Faculty Caucus Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, September 30, 2026
6:00 P.M. 
CIRCUS ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER

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. 

Motion to amend agenda to add an election for the Academic Planning Committee by Senator Bonnell. 
Second by Senator Peters. 
Unanimous approval. 

Approval of the minutes from 9-23-26
Motion by Senator Godwyll. 
Second by Senator Smelser. 
Unanimous approval.

Elections:
Undergraduate Curriculum Committee
· Avishek Chanda, CEG, 2026-2029
Motion by Senator Kidwaro. 
Second by Senator Godwyll. 
Unanimous approval. 

Academic Planning Committee
· Oforiwaa Aduonum, WKCFA, 2026-2028
Motion by Senator Blum.
Second by Senator Valentin. 
Unanimous approval. 

Information Items:
From Angela Bonnell: Faculty Caucus Executive Committee
Appointment Salary Promotion and Tenure (ASPT) (Read through to end including appendices, minus Disciplinary Actions, sections XII, XIII, XIV, and XV)
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 continue the review of Appointment, Salary, Promotion, and Tenure policies. I meant to mention earlier, I want to thank you all for being here at this special meeting and I also want to thank Kevin Pickett for getting the minutes through in such a quick fashion, because we only met last Wednesday. He typed up the minutes. I proofread them and we got those out to you for approval. Anyway, so it’s no small thing to add another meeting in. So I thank him. And again, I thank all of you for being here and adding another meeting into your busy schedules. Thank you!
Section X, Post Tenure Review, pages 31-34
We are going to begin in Section X, Post Tenure Review. That’s going to be on pages 31 through 34. Are we ready to begin? Ok, excellent. 
So on page 31, there are no corrections or changes. 
On page 32, we have a couple different changes. We have compensation language and adding a reference to the workload policies. So under X.A.5 at the end of that first paragraph, we’re deleting language. I’ll let you read that. And then the other thing that we’re doing there is we’re actually adding, I don’t know if you noticed this, compared to the periwinkle book, we’re actually adding a line of space and new paragraph that will begin with “modifications.” And then we change the language a little bit. So it will be “modifications or flexibility and workload to allow deeper engagement and scholarship or teaching.” We changed the language a little bit, “may be considered on a case by case basis and in alignment with approved workload policies.” Does that make sense? Does anyone have any questions or concerns about these changes on page 32? Okay, excellent. 
Next we’ll move to page 33, where there are no changes on page 33.
Then on page 34, under what will be X.C.2., we’re adding language, again under 2 which states “the faculty member may request a change in assignment to allow for innovative or varied activities, which may be considered on a case-by-case basis and in alignment with approved workload policies.” So that’s one change. And then the other change that we have is under E. It’s a typo that President Farmer found. This is not part of the alignment, but a typo. At the second to the last line on that page, it shouldn’t be “mediation plan.” It should be “remediation plan.” So does anyone have any questions or concerns about either? 
Senator Meyer: So top of page 34 under E.2, that’s, I believe, the same language that got added two pages earlier. Is this seen as being more limiting and narrow or is it more broad to put it on a case-by-case basis and within approved workload policies? Because the language that started there, in my eyes, seems very similar to the language that’s being added. Is this making it tougher to get that varied activity approved or is it easier to do so now with the revision?
Senator Bonnell: By my read, it’s individualized on a case-by-case basis and in alignment with the workload policy. So I guess it’s two parts. It’s individualized to each faculty -- and I’ll look to AVP Morgan and President Farmer for their interpretations too -- one that it is individualized and then the other part is we’re making sure that we’re adding that it’s in alignment with the approved workload policies. I will look to AVP Morgan and President Farmer for their thoughts.
AVP Russ Morgan: Yeah, I would agree with what you said there. I think it’s really just an attempt to clarify, just a clarification of what would determine those outcomes.
