
Executive Committee Minutes 
Wednesday, Oct. 17, 2018 
 
Present: Rachel Bowen, Amy Brunell, Jon Clevenger, Stavros Constantinou, Joe Fahey, 
Norman Jones, Dawn Kitchen, Elizabeth Kolkovich, Mike LaCroix, Del Lindsey, Victoria 
O’Brien, Suma Robinson, Yongmin Sun, Heather Tanner, Terri Winnick 
 
Absent/Excused: Adrienne Hopson 
 
The meeting was called to order at 4:31 pm. 
 

1. Approval of Sept. 26 minutes: Heather Tanner moved to approve the minutes from the 
last Executive Committee meeting, and Amy Brunell seconded. 10 members voted to 
approve, none opposed, and 1 abstained.  
 

2. Reports on Senior Staff, Board Subcommittee Meetings, University Senate, and 
Faculty Council: Nothing new to discuss.  

 
3. Dean’s Report: Nothing new to discuss.  

 
4. Standing Committee Restructuring: 

Del Lindsey introduced discussion by asking the Executive Committee to consider: Does 
this proposal move our campus in an appealing direction?  

 
Dawn Kitchen provided an overview of her proposal, which includes four standing 
committees, each with seven actionable items. She tried to divide work as equally as 
possible among committees and members and to convert several ad hoc tasks to assigned 
work. For each committee, a lot of work might be done outside meetings—via email, for 
example. Each chair would report on committee members’ contributions using a list of 
actionable items; this reporting should hold all members accountable. The proposal 
assigns faculty to committees on a rotation schedule, which is meant to simplify the 
process. Discussion included these suggestions and questions: 

 
• The basic structure is promising; members expressed support for the proposed 

four standing committees. 
 

• Several faculty were concerned about the rotation part of the proposal, expressing 
dissatisfaction with the idea of forcing people into leadership roles such as 
Faculty President. Assignment to committees could not be truly random because 
of the need for diversity on each committee in terms of gender, academic rank, 
field, etc. One strength of a rotation system is that it fixes the current problem of 
not enough faculty volunteering for the Executive Committee.  

 
• Is the Academic Awards Ceremony purposefully not an actionable item? Yes, the 

Associate Dean would coordinate that event. 
 



• There was a suggestion to remove the oversight of the three faculty awards 
(teaching, service, and research) from a standing committee. 

 
• Why does the proposal move to two-year terms instead of three? Faster rotation 

means that faculty would more quickly serve on and learn about all the campus 
committees. 

 
• There were several objections to the idea that the Professional Development 

Committee would review peers’ service. Dawn clarified the purpose: a way 
hopefully to change campus culture by sharing what each of us do. General 
consensus following discussion was that it should be the Dean and Director’s job, 
both to assess service and to assign ad hoc service. There was concern that this 
task would cause discord among faculty despite hopes that it would raise morale, 
or that it might make service appear as a focal point, whereas it is a small 
percentage of a faculty member’s job. One faculty member noted that the 
introduction to the current service rubric acknowledges that faculty will have 
higher and lower service years—a philosophy we should keep (although without a 
rubric). Two other faculty members spoke of their desire for the new committee 
structure to embrace scholarship more. We have a stronger research profile among 
our faculty than we did twenty years ago, so the PDC could stress that component 
and make it more visible than it is.  
 

• Perhaps faculty could self-report to the chair, and the chair would sign off on or 
emend that report. 

 
• Do we need a clearer hierarchy than the word “consult” indicates? Who takes the 

lead in each committee—the chair or staff? Who owns the responsibility in each 
case?  

 
• There is a risk that EcoLab may be spread across too many committees; someone 

advocating for a vision for EcoLab may have to report to too many entities. 
Likewise, the Resource Stewardship committee might be pulled in too many 
directions, given its many different types of action items. Another faculty member 
noted that it is beneficial for EcoLab to be integrated into the whole committee 
structure, but that we need to emphasize that any action that affects our campus 
natural resources must follow the land management guide (the “management 
hierarchy”). 

 
• Would this proposed structure create more work for certain staff members? We 

don’t want, for example, the Diversity & Inclusion Coordinator to feel she or he 
needs to check in with multiple committees before taking action. 

 
• We have lacked (and need) a clearly stated goalpost for service and teaching, a 

shared sense of purpose and expectations. 
 



• One faculty member suggested adding some of the former Arts & Lectures 
Committee’s charges to the new Campus Culture Committee, in order to promote 
the arts and scholarly lectures more vigorously. 
  

• We might be losing opportunities to distinguish oneself in service. We don’t want 
to create a system whereby someone distinguishing themselves on a given 
committee gets moved to another one.  

 
• Why do we start our terms halfway through the academic year (on the calendar 

year)? What if we held elections in early April, before the last Faculty Assembly 
of the spring semester, and started this new structure next fall? Maybe the loss of 
momentum over the summer could be ameliorated by having a strong role for the 
past president mentoring the new president. Some faculty pointed out that a 
change in the service term from the calendar to the academic year will require 
approval by the Faculty Assembly. We must move swiftly on this proposal, as 
elections for Executive Committee would be held in mid-November if a motion to 
change the service term failed. 
  

• How would the above change (a switch to academic-year terms) affect MSAC? 
MSAC terms could remain on the calendar year if they see fit. We should ask 
appropriate staff whether they want to serve on these committees. 

 
• Straw poll: Do we support the overall idea of this proposal, subject to 

amendments (as opposed to starting over from scratch)? 11 yes, 0 no, 1 
abstention. 

 
• Straw poll: How many are in favor of slowing down, as described above, and 

implementing a new committee structure toward the end of the spring semester 
instead of January? 10 yes, 0 no, 2 abstentions. 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:50. 
 
Minutes recorded by Elizabeth Kolkovich 


