanted confirmation from various stakeholder groups that they have engaged 

meaningfully and have explained the Vision Zero idea and ongoing commitments as part of this 

program. Question for us is whether we feel comfortable endorsing this statement. If we are 

going to do it, it would likely need to happen now. Not sure it makes sense to put it off. Asked if 

the provided information helped answer some of our questions from last week.  

 

Mitchell: On the budget request, one of the items is “task force prioritized infrastructure 

projects”, which is open and could be potentially limitless in terms of cost. There may be 

projects that need to be done that would be expensive. Question is whether the extent of this 

endorsement is acceptance of the investments the University requires to complete these 

infrastructure projects. Not sure this is the role of Faculty Council to make these decisions. Don’t 

want us to endorse this and then have pressure from the Vision Zero group in the Board of 

Governors to complete these infrastructure projects and then there is no money for the graduate 

students. Would be supportive of the Vision Zero group participating in a larger national 

initiative and network, but the second point does not fully convey the nature of the budget 

requests that could be associated with this, especially with the open-endedness of the 

infrastructure projects.  

 

Smith: Think we can endorse it without necessarily saying we endorse the budgetary 

commitments. We can endorse it conceptually without necessarily endorsing a budget allocation.  

 

Chair Doe: Requested that this be formed into a motion. 

 

Smith: Wrote motion in the chat. Move to endorse Vision Zero in concept, but not necessarily 

budget allocation.  

 

Mitchell: Supportive of Vision Zero. Just want to make sure we are not constraining the 

administration in some sense. We are all supportive of safety and is something we are concerned 
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with. We could endorse this in concept and support the administration in terms of dealing with 

the budgetary ramifications. Something to the effect that Faculty Council is supportive of the 

concept but does not weigh into the budget piece.  

 

Chair Doe: Formed this into a motion. Move to endorse Vision Zero in concept. Asked if a 

member wanted to make that motion.  

 

Mitchell: Moved to endorse Vision Zero in concept. Asked if the next step would be putting this 

on the agenda and allowing Faculty Council to endorse this.  

 

Anderson: Commented in the chat that it might muddle the waters for us to give an endorsement.  

 

Barkley pulled up suggested endorsement language provided by Vision Zero Task Force. 

 

Chair Doe: Noted that the suggested language does not mention budget.  

 

Vice Provost James: Their language looks like it is just talking about the declaration. 

 

Mitchell: Unsure if their declaration is something broader. Asked: Would this motion go on the 

agenda for Faculty Council at their next meeting? 

 

Chair Doe: Yes. The Vision Zero group has recommended adoption of their declaration. We can 

put that on the agenda in whatever form we are comfortable with. The motion is that we are 

putting this on the Faculty Council agenda, but will place something on the agenda that we feel is 

viable. We have attempted to clarify what it is we are endorsing and what we are asking Faculty 

Council to endorse. Requested a motion to place this on the Faculty Council agenda, that we 

endorse Vision Zero in concept.  

 

Mike Antolin: Like the clause suggested by Smith, that we are not necessarily endorsing the 

budgetary allocation. 

 

Anderson: Still a bit confused about why we are being asked to give an endorsement.  

 

Chair Doe: They have asked for an endorsement to help confirm stakeholder engagement in the 

Vision Zero process. They want to confirm our participation of their briefing.  

Anderson: Not sure how this is any different from anything else we put on the agenda, that we 

place things on there to allow Faculty Council to discuss it.  

 

Chair Doe: Think what we are struggling with here is making sure of what we are putting in front 

of Faculty Council. We have considered this in terms of implications and we are thinking that we 

can improve the chances of validity with a slight alteration of language. The question in front of 

Faculty Council is whether they want to endorse it. What we are discussing here is what we are 

suggesting they endorse.  

 

Smith: It is not often we are asked to endorse things. 
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Pedros-Gascon: Have decided not to take a position on this. Only concern with using qualifiers is 

that we are diluting their request. Not moved one way or the other on this.  

 

Andrew Norton: Not sure what their declaration is, whether it is on safety or some other 

declaration. Wonder if we can just say that Faculty Council endorses the goals of Vision Zero 

and leave it at that. Can leave out any endorsement of budgetary allocation or devotion of 

resources, but can share the goals of the group. Goals would be zero traffic injuries and deaths. 