Senator Meyer: Okay, so a follow-up. Since we’re agreeing for all intents and purposes, it’s kind of similar, right? Just recognizing the individuality of the case-by-case basis decision. What if the faculty member and say their chair or director agree to some varied activity, right? Some new accommodation, like me and my director, we agree. And then it bounces up to the Dean’s level and the Dean’s like, that’s not how we handle it in the entire college. Everything needs to be uniform across the college. Does this language give us push back for that? In other words, by saying case by case, and we’re interpreting that as individualized, does that mean the dean can’t say everything within the college across all my schools and departments have to be exactly the same? This varied activity isn’t okay because that’s not our standard way of doing things?
Senator Nikolaou: For that one, I would say that it would be based on the alignment with approved workload policies, because it is for our college. The language is that upon approval by the chair/director and the dean, and that’s already in the workload policy. So that would be covered by the alignment, not necessarily like the case by case. And again, that’s each for our college. I don’t know how other colleges have other language.
Senator Meyer: We’re in the same college, right? So does this mean that our dean can say, oh, you get to do that in Economics, but Comm gets to do something different? Because that’s how I interpret this language. Or can a dean come along and say, no, everyone, Econ, Comm, Geo, everyone does it, the exact same way?
Senator Nikolaou: It is the way that our workload policy is. It’s under item C where we have the individualized exceptions. And we say that each faculty member, depending on what they are doing, they can request and adjust to their regular load upon approval by the dean and by the chair and the dean. So in theory, you might have something different and Econ might have something different and Geo might have something different.
President Ashley Farmer: If I could just more directly answer your question, yes, the dean can say no. Because it says subject to dean approval.
Senator Bonnell: This is under the category of post tenure review. So I’m trying to wrap my brain about this, how would this specifically happen? 
Senator Meyer: Okay. So we did some things that we voted for in our school that were unique to us. And they bounced back from the CAS level because that’s not how we want every department in school to do it. I do like this change in language because I think it says we can do things on a case-by-case individual level. And I get, yeah, the chair, the director has to approve it and then ultimately the dean has to approve it. But doesn’t this language give us the wiggle room to say your reason for rejecting it can’t be because I want every unit in my college to do the exact same thing?
Senator Bonnell: I don’t know how to answer that.
Ashley Farmer: I mean, it says it has to be in alignment with approved workload policies. So if there’s room that says to your point, just it just has to be subject to approval by the chair slash director or dean, then there’s room for the dean to approve that as well. Does that make sense?
Senator Bonnell: Thank you, Senator Meyer. Are there other concerns or questions about this? So following the same pattern that we had before, these were the suggestions proposed, by URC and URC plus. Now we’re moving on to if anyone else notes anything in this section under X that you think needs to align with the CBA? 
Senator Nikolaou: It’s the same comment about the metrics. So somewhere, it might be that it goes as a separate letter, like where we have like a., b., c., d. a separate paragraph, where we have department/school policies shall specify the metrics to use in cumulative post tenure review as required by the ISU/UFISU CBA and the ASPT is going to change all these ASPT policies.
Senator Bonnell: And that’s similar language, that’s parallel language…
Senator Nikolaou: To the Tenure and Promotion.
Senator Bonnell: This is an example of language we will recommend to URC. Okay. Any other questions, suggestions, or concerns about this section? Okay. 
Section XI, Non-Reappointment of Probationary Faculty and Dismissal of Tenured Faculty, pages 35-36
Then we’re going to move on to pages 35 and 36 and this is section XI. We’re changing the language of that heading. It will now be “Non-reappointment of Probationary Faculty and Dismissal of Tenured Faculty, just two pages on 35 and 36. So that’s the first change that we have. And we’re also on that same page under XI A.2 we’re adding non-reappointment language. And that language under two, it’s switched from being notice of “termination” to notice of “non-reappointment.” So before I move over to page 36, does anyone have any questions or concerns about anything on page 35 under A? Okay.
