Faculty Caucus Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, September 23, 2026 (Hard Stop 9:30 P.M.)
Immediately Following the Academic Senate Meeting


Call to Order
Chairperson Bonnell called the meeting to order.

Roll call
Senator Nikolaou 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 9-9-26
Motion by Senator Stewart. 
Second by Senator Mohammed. 
Unanimous approval.

Elections: 
Undergraduate Curriculum Committee
Butch Sim, COB (replacing Donna Wiencek) 2026-2029
Motion by Senator Kidwaro.
Second by Senator Godwyll.
Unanimous approval. 

OEOA hearing for faculty case
1 faculty senator & 1 alternate
Senator Smelser volunteered as the primary and Senator Paolucci as the alternate.
Motion by Senator Meyer. 
Second by Senator Peterson. 
Unanimous approval.

Information Items:
From Angela Bonnell: Faculty Caucus Executive Committee
Appointment Salary Promotion and Tenure (ASPT)(Read through to page 36/Section XI)
Link to current ASPT
Link to CBA (Read suggested articles 2, 3, 12.02, 17, 19, 24, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31)
Link to markup
Link to summary of changes
Senator Bonnell: We’re going to continue on with the Appointment Salary Promotion and Tenure policy, the review of our document. As you remember, last time we got up to page nine. We had asked people to prepare up to page 36. We’ll see how far we can get this evening. 
Section IV: CSFC, pages 9-13
We’re going to start on page nine. And if you remember, one of the things that we’re doing is we’re working section by section. So the section that we’ll be looking at is section IV and that’s pages 9 through 13 which is CFSC. First we’ll do the number of changes that came through URC and then what I’m referring to as URC Plus and those changes include: 
On page nine the first change is under A, we’re deleting language. It’s in that first paragraph. So a membership of CFSC, we’re deleting language that says CFSC members may not participate in the present or vote in deliberations. We’re adding disciplinary actions involving individuals from their own departments or schools. So that was deleted. Does anyone have any questions or thoughts or concerns about that? Okay, 
We’ll move on to the second change that we have. We are deleting under B1, the CFSC shall review and approve school policies and procedures for appointment, reappointment, and performance evaluation, tenure, and then we’re changing it to “and post tenure reviews” and we’re getting rid of “and disciplinary actions.” That makes sense with everyone? 
The next change we have is under… there’s some odd numbering I know, I’ll just say that we’ll fix all the odd outlining that happens with Word in this document so it’s B and it’s labeled B.1.1. but we are changing that, we’re getting rid of in the first sentence: The CFSC shall review and approve department and school policies and procedures for the allocation of monies devoted to performance evaluated, and we’re changing it to annual merit increases and we’re deleting salary increments. Any questions about any of that?
Senator Meyer: OK, so I’ve been having some discussions with colleagues in my school about this and we’ve heard some rumors, et cetera. We currently have in our ASPT breakdowns of how the merit in the past, right? How the merit funds were dispersed, what portion went to how an individual was rated on service and research and teaching. And we’re concerned that those descriptions of the criteria for merit pay, which you’re calling Annual merit Increases, remain in our school’s ASPT. So that it’s not a decision made arbitrarily by a chair or a director, but it’s going through the Faculty Status Committee. According to that criteria, we would then know and have transparent information about how merit is assigned. And we’ve heard some rumors that maybe that’s going away and merit’s getting ripped out of ASPT. So I guess I’m wanting to make sure that this is not in any way threatening the ability of a unit to describe what their merit criteria is, because I read it as very much it is saying, yes, each department or school sets their criteria transparently about how merit would get apportioned or assigned. And then, of course, the chair or the director is charged with executing that based on annual performance evaluations. Am I correct or?
Senator Bonnell: That’s how I read it. And in Milner, we were reviewing our ASPT document our criteria now. That’s the presumption that we have made along the way, but I can’t speak to rumors. I don’t know anything about that. If there’s anyone who knows anything about changes there might be ….
Senator Blum: This is just a terminology change, right? Just for, I mean, that was my understanding of it. It actually means the exact same thing. Is that correct?
Senator Bonnell: That was my assumption when we were changing these things. I’m looking to AVP Morgan.
AVP Russ Morgan: The intention of this language was simply to narrow that DFSCs and the ASPT documents won’t be making decisions or making input on salary in general, but just that particular aspect of salary going forward because all the other decisions are included in the CBA.
Senator Meyer: Okay. So two follow-ups to that. Does the CBA specify how merit pay is doled out? I thought it only set how much merit was available.
Russ Morgan: It just sets the conditions for eligibility. I believe it says that the annual merit increase can be between zero and three percent.
Senator Meyer: Right. Okay. Second question, and I want to make sure I’m playing devil’s advocate here. If I were in your shoes and working for management, I’m concerned about how this would be interpreted. What I’m willing to vote for is something that allows a school or department to set in their ASPT how that criteria for merit pay works and I would expect that to be respected as opposed to a member of management making the decision about how to dole out merit. Am I interpreting this correctly or is management going to interpret this differently?
Russ Morgan: I think the language is pretty clearly saying that the DFSC will develop policies and procedures for how annual merit increases will be determined. That language is clear. I know that’s varied a lot between departments, how that’s done. I think that would probably continue.
Senator Meyer: Okay, and maybe here I have a language issue then, because this says, at the discretion of each department or school, are we talking, that means the DFSC and the SFSC or what do we mean here by department or school?