 

Smith: But you could also say the goals are getting budgetary allocations and there is specific 

implementation of actions to achieve those goals. Think we would have to articulate what those 

goals are without necessarily promoting the budget part for these particular actions. Brings up 

the broader question of the role of Faculty Council to endorse things.  

 

Mitchell: Again, fully supportive of what we are seeing, the elimination of traffic fatalities and 

severe injuries. Don’t want to see our endorsement be used in some other way that we did not 

intend it to be used for. Think it is good we want to support this, but don’t want to be down the 

road and have them say it was endorsed and now there are implications. Optimistic that President 

McConnell is in support of this, but aware that this could be a black hole in terms of cost. Not 

sure if this is a position we want to be in, given that we are asking for more money for the 

graduate students. Unsure what this endorsement will mean for the future.  

 

Mitchell: One way to address this might be to just endorse their efforts to eliminate traffic 

fatalities. Feels Faculty Council efforts to reduce them are outside of the scope of our normal 

duties, but they have engaged us and we are supportive.  

 

Anderson: Commented in the chat that a motion could be made not to endorse this. Do not see 

this as our role, and we shouldn’t enter in on it.  

 

Smith: Wondering why we are even endorsing at this point.  They can take the agenda and be 

able to verify that we have been engaged.  

 

Mitchell: Understanding what Anderson and Smith are saying. Something else to consider is that 

the media or press could take this and twist it as saying CSU faculty don’t support health and 

safety and eliminating traffic injuries.  

 

Anderson: Asked: By putting this on the agenda, aren’t we saying we want faculty to talk about 

this? Feels by not putting it on the agenda, there is no concern, whereas placing it on the agenda 

signals that we want a discussion around this. 

 

Smith: They can list us in the stakeholder outreach because they did come talk to us. Feel we 

have done what they wanted and we have done our due diligence.  

Chair Doe: Requested clarification. Understanding now is that we should not put this on the 

upcoming agenda, because it has already been a discussion item and they can point to that as 

verification that there has been stakeholder engagement.  

 

Anderson: Confirmed.  



10 
 

Chair Doe: Requested a vote on whether or not Executive Committee wished to place this item 

on the Faculty Council agenda.  

 

Mitchell: Suggested language in the chat if voting yes for placement on the agenda. Suggested 

“As a Faculty Council, we acknowledge and support efforts of Vision Zero to eliminate traffic 

fatalities and severe injuries.” 

 

Norton: Seconded Mitchell’s motion.  

 

Chair Doe: If response is yes, we can go with Mitchell’s suggested language. If no, this item will 

not appear on agenda. Requested members vote in the chat. 

 

Motion rejected. Item will not appear on Faculty Council agenda for November 2nd. 

 

Chair Doe: Asked if there was any further discussion. Will go back to the Vision Zero group and 

explain our decision.  

 

Mitchell: Expressed interest in having them come back to provide updates on progress.  

 

2. Reaccreditation Steering Committee  

 

Chair Doe: Currently in a holding pattern with this committee. Provost Pedersen indicated earlier 

that some thought needs to be put into what the scope of this committee would be. Will wait to 

hear back about this before moving forward.  

 

3. Courageous Strategic Transformation Discussion Group 

 

Chair Doe: At our last meeting, Vice President Jenelle Beavers provided a Courageous Strategic 

Transformation update. Vice President Beavers asked us if the Executive Committee would be 

interested in hosting a discussion around the overlaps and across-group complimentary nature of 

priorities being named by the various working groups. Eager to hear thoughts from Executive 

Committee on doing this. 

 

Smith: Think a chance to engage on Courageous Strategic Transformation is worth taking up.  

 

Mitchell: Expressed appreciation for the dynamic approach they have used for Courageous 

Strategic Transformation engagement. The fact that they are adding these discussion groups to 

add more integration helps, Think anything we can do to support this, we should do.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked if any members had been able to attend the open forums.  

Norton: Attended the Academic Master Plan open forum. 

 

Vice Provost James: On one of the working groups, will have an open forum in a couple weeks. 

Think it would be good to engage and have a Faculty Council voice in this.  
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Chair Doe: Question would be the “how” of it. There are many different groups. May be that we 

want to choose some that have significant overlaps or are of specific interest to faculty. 

