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Executive Committee Meeting Minutes 

April 18, 2017 

 

 

 

MINUTES 
Executive Committee 

Tuesday, April 18, 2017 

3:15 p.m. – Room 106 - Administration 

 

Present:  Mary Stromberger, Chair; Paul Doherty, Jr., BOG Faculty Representative; 

Rita Knoll, Executive Assistant; Jason Ahola, Agriculture; Troy Mumford, Business; 

Russ Schumacher, Engineering; Scott Glick, Health and Human Sciences; Angela 

Christian, Liberal Arts; Nancy Hunter, Libraries; William Sanford, Natural Resources; 

George Barisas, Natural Sciences; J Lucas Argueso, CVMBS 

 

Guests: Carole Makela, Chair, UCC, Mike Palmquist, CSU Online/Associate Provost 

for Instructional Innovation; Matt Hickey, Chair, CoTL 

 

Absent:  Rick Miranda, Provost/Executive Vice President (excused); Stephanie 

Clemons, Vice Chair (excused) 

 

The meeting was called to order at 3:15 p.m. by Mary Stromberger, Chair. 

 

May 2, 2017 FACULTY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEMS: 

 

I. Proposed Faculty Council Agenda – May 2, 2017 – A101 BSB– 4:00 p.m. 
 

A. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 

1. Next Faculty Council Meeting – September 5, 2017 – Room TBD 

– 4:00 p.m. 

2. Executive Committee Meeting Minutes located on FC website –  

 March 28, 2017 

(http://facultycouncil.colostate.edu/faculty-council-meeting-dates-
agendas-minutes/) 
3. Graduate Student Council Faculty Mentor awards 

4. Harry Rosenberg Service Award 

 

B. MINUTES TO BE APPROVED 

  

1. Faculty Council Meeting Minutes - 

 

C. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 

D. REPORTS TO BE RECEIVED 

 

1. Provost/Executive Vice President – Rick Miranda 

http://facultycouncil.colostate.edu/faculty-council-meeting-dates-agendas-minutes/
http://facultycouncil.colostate.edu/faculty-council-meeting-dates-agendas-minutes/
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2. Faculty Council Chair – Mary Stromberger 

 

3. Board of Governors Faculty Representative – Paul Doherty, Jr. 

 

4. Committee on Teaching and Learning – Matt Hickey 

 

5. Committee on Libraries – Nancy Hunter 

 

E. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

1. UCC Minutes – March 31, 2017 

 

F. ACTION ITEMS 

 

1.  

 

G. DISCUSSION 

 

 1. 
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April 18, 2017 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEMS: 

 

 I. Minutes to be Approved 

 

  A. Faculty Council Meeting Minutes 

 

   1. April 4, 2017 

 

The April 4, 2017 Faculty Council meeting minutes were 

unanimously approved and will be placed on the May FC meeting 

agenda. 

   

 II. Items Pending/Discussion Items 

 

A.  Announcements 

 

1. Next Executive Committee Meeting:  April 25, 2017– 3:15 

p.m. – Room 106 - Administration 

 

Stromberger announced that the next Executive Committee 

meeting would be held on April 25, 2017.  During that 

meeting, we will continue discussing the President’s 

evaluation.  Stephanie Clemons will also chair the meeting as 

Stromberger will be out of the country. 

 

B. Action Items 

 

1. UCC Minutes – April 7, 2017 

 

Makela summarized the UCC minutes, which primarily 

 include changes to undergrad concentration, including 

 computer science. 

 

Sanford moved (Glick 2nd) to place the April 7, 2017 UCC 

Minutes on the May 2, 2017 FC meeting agenda. 

 

Sanford’s motion was unanimously approved. 