President of UFISU Ashley Farmer: I think the language here is just to match what it says in the CBA, which it refers to in the CBA’s annual merit. I do, to your questions, have some things flagged later in this document that are more related to merit pay things that have been deleted that I don’t necessarily think should have been deleted, but we’re not to that point yet, but I’d be happy to point them out to you when we get there or if we don’t get there tonight because I don’t remember what page they’re on to be perfectly clear to tell you that after the meeting if you want to know.
Senator Stewart: This is really just so I can try to track this better. Where is this addressed in this CBA? Not the merit for full professors that you can apply for, but the annual merit pay.

Ashley Farmer: There should be, and I can scroll down and find it.
Russ Morgan: Page 52
Ashley Farmer: In the compensation article, where, for example, if I’m going to the one that’s coming up, effective January 1, 2027 annual based salary increases will be funded at 4%, which would be comprised of across the board increase 2.5 annual merit increase 1.5. So it’s to match the language that’s through the compensation article.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. Any other questions about that? Okay, the other part of that in that same section, if you’ve carried it over on to page 10. We’re also deleting, but the CFSC shall review and approve them for clarity, fairness, and internal consistency. That language was removed from that last part of the paragraph. And that’s page 10. Any questions about that? And that’s all that we have.
Senator Yazedjian: I just have a question about why that language would be removed. Is that in some way not aligned with the CBA? Is it maybe because it’s redundant? I mean, it does say that the CFSC shall review. So they are already reviewing and approving. So maybe it’s because it’s redundant or perceived as redundant.
Ashley Farmer: That is what it says on the summary of proposed changes, adding annual merit increase and removing duplicative language. 
Senator Bonnell: Thanks for the question. That’s good to know. All right, so that is, I believe that we’ve covered all of those changes that we’re under IV. And so we’ve covered everything that was approved by URC and URC Plus. Are there other items for review in IV?
Senator Nikolaou: And this comment is going to be consistent for the CFSC, the DFSC, the Tenure, and the Promotion policies, The CBA under section 28.01, it says consistent with the ASPT, its department and schools shall develop department/school policies and procedures for the appointment, performance evaluation, (including a process for external peer review, promotion tenure, and post tenure review) including metrics for such reviews. So that’s something that we didn’t have before. The comment I have is consistent for the CFSC and the DFSC. Do we need to include a sentence where we will say, like, sample language, “The CFSC shall confirm that each department/school ASPT policies, but shall confirm that each department/school specifies metrics for promotion, tenure, and post tenure review and addresses external peer review.” And then if we want to put “as required by the ISU, UFISU Collective Bargaining Agreement. And then as we get closer to the DFSC, similar language.
Ashley Farmer: To that point, the comment on a process for external peer review applies to those that had external peer review. Russ can jump in if you have had a different recollection of this from bargaining, but there are departments that don’t have external peer review. This wouldn’t require them to have it if they didn’t already.
Russ Morgan : I think I recall this discussion being something that it should be at least be addressed.
Ashley Farmer: If they have it or not. But they’re not required to have it by this. They just have to say, there are no external reviews if they don’t require external reviews, or we do, and here’s the process for it.
Senator Nikolaou: And that’s why for that example, again, I’m not saying we should use this language. That’s why for this one, I say, and addresses external peer review. And then when we go to the DFSC, the language that I’m going to say it’s pretty much what you said, that it pretty much clarified if they are required or not, and if they are required, then specify the process.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you for asking the question. I know that in Milner, people have read that and they’ve been confused because they have thought that it was required. Milner, we don’t have external peer review but all of CAS requires it? Yes, but the CBA is not requiring that Milner now have external peer review.
Ashley Farmer: Yeah, just to clarify, because this was bargained under like whatever the current, the ASPT, it was referring to the ASPT as it exists now, right? Does that make sense? 
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. I think that’s important because people have been confused about it, so it’s good to clarify. Okay, good. Okay. Are there other questions or comments in section IV? No? Excellent. 
Section V: DFSC, pages 14-21
We’re up to 14. It’s exciting. All right, so now we’re up to section V, DFSC. So of the changes we have, I’m just going to make my way through on page 15 under B.1, we are removing and disciplinary actions under that sense. We’re adding an and, so it would mean following appropriate faculty input, each DFSC/SFSC shall develop department/school policies and procedures for appointment, reappointment, performance evaluation, promotion, tenure, and that’ll be “and” post tenure review, and then we’re deleting disciplinary actions. Is everyone okay with that? Excellent. 
Next, it’s we’re moving on to the next page 16 and we have under C.1, and again we have some wonky numerical things going on there, but we’re adding the annual merit increases again. And I think that should be a capital I, I know the capitalization is the least of everything, but we can capitalize that annual merit increase with the capital I. Annual Merit Increases formulating recommendations and promotion and tenure. And then we have and for completion of post tenure review. We’re changing that. And again, formatting problems with Word here. So note this will be fixed. And then we have that last sentence. Performance evaluation review shall be conducted every year to determine the size of the Annual Merit Increase to be awarded for the coming year. All right, so I’ve got pages 14, 15, 16. On page 16 my notes say, why did we remove this? That’s under V.B.2 a and b. Looking at the periwinkle book that was a question that I asked of myself. That was post URC Plus meeting. Does anyone have any memory of that? Why we’re removing those sections?
Ashley Farmer: That appears to be on the page before. Some of it.
Senator Meyer: So if I’m looking at the page number 16, I see three deleted paragraphs. They were originally numbered 2 a and b.
Senator Bonnell: Yes.
Senator Meyer: And my question was going to be do we really want to remove all of those sections. So that is what we’re talking about at the moment.
