
Senate Executive Committee Meeting Minutes 
Wednesday, January 15, 2020 
 
In Attendance: Dinesh Pinisetty (Chair), Keir Moorhead (Vice Chair), Sarah Senk 
(Secretary), Christine Isakson, Elizabeth McNie, Wil Tsai, Cynthia Trevisan, Sue Opp 
(Provost) Mike Mahoney (Interim Provost), Sianna Brito (Academic Support Coordinator)  
 
Absent: Steve Browne, Cynthia Trevisan  
 
 

1. Confirm Agenda for General Meeting 
 

2. Senate Executive Retreat Announcement 
a. Chair and Secretary report that in January the President proposed a Senate 

Executive Committee retreat. Brig conveyed the Presidentõs request for a 
date when both the Senate Chair and Vice-Chair are away at a conference. 
Senate Chair will propose new dates to Brig to communicate to the 
President.  

b. Committee requests in the future scheduling events like this one months out 
to facilitate faculty participation (as making same-semester changes to course 
calendars can be time-consuming work.)  

 
3. Additional Agenda Items 

a. McNie reports concerns from faculty colleagues regarding a lack of AV 
support for classes that take place before 0900 and after 1600. McNie asks if 
there is anything we can do as a faculty senate can do to ensure that some 
student AV tech folks are available at those times. 

b. Moorhead recommends broadening this conversation to AV issues in 
general.  

c. Provost Opp offers background (for the new Interim Provost, Mike 
Mahoney): the problem is that both of our former AV staff members left the 
university at around the same time (one retired, but then the second left 
unexpectedly), and the whole unit moved over to IT. Right now, the job 
advertisement is live, but not specified. So we are dealing with a personnel 
shortage. 

d. Isakson notes that itõs important for AV to be specialized in AV to provide 
the necessary support. 

e. Tsai suggests locating the job advertisement and recommending edits to 
make sure the candidates can provide necessary support. 

f. Provost recommends inviting Julianne Tolsom to an upcoming Senate Exec 
meeting and having a discussion with her. 

g. Chair adds that this is a good idea because we need to understand why we are 
still waiting for Qualtrics. Provost approved funding (approximately $9,000 in 
summer 2019) and we are still waiting for the software.  

h. Actions: Chair will invite CIO Tolsom to an upcoming Senate 
Executive Committee Meeting.  

 
 



4. Updates on Provost Search Committee 
a. Sue: No updates. Senate Chair will follow up with President to confirm 

timeline and how search committee will be constituted.  
b. McNie requests that the campus visits take place before Cruise to make sure 

cruise-faculty are included.  
 

5. Gary Reichard Meets with Senate Exec to Discuss Chair Recommendations 
a. G.R requests advice from Senate Exec about how to return 

recommendations: 

- G.R. notes that last year was a different kind of assignment; it was clearly 
a dual request from the Administration and Senate Leadership. This year 
the advice seems like it should be geared more toward the Senate since 
the Senate will be crafting the policy.  

- G.R. reports that he met with all department chairs over the past two 
days to seek out information that would inform recommendations about 
a policy. 

- G.R. observes that many of the issues on campus stem from lack of 
clarity about the roles of Chairs and Deans. òItõs not so much a climate 
issue; itõs a need-to-delineate issue, so that everybody can know clearly 
whatõs expected of them.ó G.R. notes another problem: people discuss 
but defer coming to conclusions; as a result, difficult decisions donõt 
happen. G.R. notes: òMy feeling is that this represents an opportunity to 
you to force the difficult discussions about these issues.ó Obviously, the 
policy will discuss roles and responsibilities of the Chairs, and we donõt 
currently have a do



iii. G.R. recommends we òthink deeply about what you can accomplish 
in terms of drafting a policy in terms of forcing necessary discussions 
on this campus.ó  

iv. G.R. notes additional problem: based on reports from interviews he 
conducted, Dean and Chairõs meetings have not been productive in 
terms of coming to conclusions: òthey very seldom come to any 
closure on any significant issue.ó Then people make decisions and 
thereõs a feeling that òtheyõreó telling us what to do, but people donõt 
understand because òthere was a discussion.ó  G.R. emphasizes the 
importance of coming to conclusions and recording them. 

v. Exec Members note that at Cal Maritime a problem is that Chairs 
donõt have budget.  

vi. McNie asks what happens when departmental decisions are 
overturned? G.R replies: òUnusual for President to deny 
departmentõs recommendation on Chairs but usually these things 
result from a contentious department with a closely split vote. When 
a department is contentious, you need to [investigate and appoint 
neutral acting chair.]ó 

vii. G.R. adds: One key thing to think about is what role you want the 
dean to play, and be explicit: if you mean shared, say òshared.ó If you 
say, òwith final approval of, etc.ó Similar with evaluation which is 
currently òall over the place.ó Itõs nice that the Senate runs it, but the 
evaluations just go back to the Chair. So what? What Faculty member 
that has objections to the way things are going is going to write that 
and put it in the Chairõs mailbox? Those comments should come 
directly to the Senate. It might help to have some Likert Scale 
questions on it. And you need to figure out if there is some merit to 
sharing those evaluations with the Dean. And then creating a 
formative (not punitive) discussion between the Dean and the Chairs. 
Comparison is course evaluations: conversations arenõt punitive, 
theyõre formative, thinking about why things went badly in a 
particular class and what we need to think about. And that’s a really 
useful discussion. You can do the same thing in a Chair discussion if 
you have the Dean playing a role. Itõs important to have the Dean 
participate precisely because some Chairs may eventually become 
Deans; this is part of supporting the whole institution and training 
people and helping them improve. And for those who donõt like 
being Chair, those discussions help clarify things for them too. The 
evaluation process is how you cause those discussions to happen.  

viii. G.R. adds: You might decide how Chairs relate to the service 
component to RTP. Since Chairs get course releases to Chair, it may 
not be fair to count as something additional. Policy could state (and 
you have to get union repõs agreement so thereõs not 
contentiousness) but you could explicitly state that service as Chair 
constitutes òservice at large.ó As for the purpose of the evaluations, if 
you fear punitiveness, youõd want to build in some protections. You 
can state that itõs to be formative.  

 