Next we’re going to go to page 36. On page 36, we’re adding references to the ISU/UFISU CBA. That’s times three. So there are three different occasions where we’re adding that language. Now this language, Again, we’re under XI.B.1, 2, 3, and 4. I would argue this is really important language. So under tenured faculty, I want to point out really quickly that under B.1, that language, this is the language that policy 3.26 refers to under tenure. So policy 3.2.6, Tenure, points directly to B.1. I just wanted to point that one out. And you’ll also see that language also points to the Constitution Article 3 Section 4, Termination of Appointment by the University. And then we’re adding the ISU/UFISU Collective Bargaining Agreement. Under 2, we talk about adhering to the American Association of University Professors document, and that says 1999, and I’ll make mention later on about that. It’s also referencing the ISU Constitution Article 3 is the same and 4 are adding that same language. Does anyone have any concerns or questions about B. 1, 2, 3, or 4? 
Senator Blum: Under B.1, I just noticed we changed the title to dismissal. And then you get to B.1 at the bottom of the paragraph that says termination. So should those agree?
Senator Bonnell: I was wondering about that, too, does it need to be changed in every instance? 
Senator Blum: From termination of appointment to dismissals, those three words would be substituted to be in agreement with the title to dismissal.
URC Chair Jennifer Sharkey: This is referring to the title in the Constitution. So that’s what the Constitution title is. So we can’t change it unless there’s a change in the Constitution.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you.
Senator Blum: No, that makes sense.
Senator Bonnell: We’ve been there before.
Senator Blum: Yeah.
Senator Bonnell: Okay. But that’s something that is worth noting. Thank you.
Senator Blum: Yes. It’s a subject for Rules.
Senator Bonnell: Exactly. Okay. Thank you. Are there any other thoughts or concerns about this? Okay, so then again, I want to point to, does anyone outside of those suggested proposals made by URC and URC plus, does anyone have anything else they want to comment on pages 35 and 36? OK, then I’m just going to take a mention that under B.2, it says, Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate, which should adhere to the principal set forth in the American Association of University Professors as of January 1, 1999. I took a look and it looks like that has been updated that section and it’s now effective as of July 2020. Is everyone OK if I make that change? Thank you, Senator Meyer, for that thumbs up. I appreciate that. Okay.
Senator Blum: The AAUP document is, that’s the latest, that’s the latest is July 2020. What you’re saying?
Senator Bonnell: Yes July of 2020. Correct. So we’ll suggest that change. Anything else then? Okay. 
Section XII, Performance Evaluations, pages 71-74
We’re moving on and taking a big jump in pages. Our last page is 37 and we jump to page 71 and our next section is XII, performance evaluations. We’re going to be covering pages 71 through 74. 
On page 71, we’re re-numbering to account for deleted sections, and we’re also removing 2. A, B, C, and we’re doing some re-wording there. All right, so under A, this language that we see under A.1, a lot of it has changed. If you went to the periwinkle book, you’d find that what we now have as A.1 used to be mostly from A.2 in the periwinkle book. I won’t read all of that, but know that we did remove a lot of language under 1. and 2. A, B, and C. 
The next change that we have on page 77 under 3.A. We’re talking about evaluation that says during the annual performance review, the DFSC, SFSC shall consider activities performed or reaching completion during the calendar year, being evaluated, and then we change the language to “and may” give due attention to long-term contributions made by individual faculty. That’s the first change and then in B, under activities we’re adding annual merit increases will be based upon activities completed during the evaluation year. And we’ve removed language on long-term faculty contributions. 
Further down in 4 we’re also deleting one big chunk of a paragraph that that begins with each year the provost shall specify the percentage for individuals having assignments and shall notify the individuals and it’s about salary increment funds. 
I’m going to keep moving on to page 74. Under 8, we’re changing the language. We’re deleting standard incrementation and changing the language to match the CBA, which is across the board increases, annual merit increases. And we’re doing the same under 9. So that covers all of those things on pages 71 through 74. Does that anyone have any suggestions or concerns?
