Faculty Caucus Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, August 26, 2026
Immediately Following the Academic Senate Meeting

Call to Order
Chairperson Bonnell called the meeting to order.

Roll Call
Senator Nikoalou called the roll and declared quorum. 

Public Comment: All speakers must sign in with the Senate Secretary prior to the start of the meeting.
None. 

Approval of the minutes from 5-6-2026
Motion by Senator Yount. 
Second by Senator Stewart. 
Unanimous approval. 

Elections:
Academic Planning Committee
· Iulliah Tetteh, CAST, 2026-2028
· Kimberly Nance, CAS, 2026-2028
· Dallas Long, MIL, 2026-2028
· Heidi Baumann, COB, 2026-2028
· Melissa Oresky, WKCFA, 2026-2028
Council for Teacher Education 
· Rachael Wolney, ENG, CAS, 2026-2029
· Kaitlyn Evans, TCH, COE, 2026-2029
· Melissa McGraw, SED, COE, 2026-2029
· Sonia Kline, TCH, COE, 2026-2029
Council on General Education
· Dan Ispas, CAS (Social Sciences), 2026-2029
· Kristina Falbe (replacing Erin Quast), COE, 2026-2027
The Faculty Caucus approved the elections as slate unanimously. 
Information Items:
From Angela Bonnell: Faculty Caucus Executive Committee
Appointment Salary Promotion and Tenure (ASPT) 
Link to current ASPT
Link to CBA
Link to markup
Senator Bonnell: In the agenda, we have a link to the current ASPT, the markup for that, and also the CBA. I’m going to give you a quick overview on those revisions. Changes made to align with the ISU Collective Bargaining Agreement and to the effective changes are to be made to align with the CBA are to be effective January 1st, 2027. Additional changes required for the five-year review will be scheduled separately and those will be effective January 1st in 2028. This is something that’s been a little bit confusing. I’ll talk a little bit more about that. The University Review Committee met in the spring of 2026 to propose revisions to the ASPT to align with the CBA. We included a link in the agenda. The URC completed their review of the ASPT on April 7th. Union leadership met with the Provost Office, Russ Morgan and Craig Gatto and me as the Chair of Senate. We met on May 7th to review their suggestions, their proposals. 
We offered further revisions and those were sent back to URC. URC then met and they approved our additional changes on May 15th. Does that process make sense? It was a really good conversation, very collegial and constructive. That happened on May 15th, so that’s what you’re seeing in front of you and your packet with the markup. It is now the responsibility of Faculty Caucus to review, discuss, and approve these changes and to provide further feedback. The ASPT document must be approved by, in this case December 9th. That’s our last faculty caucus meeting of the fall semester. As in past years, when we review ASPT, the faculty caucus has scheduled additional meetings. In our packet tonight, you’ll see the revised schedule with two additional dates on September 30th and October 28th. Those would be from 6 to 8 p.m. in Old Main. We’ve scheduled those extra meetings anticipating we may run out of time if we just used our current scheduled Faculty Caucus meetings. We scheduled two, but we may not need to use those. Does that make sense?
When you look at the ASPT, this is an overview of some of those changes. There were four minor edits, and those are things like dates, parentheses, and typos. There are edits in pagination and numbering, and those would be, there are three changes, and that’s again, in the contents and renumbering. For the CBA alignment, though, there are 54 changes, and that includes things like approval language, across the board increases, and annual merit increases. We’ve added CBA references. We’re removing the disciplinary language and there are changes to relevant to the occasion when there are appeals for a Provost’s non-recommendation. There’s compensation language that’s needs to be changed. We’re removing sanctions, suspensions, and dismissals and we’re also removing their flow charts. And there’s also some calendaring changes. 
We also have a question that we need to ask of the caucus, because URC was unsure of the answer, and the group that we met with union leadership and Provost Office, we were also unsure. We were going to put that up for a vote to see what you thought, what you think about that. Among those changes, what we plan on doing is that we know there are changes that were approved by URC and then it came through union leadership and they approved those also. For what you have in your packet, all of that has been approved by, with the exception of the one question, that’s been approved by union leadership. There may be, and when I say there may be, we know that there will be other things that you see and we will need to have those reviewed also by URC. If any of you have been here in the past for ASPT reviews, this is when usually we have the URC chair and from the Provost’s Office, Russ, in this case, or in the past, Craig Gatto, they were here to talk about those changes. 