 

2. Proposed recommendations to Proctoring Task Force Report – 

CoTL 

 Proctoring Task Force final report (28 pages) attachment 

w/agenda 
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Mike Palmquist presented a summary of the task force 

report.  Like all technologies, an affordable proctoring 

system for the whole university is needed.  In 2014, CSU 

Online decided to have exams proctored; costs were 

$70,000 per year on proctoring.  Two years ago, we saw the 

costs heading towards the $200,000 range.  We were 

concerned about costs and some of the proctoring methods.  

Proctor U has worked well, but is expensive.  CSU Online 

started looking at alternatives such as Proctortrack. Both 

systems have their advantages and disadvantages (outlined 

in the report).  Still looking at alternatives. 

 

Another online exam proctoring choice – Proctorio. 

Upside: for all online courses.  Can cover summer and 

online courses.  They are willing to work with us.  

Sometimes students are asked to pay for exam proctoring, 

so faculty are incentivized to have fewer exams. However, 

we know frequent, low-stakes exams achieve better 

learning outcomes. Proctorio is cost-effective –flat fee per 

student per year, so it allows for more frequent exams. 

With Proctorio, we can extend proctoring service to the 

whole campus.  

 

A task force was put together ~1.5 years ago, led by Scott 

Woods, to study this issue and develop recommendations 

for moving forward.  The report was presented to 

Committee on Teaching and Learning.  

 

Hickey explained CoTL’s study of the report. They 

recommend that there be a university-wide approach to 

online proctoring, and that online exam proctoring be 

secure, cost effective, and enhance academic integrity in 

online and face-to-face courses.  CoTL is seeking 

Executive Committee’s endorsement of these 

recommendations. 

 

Questions: 

 

Mumford:  Can online exam proctoring, or test centers, be 

used by faculty to reclaim class time in face-to-face 

courses? 

 

Palmquist:  Yes.   
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Christian:  I tried this and it did not work in trying to 

replace class time.  There are other ways, in my experience.  

Felt that students did not take exams seriously, and that it 

created the feeling that my course was an online course. 

Attendance was impacted.  

 

Palmquist:  We have seen this issue as well. 

 

Turk:  I treat my face-to-face course exactly the same as 

my online course.  Gave online tests to the local people.  

Have had to deal with attendance.  Had to build in some 

motivating factors.  Technology changes in what and how 

you have to test.  The stylus would help, so that students 

can show their work.  A disadvantage to online exam 

proctoring is that students can’t go back and review the 

exam and their answers. This is something I hope you bring 

forth in negotiations. 

 

Palmquist:  The cost is probably under $20 per student per 

year.  If we can find a way to make this useful, it would be 

great.  

 

Mumford:  Anymore, as technology goes more widespread, 

there are more issues. 

 

Matt Hickey:  We would like collaboration between 

ASCSU and Faculty Council.   

 

Stromberger:  If this ends up being a student fee, it would 

have to be reviewed by UTFAB and ASCSU. 

 

Turk:  I have a student who drove up on Monday, literally, 

to not take an online exam.  This is a Caucasian American.  

And, many of my international students don’t like online 

exams. Feel they are intrusive and don’t like being 

watched. 

 

Matt Hickey:  Mike had this on the radar screen last 

summer.  When our deliberations ended, we didn’t want to 

constrain anything by naming a particular vendor. 

Whatever we do has to be flexible for students, etc.  We 

think it’s important to position it re: academic integrity.  

Our conversations with students in the classroom matters.  

Building the bridge with students.   
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Stromberger:  In Section I of the Manual, we don’t have 

anything regarding proctoring.  There is room in the 

Manual to have course exam policies and proctoring.  Matt, 

could CoTL write something in the coming year for a  

proposal to the Manual? 

 

Palmquist:  Our position is that proctoring would not be a  

 mandate.  Proctoring is one tool to ensure academic 

 integrity. 

 

Christian:  Students abide by the honor code.  When we 

proctor them, what does this do to the honor code?  At what 

point do we say--look, they took a pledge, and it’s on them. 