Senator Meyer: I just need some clarification. I think it’s on page 73 under number 4, where it says each year the provost should specify the percentage distribution. I’m sure there’s an easy answer for this, but why does that go away?
Senator Bonnell: So this is about the split assignments. and I’ll look to either Chair Sharkey or AVP Morgan on this one. Why the split?
Russ Morgan: Because this whole paragraph, particularly at the last sentence, is addressing salary increment funds that were distributed by the provost office and as a pool for each department, and that’s no longer part of the process.
Ashley Farmer: But was this also clarifying like which, if someone has a split appointment and they, you know, there’s the merit, right? Which department is that merit based on? Does that make sense? Like which evaluation? I think that’s really the question that they’re trying to get to, right? So that question would still remain.
Senator Meyer: Well, I just want further clarification. If I put those last two comments together, the way I’m interpreting this salary increment funds was one of those line items I used to see on the old letters. It was like a particular part of the funds. So I get that language might go away. But I think I was asking more about why this was going away because of the split assignments thing in the sense that I’m kind of wondering, well, what would happen if you did have a split assignment? Like, is that clarified anywhere? Yeah.
Jennifer Sharkey: Yeah, I remember we talked about this a lot. And based on what Craig Gatto said is that the merit raise is determined by the dominant department or the department that they would be getting promotion and tenure under. So that was one of the reasons why we eliminated that. And also too, because salary increases are now part of the CBA and not from the provost office. So there were two things that we were doing there.
Senator Nikolaou: But then we should still have some language because the previous sentence says that we have faculty who may have like split appointments in let’s say two more departments. And then it says the department where the faculty member holds rank, it’s going to be responsible for final evaluation. That’s fine. But then it still doesn’t say anything if I am in Econ and Comm. Now, when it comes to this salary and that goes back to part A, where it says that an amount is going to be allocated to the department and school. How is the dollar amount going to be allocated between, in that example, Econ and Comm. Is it going to be 50, 50? Is it going to be based on, if it is like 60% Comm, 60% of the salary is going to go to Comm and 40%, like the equivalent of 40% is going to go to Econ? Which is kind of what that last sentence was capturing, where it’s said that the allocation of what is the merit increase, if we don’t need to talk about the salary in general, about the annual merit increase, it’s going to be determined somehow.
Senator Meyer: That is exactly what I was talking about. So we used to have three. Now it’s two and one got stolen from us, but we have people with split assignments. And I would want to have an answer if they asked me how to interpret this as to where does this go. Like I think they’re primarily with us, but they’re, I think a person in that position would find that language coming out and nothing replacing it as possibly confusing.
Senator Jennings: I’m kind of directing this question down the table and I’m sorry I’m going to miss your name properly. Do those joint appointments? Don’t they still have to have tenure in a particular school or department? Yeah. OK, so my read of this would be that responsibility would fall to the department or school or the unit that is where the tenure resides, where that, and the reason why I’m sort of responding to this is we recently had faculty members who have moved their focus of tenure. And so that’s the way it followed them. That became part of our calculations as we’re figuring out things like these adjustments.
Senator Peterson: Quick question to kind of follow up with that. The salaries are not divided across departments. So the basis for the raise is all in one department right now. And so there were, you know, it was going to be split across departments. There would be no money for my salary in other departments from which to draw a raise from.
Senator Meyer: Okay, so question out of ignorance. But let’s say my standards for meeting excellent or far exceeds or whatever for merit in one unit is very different than another. There might be some confusion as to well, maybe I want to go up in this unit instead of the other one. Like shouldn’t we have something that makes this clear? Because I wouldn’t want to rely on just an interpretation.
Senator Peterson: I believe that would be part of their hiring document that would state which department was their primary?