These are the things that we ask questions and we talk about and we come up with something that we propose. Then it goes back to URC, for their consideration, and then it comes back to us. That’s the reason why we have built in two extra dates to accommodate the URC schedule if we need it. We also have to include and make sure any changes that we make are then also approved by union leadership. So that’s the format that we have for this. Again, we need to finish this, the CBA alignment by the end by December. The other thing I mentioned at the beginning, when I first began speaking, is the ASPT is up for review. It’s a five-year review and those changes have to be made by January 1st, 2028. We’re going to start with the CBA changes because we’re hoping that those will be finite, I guess, in a way. But then know that as we’re working on this, URC, I’m imagining, we’ll also be working in tandem, working on some of those other five-year review changes. So know that if you’re seeing something, that’s not for alignment for the CBA, know that we will have another chance next year because there is going to be another process. We will finish this in December and know that next year probably we’ll continue again because – I’m going to use the word pile because it is a pile – a pile of questions that have been coming in since the last revision in 2022. So, know that we’re first going to work with the CBA alignment and then next year, if you’re seeing other changes that you would like for a larger overall review, we’ll take those as well because we’ll be looking at that next upcoming year. Okay. Does anyone have any questions about this process? It’s a little bit confusing because we’re doing an out of calendar alignment with the CBA.
Senator Meyer: Well, there are two passages that I have questions about. And I guess my question is on those specific passages, if the union has seen those two, because I just had a conversation that led me to believe they are not okay entirely with those two passages. They have gotten overlooked, but would you like to address that later or now?
Senator Bonnell: Okay. All right. That is news to me. But again, that’s why we’re in this process. We’ll have to take a look at those. I would argue that we would not address those right now, but know that we will have a chance to talk about those changes. We need to obviously work with Ashley on those changes. But you said that there are two passages?
Senator Meyer: Yeah, there are two. And I definitely want to talk about them just for my own perspective. But I’m asking if this is when you want to do that.
Senator Bonnell: No, I don’t think this is not the time for that.
Senator Yazedjian: I was just wondering if perhaps Senator Meyer could say which those passages were.
Senator Bonnell: Would you like to share which passages those are?
Senator Meyer: I can.
Senator Bonnell: Okay.
Senator Meyer: Okay. Page four.
Senator Yazedjian: Is there a point of order?
Senator Nikolaou: Well, I had a question though. Are we going, is in the plan that we are going to go through each and every part of the ASPT?
Senator Bonnell: That was what Exec talked about. We are hoping to go through each part. What you’re suggesting, though, is that, wait, there’s a couple different things. One, we know the changes that have been approved by the bodies that have looked at this. But we also know that we know that you’re going to be finding things that we didn’t catch. But now you’re including a third category, which I hadn’t considered, which is the union, has now thought differently of some of the changes that we made?
Senator Nikolaou: My question is more on how we are going to order it. So when Senator Meyer asks if it is the time to discuss these two points, is it now the time or if we are planning on, let’s say, going through the overview, to bring them up as we go to specific sections?
Senator Bonnell: I’m going to go back to, I’m not sure if I’m answering your question, but I think what I’m hearing from Provost Yazedjian from your question is the idea that we should at least learn. I don’t think we should discuss, but we need to find out what those two areas are so that we can be prepared for that and maybe work ahead of time. Do you have the pages that those are on?
Senator Meyer: Page four, under the section, the sub-level for the faculty appeals process, the last sentence that’s added about if something goes to the Academic Freedom Ethics and Grievance Committee that precludes filing a grievance. That’s a little bit more complicated than it’s worded here. And so what I’m hearing is the union would maybe want to revisit that. But that was something I had noticed before I even had that conversation with them. It kind of struck me as, like I don’t understand where that is coming from. Why if I file with this campus committee, am I then precluded from filing the grievance?
Senator Bonnell: Okay, so this is on page four. This was adding a Choice in Dorum that refers to CBA section 27.02 and 28.04. That’s what you’re asking about the choice in forum? On page four?
Senator Meyer: Yes.
Senator Bonnell: Yes. So that was something that the group – I’m going to, for shorthand call it the URC+ so we don’t have to keep saying the union leadership, me, and the Provost’s Office – we talked about that. That was the language that we added. And it could be, I’m just going to explain this that URC finished their work on April 7th. We didn’t have a whole lot of time to meet. So it makes sense to me that there could be further discussion on the language that we chose. And what you’re saying is it’s more complicated and it’s something that the union leadership is interested in maybe tweaking.
Senator Meyer: Yeah, I’m uncomfortable kind of speaking for them, but yes, I think that flew under the radar, maybe wasn’t noticed or... 
Senator Bonnell: This was a very specific question and I’m not trying to indict anyone, but this was a very pointed question in the discussion that I pointed out. We needed to add this language. So this didn’t fly under the radar; just to be clear on that. But I do think you’re right that there just maybe wasn’t a lot of time on May 15th. You know at the eleventh hour to go through that. And maybe just after considering it. Okay, so that’s one. Thank you. What’s the second?
Senator Meyer: Yeah, that’s one where I would not vote in the affirmative until I understand exactly why the precise language that is there is there. Because my understanding is it is more complicated. Okay, second concern was on page 80 of the document. On page 80, you’ll see the letter H. And then number three. Yeah, so H3, there’s an added sentence at the end of that paragraph that essentially says the provost shall not be required to include their individual rationale for their decision.