Senator Bonnell: Yes; thank you. That’s what I have in my notes too why did we remove those? It starts off following appropriate faculty input, each DFSC shall develop policies and procedures for the allocation of monies. Yes, devoted to the performance value and salary increment. So I didn’t understand why we were deleting that because it was kind of ties to what you were talking about before. 
Senator Stewart: Yeah, I’m doubly confused because if you go to page 15, that text appears to be on 15, not crossed out. So it’s like there’s some sort of copy editing error here.
Senator Bonnell: And this is, I think we talked about this last time, this, I think I mentioned several times. This whole book has been, I’ve been cobbled together and we see the problems with the numbering. So what you’re saying, that’s not surprising. So this will not be the easiest thing to proofread and edit when the time comes.
Senator Blum: Someone just made a mistake correct? It’s not deleted, okay, it’s there. The entire text that it says it was crossed out is actually not crossed out.
Ashley Farmer: I looked it up on the website and so the first part that’s not crossed out is about faculty input on developing department/school policies and procedures for appointment, reappointment, performance, evaluation, et cetera. And then there’s an a, b, c. 2, which has been deleted, says following appropriate faculty input, each DFSC/SFSC, shall develop school policies and procedures for allocation of monies devoted to performance evaluated salary increments… that part. So that has been deleted 2 a and b. The other part that you’re referring to that I saw as well, that belongs to B.1.a, b, c, which is about departments and schools developing procedures for ASPT. The part that was deleted was about developing procedures, but also, I mean to everyone else’s point, I also don’t know why that would be deleted entirely.
Senator Meyer: So it’s parallel language, right? But about different issues.
Ashley Farmer: Yes. 
Senator Blum: Thank you. Yeah. You know that’s correct.
Senator Bonnell: All right. So what I’m seeing or what I’m hearing is that many of us think that language should not have been removed and we should reinsert it. And for whatever reason, we might be able to find out why that we should insert that language back or at least wait, I’m going to go back to Senator Blum, the point of making sure that we work with … oh …  and welcome URC Chair Jennifer Sharkey. So happy to see you! I’m glad that you were here. And thankfully, Jennifer was on URC last year and I know Russ, you all worked together. So maybe we can get to the bottom of what happened here. And maybe it was just as something as simple as it was just a formatting error. But we can figure that out.
Russ Morgan: But I think that section was deleted simply because it refers to, you know, salary increments and salary increases and DFSC being involved in that decision, which they no longer are, you know, except for that small thing about annual merit increases.
Ashley Farmer: This is referring to annual merit increases though. And so it’s about the DFSCs or SFSCs just developing those policies and procedures that were referenced before that they sent to the CFSC for review about how that money is allotted. This is what Kevin was referring to earlier.
Russ Morgan: I think the URC was looking at this as being more broad than that. It wasn’t just referring to annual merit increase. It was referring to salary adjustments. It talks about equity adjustments and that kind of stuff.
Ashley Farmer: Which that stuff can and should be deleted. But I think to the point, the language should be reinserted and edited because deleting it entirely does not align with CBA. If this is about just strictly talking the CBA alignment.
Senator Nikolaou: Yes, because it seems that if the language comes back, the only change is where it says policy and procedures for the allocation of monies devoted to performance evaluated salary increments and salary equity adjustments, it should just say allocation of monies devoted to performance evaluated, Annual Merit Increase. Instead of salary increments and salary equity stuff. 
Senator Blum: That’s like three words all right, okay, and then the rest of it actually has to be maintained, otherwise essentially there’s no FSC at the Department or School level authority to do kind of what I think Senator Meyer was alluding to earlier. That’s a three word delete not a three paragraph delete.
Senator Bonnell: Got it. Everyone following that? That makes sense to me. We can insert that with those edits and then we’ll work with obviously URC on that for their input on this.
Senator Valentin: So I want to clarify. So what you’re saying is you want to put back in 2 a and 2 b, that language? OK, so the thing is that that language exists in 1 b and 1 c. And so my interpretation is that 2 a and b are in reference to the main paragraph 2. And so deleting the sub language, right, that references is in reference to 2. But the 2 a and b language is also in 1 b and 1 c. So there’s no loss…
Ashley Farmer: Where it is under 1 is referring to how the DFSC will invite input, revise, et cetera, policies around appointment, reappointment, performance, promotion, tenure, et cetera. Where it’s listed here under 2 a and b is how a DFSC will invite input and make revisions about how they disperse merit. Does that make sense?
Senator Valentin: So then going to keep part of 2, the main paragraph of 2.
Ashley Farmer: All of 2.
Senator Valentin: So keeping all of 2.
Ashley Farmer: But with edits for deleting salary equity adjustments because per the CBA that’s handled there now and revising performance evaluated salary increments to say Annual Merit Increases.
Senator Valentin: All right.
Ashley Farmer: So then where number , B.1 is discussing how each DFSC develops department school policies and procedures for appointment, reappointment, tenure, promotion, and then a and b discuss how they review those policies and invite input from the school about revisions to those policies. 2 is about after faculty input, DFSC will develop policies about how they disperse merit. And then a and b are how they invite input for revision regarding how they disperse merit.
Senator Valentin: All right. So 2 is just going to be addressing merit.
Senator Yazedjian: When this goes back to the URC or whoever’s going to edit it, maybe you just put annual merit in 1. Just add the words Annual Merit Increases because the whole number 1 is talking about policies related to this and this and this and the approval. I mean, I haven’t compared 1 a and 1 b to 2 a and 2 b, but if they’re following the same kind of approval processes, why wouldn’t you just put annual merit increases in 1 if everything else in a and b is kind of mirrored into, but that’s for the committee to look at perhaps.