Senator Bonnell: Is there a language that we could add just making that statement? Would that be something that we could do so that it was not open for interpretation?
Russ Morgan: I think the final, the final sentence that’s left in that makes that very clear. Under four. And then when you’re hired, your locus of tenure department is determined. It’s part of your hiring process. And then I think that sentence makes it clear that that department is the one with consideration from the other department and considering the other department’s input, that’s the department that’s making that determination.
Senator Nikolaou: Follow up on that. So then do we need to add in that sentence that is going to remain because the first sentence explicitly refers to performance evaluations and salary recommendations. But then the next sentence refers only to final evaluation for promotion and tenure, nothing about salary. And then the last sentence refers to salary. So if we remove the very last sentence, do we need to just add like the word where we say with regard to promotion and tenure and annual merit increase with consideration of the other department or school or other area of the faculty member? Because otherwise there is no reference to the annual merit increase.
Senator Bonnell: That makes sense to me. 
Russ Morgan: Yeah, I think that would address the concerns that are considered.
Senator Bonnell: Excellent. And then we can offer that suggestion to URC. Excellent. Thank you.
Senator Stewart: Same page 73 and it might be a very simple answer that this really is dictated by the CBA, but it’s 3.B and the sentence used to end but also long-term faculty contributions and that’s struck out. Is that just because that’s what the CBA now requires?
Senator Bonnell: I’m going to read that. “Annual merit increases will be based upon activities completed during the evaluation year.” So again, very specifically just that year, not long-term faculty contributions.
Senator Stewart: I mean, what I’m thinking about, for example, if somebody publishes a book.
Ashley Farmer: Right. So I don’t see anything in the contract that would say you can’t consider long-term faculty contributions. I mean, is it based like we do year-to-year evaluations, right? But I don’t think there’s anything that would preclude long-term faculty contributions as was deleted here.
Senator Meyer: I would add in support of what Senator Stewart said that in our unit, our school; we sometimes have people working on documentary films or other projects, books too, that are long-term. And so what you’re seeing really in a particular year is sometimes more a reflection of what’s happened for the past three or four years, but one year is kind of like the cumulative year. Which I agree. I think that language going away makes it maybe too narrow.
Senator Blum: So I guess my question is, yeah, we have similar language. I don’t know if we utilize it very well, but we do have that language. But my question is why was it taken out? That is, what was the reason for it? Because even if you wanted to put a period, you could say that a department or school may consider, right? You could still have that if it’s not a violation of the CBA. But I also don’t know why the URC thought they should take it out.
Senator Bonnell: Jennifer, I’m going to ask, maybe we could go look back at the URC notes and see if there’s something that indicates why that is?
Senator Schmeiser: Just a quick question on procedure that we cannot vote here to bring it back in. It has been deleted, correct?
Senator Bonnell: Oh, wait, this is an interesting question. I might not be answering your question. So we know that URC reviewed the changes. They made their recommendations. Then that went to the URC plus and we looked at those and we also we had some other suggestions. And now that document is here. So now as Faculty Caucus, we get to provide feedback on those. Ultimately, it will come back here for our vote. But at this particular moment, we are sending things back for review by URC. Does that make sense?
Senator Schmeiser: It does. And then if I could just add a comment then to piggyback on what had been said previously in my department, I would argue that we definitely need this because in my department, it’s very common to have maybe a book and two or three articles that just so happen to come out in the same year that the book does. It’s almost like you get credit for the book already. So then the three articles really don’t quote unquote help you for that calendar year. But if you get two or three years like that it’s frustrating because then you might have a year where nothing comes out. So I think the long-term contributions element would help that, Thank you.
Senator Meyer: I don’t know if we need a motion, but I would recommend that we forward the proposal to URC as putting that language back in. And then you’re saying the next step is they would decide what they’re going to do with it. But I think what we can do is discuss what the feedback is that we’re going to recommend. And I recommend that we say put that language back.