Senator Bonnell: Yes, we can discuss that as we go through, but I think I know the answer to that, where I’ve heard different versions of the answer, but we can talk about that as we make our way through. It could be a comment that we add, explaining that. We can add that into the document as we are working our way through. So thank you for those. But you’re saying, again, I want to confirm, this is something that union leadership, they’re just not quite sure about?
Senator Meyer: Again, I’m uncomfortable speaking on their behalf, but yes, my understanding is that is something that they are concerned about. And as I read it personally, I’m concerned about that language.
Senator Bonnell: Okay. Thank you. Are there any other larger questions about the process? 
Senator Paolucci: I suspect this is a huge can of worms, but is it possible to have any union representation here while we’re discussing it so we get real-time feedback as opposed to slowing down the process tremendously by having questions and then waiting to get answers, things like that?
Senator Bonnell: Yes. If you saw me at the end of Academic Senate, I was speaking to Ashley. We’re going to meet to talk about having her in the room. And I think that’s an understanding that we agree with. Yes. So we agree with that. Thank you. In the past, it would have been URC who is here, but now you’re right, we need to have union leadership here as well, for that same reason the real time. What I don’t know, I know the process with URC, and that in the past, we would have the Provost designee, again, I’ll say Russ, and the URC chair, sometimes, or if the chair couldn’t make it the vice chair, and it would be a dialogue back and forth in caucus on issues. And sometimes the URC reps, let’s say, chair, they felt comfortable saying, yes, this change makes sense. In other cases, they would have to take those back to the URC to discuss them. What I don’t know is if, for instance, let’s say Ashley is here, if she is comfortable speaking for, or if she will need to take questions back, that’s part of a process that I don’t know.
Senator Paolucci: I imagine it will be a little of both. Some things they’ll be able to answer in the moment, and others they’ll want to take back. But yeah, it just makes sense to me to have many of the core stakeholders/decision makers at the table as possible for discussing changes to this policy.
Senator Stewart: Yeah, fairly straightforward question. I just want to verify that we are permitted to share drafts of this document with our constituents and to solicit their feedback and suggestions as it relates to CBA compliance. I understand we should say other stuff until next year.
Senator Bonnell: Yes, thank you for that. Yes, it’s always important that we reach out to our constituents and that we share the draft. Because I know I would do the same in Milner Library, just to reach out to see what their feedback is. But again, that’s an important caveat. The idea that they should be related to aligning with the CBA. Yes, if any of your constituents see anything strange or something that needs to change, it would be in one of two categories. One is we have to address it with the CBA right before December 9th, or we would put that in the pile for things that we need to discuss next year. Thank you. It’s always important to thank you for reminding me to mention it’s good to reach out to the constituents
Senator Meyer: Kind of to piggyback on Senator Stewart’s question. My understanding and maybe it’s more of an assumption is anything that would be published on the Senate website, such as an agenda with links to documents that can be opened by the public would be public information. Correct?
Senator Bonnell: You’re right.
Senator Meyer: But there are things shared in confidence that we should not disseminate on the room. But those would be flagged for us.
Senator Bonnell: I think I’m not sure that I’m going to answer your question, but I will say there’s several drafts of the ASPT with questions. And I actually have a draft of that. Kevin has a draft of that also. And I’m assuming Russ, you would also, those we didn’t, we didn’t put everyone’s comments and you all are seeing; you did not receive that version. I’m not sure if I’m answering your question. 
Senator Meyer: I’m worried about if we were going to disseminate something to a constituent. If it’s something that anyone could access through the Senate website, even if it’s a link contained in the agenda for tonight, which is on the Senate website. That’s public information, right? Anyone can access that on the internet.
Senator Bonnell: That is part of the Open Meetings Act, I would argue. That’s why we post these so that people can learn what we are doing; there’s transparency. This is a good thing. And they should reach out to us. 
Senator Blum: All right. For the internal committees, right we don’t publish our working documents is what I would say that on that. I’d never go to the Senate website to check whether we put our working documents on the Senate website? I mean, I know we put the agenda because what the Open Meetings Act covers is the agenda, right? It’s not, I mean, in the spirit of it, right? But what it says is that what we have to publish is the agenda. Anyway, so I’m just wondering if we put that stuff up there. Do we do that because we don’t do it for internal commitments?
Senator Bonnell: You’re right. We wouldn’t. I’m assuming many of the internal committees use their Teams? The other thing about Open Meetings Act is not just about the agenda. It’s about the minutes and that’s why we take minutes and that’s why we approve the minutes within a timely fashion. And as you know, with our minutes from a recording and a transcription. We approve those. We have to approve those minutes and then everyone can see those. I actually look at those with some frequency.