 

Stromberger: There is room in I.6 re: guidelines for exam 

proctoring.  There is the aspect of funding, or university 

policy.  Acquisition of the company.  There are a lot of 

pieces that would have to go to several groups for policy 

development.  Principles of maintaining academic integrity. 

 

Thinking about issues for faculty.  Maybe the student 

doesn’t want to take the exam online.  Students offered a 

face-to-face exam. 

 

Mumford:  Does this have to go back to Faculty Council 

now? 

 

Stromberger:  No.  Executive Committee can endorse and 

CoTL can work on details.  The Manual language is what 

the full Faculty Council will consider.  

 

Mumford moved (Hunter 2nd) the motion to endorse the 

recommendations of CoTL 

 

Mumford’s motion was approved.  

 

C. Reports 

 

1. Executive Vice President – Rick Miranda  

 

No report was given.  Miranda attending the Celebrate CSU 

awards presentations. 

 

2. Faculty Council Chair – Mary Stromberger 
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CoFG sent out a request through the academic faculty list 

serve, for feedback on the CoNTTF proposals.  This 

process is similar to what CoFG used to get feedback on a 

proposal to revise the Manual language re: special 

academic units.  Whether you support the proposals, or 

don’t, please provide feedback to the committee.  No 

deadline was given, but try to get feedback by end of 

semester. 

 

Another opportunity to hear about CoNTTF’s proposals: 

Center for the Study of Academic Labor (CSAL), directed 

by Sue Doe, incoming Vice Chair, is hosting a presentation 

on NTTF on Thursday, April 27, 2017 - 3:00 p.m. in the 

Morgan Library.  Someone on NTTF will give an overview 

of the proposals.  National speakers will be there to discuss 

NTTF trends at other universities. 

 

Update on report:  After last week’s meeting, Stromberger 

emailed Mary Ontiveros and they have revised the 

Inclusivity policy.  Scheduled to go to President Frank’s 

Cabinet in May for approval.  Stromberger read through it 

and it seems like they addressed issues Executive 

Committee raised (i.e., who will retrofit all the buildings? 

single bathrooms, showers, etc?)  Stromberger feels they 

toned that down and focused on new buildings and 

renovation projects instead.   

 

Last Friday, Stromberger met with Don Estep, chair of 

CoFG and Richard Eykholt, UGO.  One issue that Eykholt 

has had is finding faculty to be nominated and elected to 

the Grievance Panel.  He now has 10 faculty and the 

Manual says we need 21 faculty.  Depending on what the 

grievance is about (i.e., research—he needs people with 

research experience).  If there is a case with a promotion or 

evaluation decision, Eykholt likes to have full professors on 

the panel that have gone through the process.  Each hearing 

has to have 5 faculty.  Whatever college the grievance is 

from, faculty on the hearing committee cannot be from that 

college.  If there are two hearings going on at the same 

time, it’s difficult to find enough faculty. 

 

Estep shared the idea that every department have one 

faculty representative.  We could have 50 faculty to draw 

from for hearings.  The chances of serving on any hearing 

may be very rare.  If you serve once, you won’t have to the 
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next time.  To the deans, find a faculty member from each 

department to be on this panel and the UGO can select 

from that pool.  It requires the deans to try to get faculty to 

work. 

 

Or, the Dean could request department chairs to find one 

person from every department. 

   

Hunter:  The work will be spread out.   

 

Stromberger:  The idea is that if the deans and department 

chairs could solicit faculty, it would be helpful. 

 

Christian:  It’s an essential service feature.  Could be 

presented to faculty as an honor and necessity. 

 

Hunter:  Very parallel to the jury system.   

 

Stromberger:  This will be something that will come in as a 

revision to section K.  Something that CoRSAF will work 

on next year. 

 

At Cabinet this morning, Mary Ontiveros gave an update 

on the President’s Commission on Diversity and Inclusion.  

A subcommittee was formed to develop recommendations 

to increase faculty and staff diversity. The 

recommendations were presented to Cabinet and discussed. 