Senator Bonnell: We are going to ask URC to take a look and I’m not hearing anyone disagree with the idea of removing that language, but it will come back to us again. All right. So I’ve got that starred. 
Senator Mohammed: I’m a little confused about what do you mean by long term contributions? Like, for example, if you are having three articles in one year and three articles in the next year, but we still count for that annual contributions. So why do we want to accumulate all these three articles in every year? So I am not clear about what you mean by long term faculty contributions.
Senator Bonnell: I’m going to refer back to Milner and our case. I think we would probably define what that is. So we would have a better understanding. And I’m hoping that that might be the case in each DFSC, SFSC, depending.
Senator Nikolaou: So did we have that clause before because there are some departments where there is it is an evaluation that happens every year but it is based on a moving average where they have the previous three years determining the productivity for that given year and which means that if the productivity is determined based on this moving average then the annual merit increase, it’s also determined by this moving average, but the moving average is, in essence, a long-term contribution. It is not a contribution only during the evaluation here, which might be an additional reason to keep like a similar language, because some departments already do it like that.
Senator Bonnell: I agree.
Ashley Farmer: I was going to say something similar because this does give DFSCs the ability if they do something like that to keep that in their department or school ASPT documents. If they have it already and want to keep it, it’s something that would be their prerogative.
Senator Kidwaro: Yeah, the way I understand this is probably a comment and a question. We do annual evaluation. What I submitted last year cannot count for this year, right? Because they don’t use if I published a paper last year, and this year will not be count, because they use what I have submitted this year. That’s why it’s called an annual merit evaluation.
Ashley Farmer: To that point, some departments in schools will let you, I guess, kind of choose when you want to take credit for that. So for example, if I have something published online first, but I already have a bunch of other articles published, I might say I’m going to wait and claim that on my next annual eval when it’s published like on paper. The way this is worded, it would make it seem like I would have to claim it all then like when it’s out available. Does that make sense?
Senator Meyer: Sorry, I can add one that clarifies. I don’t do this, but I’m familiar with our faculty that do. So if they do like a documentary film, they’re shooting the B-roll, they’re shooting the footage, interviews, et cetera, one year. They might be editing another year. It might be submitted to a film festival another year. It might get an award at a film festival another year. So when they claim it, whatever that annual claim is that they put in is really a reflection of like four or five years of work. I know it’s a specific instance.
Senator Paolucci: Yeah, I read this in a slightly different way. I read this is about, where’s the money? Do you get rewarded? Is your merit increased tied to projects that have to be finished? Or can you qualify for fiscal reward for your work on stuff that you’ve initiated in a year or continued in a year. So what this does by removing that language is basically saying that work that is not completed in the year, it doesn’t qualify towards being looked at towards fiscal reward for your meritorious work. I don’t like the idea of not rewarding faculty for beginning work or for continuing work. So I would be all in favor for keeping this in. And or modifying the language. It could say something on the lines of based upon activities initiated, continued, or completed during the evaluation year. Just so that we’re not shutting the door on where is your, you know, where is your reward for being meritorious?
Senator Bonnell: When you say that, that’s what I thought was interesting. That’s why I started off by saying A. was evaluation. So for an evaluation with the rating, it counts, but yet not in B; I agree with what you’re reading.
Senator Paolucci: We’ve been talking about this from an evaluation perspective, but what I’m reading it as is merit increases will be based on. So the money you get will be based on, did you complete it that year if we remove the end of that sentence for the end of that language?
Senator Bonnell: Yes.
Senator Yazedjian: I just have a question for Senator Meyer. So that person who’s working on the documentary for the prior three years, they don’t get any kind of credit from your school?
Senator Meyer: It depends on when they claim it. But it’s one of those things like say you’re working on a book and it kind of looks like nothing’s happening year after year after year until you see the final product, the documentary filmmaking, and I don’t do it. I’m talking from what I know from the other faculty. It’s like that. It’s kind of this cumulative thing. And so what you’re listing in one year kind of looks like nothing. Does that make sense? At the end of the whole project, you’re kind of looking back and your re-wording, hey, this was like a five-year thing in the year of the year.