Senator Bonnell: A word-by-word comparison of the two and see what’s going on, and double check what is going on, that makes sense. Somebody’s going to just take a careful eye to this.
Ashley Farmer: Yeah, and that’s, like you mentioned, for URC to review for like, what is it the five-year review?
Senator Bonnell: That will be next year.
Senator Yazedjian: I was actually thinking, now, I mean, does do these recommendations that come through this body go back to the URC? Or not? 
Senator Bonnell: Yes.
Ashley Farmer: Yeah.
Senator Bonnell: Yes, we are agreeing. But this is what we’re doing. URC and then URC Plus met. So in many cases, everything is agreed we are all here agreeing with what URC agreed with and what URC Plus agreed with, and so those are set, but there are just a few where there’s some questions that we’re working on and those will be sent back to URC … that sounds funny sent back … will ask for their consideration or your feedback or your rationale or something. Okay, moving on from that section. 
And now on page 17. At the top of my page, there’s a deletion increase to be awarded for the coming year. 16 and 17 are paginated oddly. So we’re deleting that section in C 1 or 2, whatever it is right after the annual merit increase to be awarded for the coming year. Okay. So that’s 17. On page 18 it’s under 2 at the top of the page. We are getting rid of “and dismissal.” So that sentence would be “the DFSC/SFSC shall be responsible for making recommendations regarding faculty contracts and appointments for reappointment and non-re-appointment, reports evaluation for salary adjustments,” and then a comma, “and for promotion and tenure.” And we’re getting rid of “and dismissal.” Everyone agrees with that? Good. There’s nothing on page 19. There’s nothing on page 20.. Does anyone under section V se see anything else that needed to be reviewed? 
Senator Nikolaou: Similar to before, under B.1, after the first sentence, pretty much where we deleted the disciplinary actions, where we can add a sentence along the lines of, “if department/school policies shall specify the metrics used for tenure, promotion, and post-tenure review, and shall specify, whether external peer review is required, and if so, the process to be followed, as required by the ISU- UFISU collective bargaining agreement.”
Senator Bonnell: It’s similar statement, parallel statement.
Senator Nikolaou: It’s not exactly the same wording.
Senator Meyer: I just want to clarify on section V. And I think it was the way that Ashley phrased it. I understood clearly where she was saying to make the changes. We are keeping merit, the annual merit, although it gets reworded in there. So there’s paragraphs that got removed that language is going to go back. It’s still going to say merit. And my understanding might take away from our discussion is our faculty status committees at the department school level still make decisions about criteria for merit and chairs and directors, you know, execute that that’s still a local level decision. Am I correct in that interpretation?
Senator Bonnell: That’s how I interpret it.
Senator Meyer: Is that how management would interpret it too? 
Russ Morgan: You know, the language says the DFSC is making a recommendation. 
Senator Meyer: Okay, so I don’t think I understand how that happens. Okay, so like the chair or the director, like they send him a list, but you call that a recommendation. And then what happens with it at that point?
Russ Morgan: Well, the DFSC makes a recommendation to the chair. And then the chair sends that up.
Senator Meyer: And so once the chair approves what the faculty’s status committee says, or I’m trying to figure out who makes this final decision. Where does it stop?
Russ Morgan: I think that depends on the language in the department ASPT. I mean, it varies right now. In some cases, it’s very clearly delineated, you know, prescribing how those decisions are made. In other cases, it’s clearly how the decisions are left up to the chair. It varies a lot.
Senator Meyer: Would a dean be able to change it? What’s coming out of the department or school?
AVP Russ Morgan: I would have to look at those individual department and college ASPT documents, see what their language says. This document doesn’t address that. 
Senator Meyer: I read this document as protecting the local level decision.
Ashley Farmer: I just had a follow-up question based on a question Kevin asked, which is, where can you point to me where in the university ASPT for my own review, like where it says they make a recommendation to the chair about merit pay, like where is that? Because I would assume that would be also in like the local department, ASPTs, as to the exact policy that is made.
Senator Bonnell: That agrees with and I know things are different, but at Milner, for instance, we do, we have very explicit language, and this is something that’s determined in our DFSC. And of course, our chair, in Milner the Associate Dean, serves on that. So we vote on these things. We have voted on this. 
Ashley Farmer: Yeah, like the chair is a part of the process, right? I don’t know if it’s different in some departments.
Senator Nikolaou: So what we are talking about right now about the V. B, it is about developing the policies and the procedures. Where we say, when we decide how we are going to do the allocation of the Annual Merit Increase, we are going to have a discussion within the DFSC, the CFSC, and we are going to come in agreement. It doesn’t say anything about the actual allocation of money. Which is when we’re going to go to the performance evaluation and salary incrementation. And that goes to ask this question where it is mentioned. It says, I guess the current article, or page 72. It says, “The Provost shall receive appropriate recommendations from the DFSC, SFSC and the CFSC with consideration of the reports regarding performance, evaluation of phases, and salary increments based on the requirements.” So that’s where the references to their recommendations. So that’s the article where it’s going to be talking about the salary allocation. The section that we are right now is about how we develop policies.
Senator Meyer: You’re a chair, maybe you can answer this for me. So my understanding is like you’re and maybe this is just us but the Faculty Status Committee helps develop the school or departments ASPT. sets up the criteria for merit allocation criteria, et cetera. They’re recommending to the chair, director, what to do about it. They’ve been given a portion of funds. I guess it’s coming from the college now, not from the provost office or however. And then, you know, a certain percentage of merit is awarded to whoever qualifies at whatever level. And that’s kind of where it stops, right? Like it doesn’t have to have the Dean sign off on it and Provost sign off like it’s all the funds have been dispersed to a local level. There’s division of funds have been made at a local level. Am I correct?