One recommendation is to hire dedicated Equal 

Opportunity Coordinators to serve on all the searches. The 

EO on a search would be from a unit different from the 

department conducting the search.  Those coordinators will 

help ensure that the search committee is not being biased 

and there is no implicit bias going on in the search.  These 

are recommendations and Tony and the Cabinet are talking 

about. 

 

When job announcements are built, they will include a 

preferred or minimum requirement related to commitment 

to diversity and inclusion.  May see search chair trainings 

on implicit bias and greater attention paid to where jobs are 

being advertised. Will see how this moves forward. 

 

Stromberger’s report was received. 
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3. Board of Governors Faculty Representative – Paul F. 

Doherty  

 

Doherty reported the following: 

 

No report.  Came in towards end of meeting from prior 

commitment. 

 

Doherty’s report was received.   

 

D. Discussion Items 

 

 1. Bully Policy 

  -Dan Turk, Chair, CoRSAF 

 

Dan Turk summarized CoRSAF’s activities in reviewing the draft revision 

to the bullying policy, and explained the changes that CoRSAF is 

recommending.  CoRSAF recommends that this be a discussion item in 

Faculty Council, to get additional feedback on the revision.  Once the 

bullying policy is revised, and if it is a good policy, then CoRSAF thinks it 

should go back to Faculty Council as a motion to add the policy as an 

Appendix to the Manual.  Turk feels it is an immensely improved policy 

from two years ago. 

 

Executive Committee recommended the policy go forward to Faculty 

Council as a discussion item in May, so that CoRSAF can get additional 

feedback on the revised draft.   

 

Stromberger read through the revisions, looking at CoRSAF comments, 

the only one that stands out is on page 2 of the policy -- the definition of 

bullying.  A little background, had a lot of debate among the task force 

who drafted the revision, on whether to include “intent” or not.  A reason 

to add intent was to protect faculty who innocently said something they 

didn’t realize would be offensive.  Disadvantage is that is raises the bar for 

showing that someone is a bully, as intent would have to be proven.   

 

Turk:  Spent time on this as well.  First of all, as I summarized the bulleted 

list, CoRSAF felt that the perspective of the bullying policy should be 

trying to resolve issues rather than punishing.  Within that framework, 

how do you prove intent?  How do we go about this?  From the 

perspective of resolving issues is trying to bring people who are doing the 

bullying.  If they keep doing this action, intent will not be debatable 

anymore.   
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CoRSAF says it can be an informal approach and can be resolved.  The 

target has the right to grieve if they don’t feel it was resolved. 

 

Turk also noticed that the use of the word “alleged” is not as consistent 

throughout.  If someone is wrongly alleged to be a bully.  Need to make 

sure the wording is consistent.   

 

Turk can email CoRSAF representatives and ask people if there is a  

different word to use than “intent”. 

 

Schumacher:  “Confront” appears in the document. 

 

Stromberger:  We do not want the word “confront” in the document. 

Should be replaced with talked with or approached. 

 

Makela:   Remember the word repeat is used. The action must be repeated 

 in order to be considered bullying. 

 

Stromberger:  This would be a good discussion item for the May FC  

meeting.  Dan, can you give a summary of how this revision is different 

from the original, and CoRSAF’s recommendation?  And summarize the 

specific points that you want feedback on?  Are there key things you want 

to ask FC? 

 

2. Carole Makela announced the Faculty Council Harry Rosenberg 

 award recipient to Executive Committee.  Makela will present the 

 award at the May 2 FC meeting. 

 

3. President’s evaluation 

 

Glick moved (Barisas 2nd) to enter executive session. 

 

Hunter moved (Argueso 2nd) to exit executive session. 

 

 

 

Executive Committee adjourned at 5:18 p.m. 

      

 

 

       Mary Stromberger, Chair 

       Rita Knoll, Executive Assistant 