Senator Yazedjian: I guess I’m just curious in more book-related disciplines so people don’t get any credit for the work they’re doing for several years until they publish the book? 
Senator Blum: I was just going to answer, yeah, so I’ve done a couple of books and that it’s exactly like that. It’s not until the year and maybe it shouldn’t be that way okay, but I do think that actually as many people have already stated, we have this long-term thing as well. And I don’t think we do a very good job, but to be honest, right? I mean, in theory, right? Kind of like you’re suggesting, well, you could have like a system defined within the document. And you could give annual credit for it. But I think the pro to the language is that it encourages departments to kind of look at that, right? But I mean, books it took minimum two years, all right? And then, and somewhat longer. And no one ever said anything until that sucker was done.
Senator Jennings: There’s got to be some way to be able to quantify and qualify the work that you’re doing. To the original example, documentary film, if you had interviews the first year, you’ve got those in the can, you can show that. You can represent that as work that you conducted that year, even if it’s forming and building towards something else. I don’t come from a book discipline, so I really don’t have that perspective. But if it were the documentary film, my guess is there’s things to look at every single year based on that, right? If you’re working with an editor, right, you’re getting dailies back, you’re getting work back, right, from that editor. And you could show that as building towards that process. That might take on a production sort of artistic side of things.
Senator Riverstone: Oh, I was just going to say that we definitely don’t get credit until our work is published. And we may note it at the end of the year that we’re working on something and our letters may come back acknowledging that that work is being done and we look forward to seeing it. But we get no credit at all until the project’s done.
Senator Meyer: Okay, so tying this to what faculty status committee does, say the year that we’re doing the interviews, that just looks like research activity. So it keeps you out of the “does not meet expectations” category because you’re doing creative work, right? But it wouldn’t get you to like “exceeds” or “far exceeds expectations.” But then like the final year, everything’s wrapped up. It’s just being shown at a festival and you go collect an award. So like, there’s no real work that happens there. But in that year, maybe you’d get like the far exceeds because it’s a reflection of the, you know, last four or five years, the work. Does that help?
Senator Riverstone: Yeah. If you’re asking me, yeah, that would be, so we have a one, two, three rank and one is that you meet expectations and in a year where we say that we’re working on something we may we may receive a one, but that’s based on maybe just professional courtesy. I mean, there’s no evidence provided that we’re actually doing that work. It’s just our reporting of such. And so, yeah, that too is kind of cool and that’s wonderful, but you definitely wouldn’t get the three until it actually comes out. And maybe not then, depending on how, you know, what kind of publication or what kind of work it is, you might get just a two. It discourages books.
Senator Godwyll: Yeah, generally my sentiments go more towards the question that the provost asked. I think we probably need to revisit this. Noting how interdisciplinary and very varied different disciplines are. And to hold somebody to zero, so to speak, or just a part on the show that I haven’t done a meta analysis. And just because it has not come out yet, but you have spent hours and hours of digging into all these databases and putting together all these spreadsheets. I think we should be able to allow individuals to qualify the work that went into it. I think that to me is more collegial than holding people to unless I see the terminal result than your progress is not recognized. It’s almost like writing grants and never getting the grant and not getting anything for the grant because you never won the grant. But the amount of work that went into the grant was equally valuable. It took time, it took energy for you to sit and write for that five million and that you did not get. But because you didn’t get it, you don’t get anything. I think we have a way of sabotaging ourselves and creating unnecessary challenges for long-term longitudinal kinds of studies. That may eventually have more impact on the society as a whole. That’s just my candid opinion. 
Senator Meyer: Our real question right now, the semester is just to align us with CBA, right? And there’s nothing about that language that was removed that conflicts with CBA. We don’t know why it was removed. So I just recommend we put it back in for now and move on.