 

Anderson: Expressed in the chat that the “how” and only two weeks to do it does not seem like 

enough time.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Asked in the chat how the accountability forums went.  

 

Chair Doe: Responded to Pedros-Gascon. Have done one so far and the other will be on 

November 4th. We got great feedback from those in attendance. Think this feedback will help the 

working group.  

 

Vice Provost James: Suggested in the chat doing one on shared governance. Seems like a topic 

worthy of discussion right now. 

 

Chair Doe: Expressed appreciate for Vice Provost James’ suggestion. We could use shared 

governance as our galvanizing principle. Asked if the idea would be to call together Faculty 

Council members under idea of shared governance and then invite the various working groups.  

 

Vice Provost James: Asked if the idea was about working with the existing working groups.  

 

Chair Doe: Believe the idea was that the next step for these groups are to find bridges to each 

other and the connections between them. Want to engage in conversations across groups and 

work to see the connection between the parts.  

 

Vice Provost James: Suggested getting a group together and doing a prep session on how to 

formalize language and to get people together and thinking about this.  

 

Chair Doe: Asked interested members to reach out and indicate interest. Will engage a 

conversation with interested parties about creating an opportunity to discuss the working groups 

and the bridges and where faculty can be involved in that bridging process.  

Mitchell: Asked if it would be possible to devote maybe half of an Executive Committee 

meeting, or even a full one, to do this. If we did it right after our Faculty Council meeting, it 

would maybe fit with the timing. Commented that Vice President Beavers often plans for two 

hours around these synthesis events. Unsure if we need the full two hours. Maybe we could 

request a micro-synthesis and a report on what is happening. Suggested the November 9th 

meeting so we would still have time to prepare for the December Faculty Council meeting.  

 

Chair Doe: Will take this idea back to Vice President Beavers. We can endeavor to engage in this 

in some way at our November 9th meeting. We can look at the time commitment and see what 

this might look like.  

 

Barkley: Noted in the chat that President McConnell is planning on joining us at our November 

9th meeting as well.  

 



12 
 

Chair Doe: We will aim for November 9th and see what comes of it. Expressed appreciation for 

all the feedback. Vice President Beavers was very interested in what Executive Committee might 

have to offer to these bridging questions. Will see where this takes us.  

 

Pedros-Gascon: Asked if it was possible to receive the previous years’ questions from the 

Employee Climate Survey. Would like to see the progression of questions. Received comments 

that there is a focus on departments and colleges, which we already evaluate. Feels it would 

make more sense to center more on campus and less on departments and colleges. Would like a 

better understanding of the previous questions.  

 

Vice Provost James: Commented in the chat that former climate surveys and results are on the 

Office of Inclusive Excellence website. Posted a link in the chat. 

 

Vice Provost James: Stated that in 2018 during the last survey, they received requests from 

across campus to drill down to college and department levels, which is when that started being 

included in the questions. Idea was to get at the local climate in addition to the overall.  

 

Norton: Commented that many units had requested to have questions regarding their units. This 

year’s survey is very similar to the last one, with a few questions pertaining to the pandemic that 

people were interested in. There is always an attempt to make it shorter to boost response rates. 

Idea is to have the surveys similar from year to year so the Inclusive Excellence office can do a 

longitudinal analysis.  

 

Chair Doe: Worked on this alongside Norton. Perception is that we were not making any 

significant changes. Most significant change was around the pandemic questions and 

communication around the pandemic.  

 

Norton: Will also note that many of the questions ask for experiences at the unit level, college 

level, and University level. Almost all questions are at three different levels. There are a few that 

are not that way, but almost all are addressed in that manner.  

 

Chair Doe: Expressed hope that members will participate in the survey. We will reminding 

Faculty Council members about it at our next meeting, as well as sending a reminder email out 

sometime late next week. The deadline for the survey is November 19th.  

 

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

 

Norton: Moved to adjourn. 

 

Linda Meyer: Second.  

 

Executive Committee adjourned at 4:48 p.m. 

     Sue Doe, Chair 

     Andrew Norton, Vice Chair 

     Melinda Smith, BOG Representative 

     Amy Barkley, Executive Assistant 

https://inclusiveexcellence.colostate.edu/data/employee-climate-survey/