Senator Blum: Right. I don’t think there is a place to go for working documents, right? This is a working document. We’re working on it. And so there would be the minutes about it and there would be the agenda about it as the meeting was forthcoming. But nothing else. You couldn’t go find them as far as I know. Is that correct?
Senator Bonnell: We have the markup and someone could log in and look at the changes that we’ve made, knowing that we’ve removed a lot of the comments that appeared in the spring.
Senator Blum: So those are posted on the Senate website?
Senator Bonnell: They’re in the agenda. Yes.
Senator Blum: Yes. No, but I mean, I know they are for us. Okay. But I mean for a faculty member to go to the Senate website and look at today’s agenda and then would be able to click on the link for this document and would be able to follow.
Senator Bonnell: Yes. And that’s a good thing, I think.
Senator Blum: I didn’t say it was a good or a bad thing. I said, I’m asking a question whether we do it or not. I don’t truthfully, I don’t know because I get all the information, I just don’t go and do it. I’m not making a value judgement here. Just trying to understand what the process of the Senate Office is. It is there from an internal committee perspective, right? That we don’t do it that way, right? That we don’t have all these working documents and we don’t publish them on the Senate website. We have minutes and we have agenda. So that’s all I’m saying, right? I mean, it’s just how the business is conducted. But if it is there, that’s fantastic. 
Senator Bonnell: The specific part of this that you were not talking about is the URC involvement with that. And that, I’m going to go back to 2022 and earlier when we would have, at that point, I’m going to name a name that people either know or don’t know. At the time, Bruce Stoffel was part of URC and he took extraordinary minutes because I was on URC then. I don’t know how he did it. He created those for UR. So those became a really great tool for us, in understanding the deliberations that were held in Caucus. And that’s what URC needed as a review. But I don’t know. I’m just talking here, I don’t know who Bruce Stoffel’s counterpart is now. Would that be Soemer? No it would be…
Senator Yazedjian: Cooper Cutting is the Assistant Vice President, but he is not involved in the URC. It was reorganized.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. Sorry, because things have switched. Yeah, because Bruce was not an AVP. I’m sorry. Who’s the person? 
Senator Yazedjian: Connie Blick?
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. Yes. But it seems like a stretch that she would not be attending these meetings.
Senator Yazedjian: Because it’s my understanding that the URC has a secretary.
Senator Bonnell: Yes. So that would, again, it’s important that the URC is attending Caucus. And again, I’m going to go back to the Union. I’m not sure how unless they can react in real time if Ashley is here or her designee. Those are the things I’m wondering about. And I’m going to go back to what Senator Blum said. It’s the working document piece of that. Because you can, I mean, sometimes the minutes, you can get a transcript, but it’s, that’s a mélange of words, and it’s hard to decipher what the actual items are from that. What does URC need to know? So it will be interesting to figure out how we work our way through this process with the Union and with URC. All right, any other thoughts about this? Any other questions about process? One of the things I have that I will share, and this would be a link, is that I have a list of all the changes divided by category. So that’s a three page document that I will share; you will see in the next agenda. Now, we also know that as we work our way through the system, there will be other questions that people have, that you have. So we know, for instance, that there are some senators who already have their own list of questions. So those questions will be addressed as we work through, section by section. Are we all okay with understanding that process? Okay, at our next meeting, the other thing that we’ve also included is the CBA. Some particular articles will be particularly relevant and others that won’t, but you’re encouraged to review the CBA to know which of those things will apply to our ASPT document. 
Senator Stewart: Just to clarify the process, are we working through it in an open-ended way where we’re just going to get as far as we can on and on a particular night or we’re going to say “today we’re going to try to get through pages one through four focus on those?”
Senator Bonnell: Thank you for that question. For the special meetings, we’ve allotted from six to eight. So we know that that’s a certain amount of time. Ideally. we will identify those parts of the ASPT that we think that we can get through in a certain amount of time because it would be hard I think for you to come prepared to read through the whole document at each meeting. It’d be better if you had the focus of those elements, those sections. But again, knowing that we have a finite amount of time. Any other questions or comments? 
Okay, I’m not going to make my way through the line-by-line changes as they relate but know that you will get that in the packet for our next caucus meeting and hopefully that will be a help to you as we’re working our way through. But please again, reach out to your constituents and please come prepared because these are all very important and your roles and points of view matter, just as your constituents do. 
Know that we’ll be prepared at our next meeting, which is September 9th, to begin the full review of the ASPT and marked off in sections. And Exec will identify which exactly will identify how far we’ll go, how far we will go into ASPT. But this is an important process, so I appreciate all of your work and consideration in this. 
Revised Senate Calendar 2026-2027
Adjournment
Motion by Senator Peterson.
Second by Senator Peters. 
Unanimous approval. 
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