Senator Bonnell: I think I’m agreeing with you that I thought everything was if the department wanted it to remain that way, that is how it would be. Now, again, I’m speaking from Milner’s point of view, we do things very specifically, but maybe other departments or schools do things differently. So that’s my lens. 
Senator Blum: Yeah. I think that language up above describes that the faculty are going to vote on whatever that salary recommendation policy is. As you’ve mentioned a couple times how it’s done in Milner, all right, but it’s done in many places that way. That process, I mean, I assume that all that language is going to be reinstated in one form or another at some point by the URC, and then once that’s reinstated it should fall because then once that is that then whatever department whatever your department rules are that will become as they are now that because they are I mean they’re based off of this single language has been crossed out so that, I do think would question your answer, is there any way to overrule that? Is that correct?
Senator Meyer: Well, yeah, I’m not really talking about an extreme circumstances in which something would be overruled, but I guess I’m just thinking whatever happens with the chair, director, faculty status committee, that decides how the monies are apportioned and there’s no further approval necessary up the chain of command.
Senator Bonnell: I didn’t think there was going to be a change.
Senator Jordan: I haven’t been in the chair for a couple of years. But when we as a DFSC meted out raises as a function of merit and the formula, those then had to be approved by the dean. And I suspect also approved at the provost level. So they did get approved, which did imply to me that they did have the authority to disagree with how we had done it. That has to be approved. I don’t know how, that that’s how it works now.
Senator Nikolaou: And I’m looking at the same part of the ASPT on page 72. What technically it says that all of these are recommendations. And then the last item under A, which says the provost shall notify faculty members of the new salary (subject to necessary approval of the university’s appropriation request by the general assembly and the governor). So there is a higher level approval. So based on that, technically, yeah, we make recommendations as chairs.
Senator Meyer: And that’s on 72.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, it’s the whole section that talks about the salary recommendation.
Ashley Farmer: So I guess to that point, adding that language back as you brought, I think somebody brought up as before we moved on, is still in line with the CBA and perhaps the questions that Kevin is alluding to are questions for either URC, but maybe not for CBA alignment, but for five-year review, especially perhaps in terms of past practice.
Senator Paolucci: I’m confused. And I’m not entirely sure how to articulate it, but I think there’s a domino effect here that I guess is what I’m confused on. And so we’ve been discussing like, where does the authority lie to make the decision at the school level? How does the chair fit into that? Could that be overridden at the dean level? And then responses have been depends on the school’s policy, depends on a college’s policy. So that seems to describe variance at the school level and at the college level, but isn’t the end goal here somewhat to establish this at the university level and then create alignment in the future at the college level and an additional alignment at the school level as this sort of works top down? And I guess my confusion is what is alignment at those levels and how much individuality will be able to be maintained at the school level, if there’s as much variance as being described now? Or, you know, like the Dean in one college might be able to override a school’s wishes in terms of recommendations based on the current policy. Will alignment with what we’re doing now cascade down and sort of like, homogenize the variance at the college level and then homogenize the variance at the school and department level or am I overthinking things?
Senator Bonnell: All of this is not like what I have thought before, probably wrongly so. The lens through which I see things there is a percent of money that was allotted for merit. And we have a process and a procedure and a chart that works its way through. It never has occurred to me that with all of the ways that we might do something; it’s very standardized and it works through our business manager. It’s numerical, it’s not subjective. But you’re saying now, it’s never occurred to me, that this is now something that can be subjective at some point, and it could change from one dean to the other. I don’t know how to react to that. I will go back to, Ashley, you’re saying this might be something for the five-year review, but it seems to me this is something that we ought to tackle now. We ought to figure it out, not for the five year, even though I know the five year is just next year. I think departments and schools will be looking for guidance on this. I would imagine. I can’t speak, again, Senator Paolucci, I can’t speak to what you’re saying, because it’s never occurred to me that could happen.


Senator Paolucci: I mean, I’ll admit it, I don’t even know if the question I’m asking is relevant to this conversation, but it seems to me when we’re getting responses of it depends on what’s happening with the current policies at the school and the college level in terms of responses, especially the questions that you’ve been having, aren’t we steering that down the road? Like what we do here then becomes the template for alignment for those levels. I’m not sure why sometimes we get answers of what we’re doing here with this language can be different for each individual school or individual college in terms of, I guess, where the authority lies or where the buck stops for final decision making.
Senator Meyer: I would say certain things I could definitely understand like Senator Paolucci said would be kind of standardized and filter down from the university ASPT to the college and department or school level. But my specific concern was talking with one of our FSC members. And a couple other colleagues, it sounded like they were, they were under the impression that, oh, we’re expected just to rip the merit sections out of our school ASPT, which sounds completely wrong to me. I think that’s a bad interpretation, but I was concerned when I saw some of these sections deleted that we’ve now put back in because I would think your department or school ASPT should address merit, should establish that criteria, policies, procedures, whatever.
Senator Peterson: From a chair’s perspective, when I’ve been looking through this, I’m not expecting to make changes to the merit process other than the changes that need to be specific that it’s now merit and not an annual increase. So from my point of view in trying to align our ASPT document with all of the changes that, you know, merit is still there. The DFSC’s role is still there. How our department handles it will probably vary from how your department handles it, but the autonomy stays with us is how I viewed it.
Senator Stewart: I just wanted to confirm that Philosophy has been confused about this very issue. And in our confused manner, thought we were supposed to rip all this stuff out. So there’s genuine confusion about what departments are supposed to be doing across campus in relation to this merit stuff.
Senator Bonnell: Can I ask, I know that you have your hand raised, but I want to ask the question. In the past, there have been times when we reviewed our ASPT, and I’m going to go back to AVP Sam Catonzaro. He would provide these great overview sheets. I’m not trying to malign anyone else, but he’s the person I have in my brain. he would create these great sheets of, these are the things that changed, and then we would have these great meetings everyone invited on DFSC or CFSC and others too and we’d talk about those changes. So when we hear these kinds of things can happen, do you think there would be a chance for that to happen again? For what’s happening for those things that will be effective in 2027? What do you think about that? I’m not trying to put you on the spot.

Senator Yazedjian: Well, just a couple of things. Number one, I think we’re just kind of in this in between space right where we are encouraging departments to have these conversations, but these changes haven’t yet been approved. So once these changes are approved, I think that we could provide clarity by giving some updates to departments about here’s what changed, you know, here’s why. But I think right now people are already having these discussions about merit and, you know, what is going to change in the ASPT documents. I think related to what Senator Meyer is saying, I would just clarify, it is the expectation that every department has policies about the Annual Merit Increase. As Senator Peterson said, those practices look different from one department to another. That’s not going to change, but the expectation. And I think, I don’t know, what do I call Ashley Farmer? She’s not a senator?
Senator Bonnell: President. 
Senator Yazedjian: President Farmer, honorary senator Farmer. I think we would be in agreement that the merit portion, though those guidelines, have to be about merit, right? There has to be a way of distinguishing people based on whatever criteria the department sets. So merit would not go away at all, right? But it has to be clearly articulated in the policy.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. I wasn’t expecting that the provost office would create some thing when we don’t know what’s going on. That would not be useful. Yeah, but after, but you were open to the idea that there would be a session perhaps with DFSC, SFSC’s, CFSCs, all of those bodies to take a look at. This is what we think is going on or even like a piece of paper or several pieces of paper, these are the things that are consistently changing for everyone.
Senator Yazedjian: Yeah, I think some of the challenge right now is a timing issue, right? We’re working on multiple things at the same time. We have a CBA. We have documents that are a little outdated. The process here is working on the university guidelines, but departments still need to be reviewing there. So I think it’s just really a timing issue about how things are kind of all happening at the same time. But once these are approved, we would be happy to work with the URC Plus to come up with an outline of what has changed.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. I hope you don’t think I was trying to pressure you. That was not what I was trying to do.
Senator Yazedjian: And you and I have talked and I’ve talked to Russ as well, AVP Morgan about the importance of bringing back some of those sessions that we used to have where we invited DFSC and SFSC members to come because those people change from year to year. So it is good to have a professional development about how do you approach this process. Obviously, there’s nuance in specific departments and schools, but there are some best practices. And how to evaluate materials, especially for people who may not have that experience.

Senator Bonnell: I agree. Those are really valuable. All right.

Senator Meyer: Okay. I just want to pin you down so that I can quote you. You are saying, like, I can take this back to my FSC and say, Provost said, ASPT for our schools still needs to include merit, like the criteria. So you’re saying, don’t rip it out.
Senator Yazedjian: Right; the CBA says it is a part of the annual increase that people get. It should be part of your documents and there should be a way because it is merit of distinguishing among people. The annual merit can’t just be everybody gets the same. That’s the across the board part, right? So it should be a little bit distinct from that and should have opportunities to distinguish between individuals. I think most departments already have that.
Ashley Farmer: I mean, isn’t that up to the department though? For example, if a department has certain criteria for merit, like no merit, some merit, a lot of merit, for example, it could be theoretically then that everyone gets at least some merit or a lot of merit and maybe one person gets no merit.
Senator Yazedjian: Yeah, but what I’m talking about is the framework should have a way of distinguishing versus the individuals who get it, right? 
Ashley Farmer: That’s in the framework right? Am I understanding that correctly?
Senator Yazedjian: The framework can’t be everybody’s going to be meritorious. In its principle. Right. You can’t just be like, everybody gets the same amount.
Ashley Farmer: Right. You have to have some way to distinguish. That’s what this is referring to. 
Senator Blum: No. I don’t want to bang on my department. I mean, my department has made many improvements over the years since I first came to Senate when there’s nothing here. This very last piece is something we don’t have. And the DFSC, all right, just kind of does it themselves. Now we have a merit system and we have a way of distinguishing those levels of what we’re talking to. So, and we know, okay, that our faculty know that this needs to be fixed, right? So that’s something we’re gonna hopefully get over the hump with the last piece, right? And, you know, we’re aware of those conversations, but I know many of you we’ve been colleagues for many years, okay, but have very detailed which is actually what we should have, all right. But just to show like, I think how important it is and to the Provost’s expectation that it should be in every department or school unit in this document and that we’ve improved a lot, okay, but there is that piece that needs to be added.
Senator Bonnell: It’s an opportunity, right?
Senator Blum: It is.
Senator Bonnell: So we covered everything that URC, URC Plus and anything that anyone in the room had wanted to talk about under V? Right. 
Section VI: Appointment Policies and Section VII: Faculty Assignments and Faculty Evaluations, pages 21-24
Right. So next we want to move on where we’ll start on we’re on page 21 under section VI Appointment Policies. I don’t see anything under pages 21, 22, on 23 we’re adding language. We’re adding a reference to ISU/UFISU CBA for details. See that section and we’ll make sure that that follows the pattern that we said two weeks ago. Does anyone have any questions about that? Yes.
Senator McCombs: I don’t remember if we talked about this last time, but the ISU/UFISU CBA is that a hyphen or a slash?
Senator Bonnell: It’s going to be a slash.
Senator McCombs: Okay. Just to check.
Senator Bonnell: Yes, we thank you for that. It’s a slash. And it will be consistent. That will be a global change. Anything else? 
I think the next one is under D. We’re removing a typo. We’re removing the guidelines: Shall also provide examples of the types of professional activities. That was just something that came through. Any problems with removing that? And then that last sentence we are adding.
Senator Meyer: Oh, it’s actually the last sentence. I got a question.
Senator Bonnell: The last sentence I was getting to, yes, go ahead.
Senator Meyer: Yeah. So the January 5th, we hadn’t gotten to that.
Senator Bonnell: The last sentence, yes.
Senator Meyer: Yeah. That’s where you are, right?
Senator Bonnell: That’s where I was ready to go. Go ahead.
Senator Meyer: Okay. So sometimes when I’ve been on our School Faculty Status Committee, We’re coming back and we’re actually meeting around that time. Can I see January 5th’s been in there? So I assume that wasn’t a change.
Senator Bonnell: That’s been January 5th for as long as I’ve been around.
Senator Meyer: Yeah. Are schools and departments able to set that a little earlier or a little later based on their needs or do we have to follow this?
Senator Bonnell: I’m going to give it response that the January 5th date, we stand firm on the January 5th because that’s what it says. That’s what we do to do anything otherwise could put some people, they could be vulnerable, of having to meet a deadline earlier.
Senator Meyer: Well, yeah, I mean, we, we usually turn it in earlier. We’ve been asked to.
Senator Bonnell: I don’t know what to say to that.
Senator Blum: I was just thinking that like, that it’s usually with dates, right? It’s you can’t go later, but you could go earlier. So, or if it’s a date like that, so you can’t, usually that’s the kind of thing. Like, I don’t know, to the tenure and promotion dates seem to be pretty fixed, all right? But I don’t know, did your faculty vote to have an earlier date?
Senator Meyer: I mean, maybe my recollection isn’t real great on this, but I thought we had to have them before New Year’s Eve, most years in the past. But you’re saying you think this is just saying no later than January 5th?
Senator Bonnell: So they are due by January 5th, or next business day of each year.
Senator Jordan: We have this document as it currently stands is university policy. And faculty departments are to align their ASPT documents with this policy. So I suspect all of the department documents would say January 5th at this point.
Senator Bonnell: I would agree with that. But I’m not sure this is what you’re also saying is are there some people who don’t want to have this hanging over their head on January 5th. So they might submit their papers, you know, December 1st, who knows? And there’s nothing preventing them from that, but for someone to tell them that they had to have them in by December 1st, that’s to me, or name that date, would be problematic. But if somebody wants to do that other own accord? But that’s not what you’re talking about, it seems like.
Senator Meyer: Well, it kind of is. So in other words, this document says, if I don’t want to turn it until the fifth, I don’t have to turn it into the fifth.
Senator Blum: Yeah. That’s exactly right. Yeah. 
Senator Meyer: I think that’s news to us.
Senator McCombs: I have a question for Senator Mayer. So are you saying that your department is imposing a sooner due date than January 5th?
Senator Meyer: Maybe it’s more of a guideline or an expectation, but yeah, I mean, I think we were all expected to turn them early.
Senator Bonnell: Is there anything else on that? Yeah, I’m looking on pages 22, 23, 24. I don’t see anything there. So 24. So we’ve done all the sections under VII. Do I have that right? VI and VII. Sorry, we went forward. Does anyone have any other items? So we’ve done everything that URC and URC Plus thought. Is there anything that anyone else has thought of? 
Senator Nikolaou: For VII where we talk about generally faculty evaluations, maybe the URC wants to consider adding something from the CBA 28 to the B and C. That’s the ones where they talk about if you’re going to do a teaching observation that you need to provide at least the two workday notice. And the other part, which is even more important where it says that if you’re going to use any type of information that’s going to be provided to the DFSC, you need to make it available to the faculty by the 23rd, but no later than December 31st.
Senator Bonnell: That makes sense to me. That seems really reasonable. What do other people think about that? That’s a recommendation we could send back to URC. That seems smart. Okay, excellent. Thank you. Are there any other items? Does anyone else see anything in VI or VII? No. Okay. 
Section VIII: Promotion Policies, pages 24-26
We’re up to page by my count 24. We’re up to section VIII Promotion Policies. OK, so of those items that we have, there’s nothing on page 24. On page 25, we’re fixing its longstanding typo that’s under F.1.B. A candidate may bring up to three years of full-time service. And that’s not an alignment with CBA. That’s just a mistake that we’ve had for a long time. And I’m going to channel AVP Gatto, because that was something that he wanted to change for a long time. That seems like a reasonable thing to do that we should be doing. Any questions about that? All right. On the next page, I have something deleted, it might just be an extra space there? It’s a space, right, an extra space. All right, okay, so moving on to page 26. Nothing there. And then that takes us up to IX. Okay, so we’ve gone through all the things URC, URC Plus does anyone have anything else in section VIII?
Senator Nikolaou: Under D, again, this goes back to the same comment. After the sentence where it says department/school college and university criteria for promotion, shall be provided to faculty period. And then we can add, “Such criteria shall include the metrics using promotion review as required by the ISU/UFISU Collective Bargaining Agreement.” And then another one is under E, at the end of that paragraph, where it says, if peer evaluation is part of a department’s last course promotion review process, comma, this fact must be stated. Probably we want to add this fact and the process to be followed must be stated. Because we say you need to say if and the process.
Senator Bonnell: Could you say that one more time?
Senator Nikolaou: This fact and the process to be followed. And then continue with this.
Senator Bonnell: Does anyone have any questions or thoughts about that? Are there any other thoughts about this section that anyone else see anything? 
Section IX: Tenure Policies, pages 26-31
Okay, then we’re moving on to section IX, Tenure Policies. Oh, you know, all that you’re seeing here those first changes are removing that which is so minor, but it’s just here the “dumb quotes” not the “smart quotes”. And then the next thing we have, we’re adding under 9.A.2. that sentence in the middle of that paragraph of 2, termination due to financial exigency, or to program elimination or reduction must be in accordance with university and board of trustees policies, and in accordance with the ISU/UFISU Collective Bargaining Agreement. No questions on that? 
Page 28, I don’t have anything. Page 29 under number four, it’s that first sentence. We have the decision concerning tenure must be made. And we’re deleting “at least 12 months.” So we’re deleting that must be made before the expiration of the probationary period. And that was another longstanding, we’ll call it an error. So that’s not an alignment with the CBA. That’s just something that we just want to fix now while we can. And I don’t have anything on page 30, or 31. And that takes us up to X. Does anyone have anything that they’ve seen outside of those sections? 
Senator Nikolaou: Page 29, under C, the paragraph that talks about tenure, to add the sentence, department/school criteria for tenure, shall include the metrics used in tenure review, as required by the ISU/UFISU CBA. And then mirror language under D.4 last sentence where it says this fact and the process to be followed must be stated.
Senator Bonnell: We have any questions about that, concerns? 
Senator Meyer: Not about that. I think I have a question on this same spot. The part where you got rid of the “at least 12 months” and number 4 on page 29. So what does this mean? Like if a junior faculty member were saying, okay, when would I need to know the decision concerning tenure must be made before the expiration of the probationary period? What is that? How would I answer that question? When is that literally?
Senator Bonnell: I think the math doesn’t work out there, but I will look to AVP Morgan on this one on how that math works.
Russ Morgan: Sure, that language has always been problematic and it’s really, it doesn’t make sense because if you think about the probationary period typically ends, it end at six years, right? And, you know, so a faculty member would be submitting their dossier for, you know, to apply for tenure, five and a quarter years into the fall of their fifth, well, five years and two and a half months into it. So the beginning of their six years when they’re applying for tenure. So obviously, they’re not going to find out 12 months before the end of their probationary period, which is at six months. I mean, they’re going to find out, I mean, that’s all laid out in the timeline for when they find out. In fact, I believe they typically don’t find out until, is it May, you know, their sixth year, in their sixth year? Well, that’s all in the university timeline. But this language here, it’s not correct simply because they would never find out an entire year ahead of the probationary period. I think what it was probably referring to is that if somebody, for instance, you know, isn’t offered tenure, You know, they get another year, they get a terminal contract for a year. So they are, you know, they do find out 12 months before that, but it’s not the end of the probationary period. Does that make sense?
Senator Meyer: So, so does that explain somewhere else that they get that extra year if they are denied?
Russ Morgan: Somewhere. I couldn’t tell you where exactly, but I believe it is.
Senator Blum: Okay. It does say that in there.
SPEAKER_21: Does that mean that the extra contracted year is university policy or is it a practice? In other words, is it stated in this document that there will be a one-year terminal contract following? Okay. That’s important.
Senator Bonnell: Are there any other questions? Up to so this is IX where it’s still under 9. So, all right, I’m taking a look.. Our hard stop time is at 9:30. We have six minutes. I don’t think we’re going to make it to page 36. Do you want to keep going? No? Well, all right. So there’s a couple different things. We all know that we’re going to meet next Wednesday at this time. We’ll be meeting from six to eight here. Faculty Caucus Exec will meet Monday and at those Monday meetings we set the agenda. So those meetings sometimes last until 6:00 pm. So if you don’t see the agenda for Wednesday, you’ll be getting it very close to six o’clock. We have to send the agenda out for Open meetings Act 48 hours in advance. So we’re going to try to get that as close as we can.
Senator Schmeiser: Yeah, I just wanted to ask real quick. I know we’re meeting next week from 68. Is this, is this, this is the Old Main, right? Or is this? Because we’re going to meet in a Circus Room. Is that this one?
Senator Bonnell: Wait, are we meeting at Circus?
Senator Schmeiser: I thought we were.
Senator Meyer: Yeah, it says Circus on the calendar.
Senator Schmeiser: It says Circus.
Senator Bonnell: Well, thank you for saying that because that would have been in the wrong room then.
Senator Schmeiser: Okay. Okay. All right. Thank you.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you for saying Circus Room. Thank you. That will be a nice room. I mean, that’s a nice small room. Thank you again. Any other thoughts? 
Communications
Senator Meyer: If this appropriate for a quick communication.
Senator Bonnell: Yes. Thank you.
Senator Meyer: I think we should thank Ashley Farmer for being here. My understanding of she’s getting no course releases or service CHEs for serving in her capacity and the time that she’s spending here with us. She’s not being compensated or recognized for in any way, which I think she should be.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you, Ashley, I appreciate you being here! Thank you. I want to thank all of you for being here. And I also want to thank URC Chair, Jennifer Sharky, for being here as well. [applause] And again, next Wednesday, you’ll all be here for an extra special meeting. So I thank you for spending your time and getting this done. We made a lot of progress today; thank you. 
Adjournment
Motion by Senator Meyer. 
Second by Senator Lucey.
Unanimous approval.
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