Senator Bonnell: That is what I’m hearing, also, from all the comments. We will ask URC to review this and they will come back with their recommendations. And then we will discuss those again. There are really good comments being made here for this. We can’t find a reason why it should have been removed. Any last thoughts on anything in this section?
Senator Nikolaou: One small thing, it’s because we deleted everything under A until we start with equivalent allocation. So it seems that we need to rephrase that sentence because we are talking about the equivalent allocation, but there is nothing to be equivalent to. So is it just the allocation to its department schools that will be proportional? So we don’t need the word equivalent. We just, or do we need any introductory sentence? It’s just like to clear it, because it seems that there is a sentence missing or an extra equivalent that needs to be removed. And then I had a question for the URC, and I’m not saying one way or another. Since the CBA includes specific requirements to be eligible to receive the annual merit increase, should we make a reference somewhere in this article so that faculty know that if you don’t need these things, then you may not be eligible for the annual merit increase. And then again, the other thing that URC might want to think about is because now when we are talking about the professor merit increase, it depends on the five calendar years that they receive from the DFSC recommendations. But the DFSC does not make a recommendation for the professor merit increase. 
Since this is a limitation specific to the function of the DFSC, sure it’s been stated somewhere on the ASPT. Otherwise, the DFSC members, how will they know if they say, okay, I’m just going to look at the ASPT document. What are my responsibilities? So if they don’t see anything that yes, you do the annual merit recommendations, but you do not make a recommendation for the professor merit increase. Again, something to think if we want to include and then the other one is under A.3, I guess, like the new 3, where it says the provost shall receive and approve recommendations from the DFSC, SFSC and CFSC, with consideration of the reports regarding performance evaluation appraisals, and should it be annual merit increase, instead of annual salary increments? Because we’re talking about the performance evaluations and the annual merit increase. So the provost wouldn’t approve like the across the board, right? Yeah.
Senator Bonnell: Yes. Thank you. Those make sense. I’m going to go back to that first thing that you said, which was under A.1. because as I started off that whole language, that language has been really been changed around. And I agree with you because before, you’re suggesting some introductory language before, In the periwinkle book, in A.1. “Each year, after consultation with the president, the provost shall” and then do all these things. So I was thinking the same thing. Could we have something like “Each year after consultation.…” Is this a correct statement “Each year after consultation with the president…”? Because right here, now it starts off with the provost shall do this thing or another thing?
Senator Nikolaou: Or is it true that, because it’s not going to be up to consultation with the president right, because if it is based on the CBA, where it states that it is an X percent every year, would it be “Each year the provost shall make known to the faculty to the amount of funds available for annual merit increase, and then it continues to the department.”
Ashley Farmer: Well, we know what that is. What the funds available will be. It’s in the CBA. It ranges from 0 to 3%.
Senator Nikolaou: We know the percent, but then that would say that pretty much the provost or like with whichever office, they would let the department / schools know the actual dollar amount because the CBA determines that you’re going to get an increase of let’s say 1.25%. But then the departments will need to know what is the dollar amount that I have to allocate. So that it doesn’t exceed that it is between 0 and 3% for each faculty member.
Ashley Farmer: Well, that might be a question for you. It would just be a matter of basic math because the annual merit increase. Say, for example, as of January 2027 is 1.5% of the aggregate annual-based salaries of all eligible employees. And then all the DFSC would have to do is based on the criteria in their school documents and their ASPT, do the performance evaluations, and then it’s disseminated as it typically is, right?
Russ Morgan: Yeah, we do have to provide the departments with a number, what the pool of money is, but as Ashley just said it’s total salaries and for their tenure tenure-track faculty times 1.5% of those. So I mean, it’s just providing with the number. Frankly, I think that whole paragraph could go away because it’s really just procedural stuff that happens behind the scenes and whoever’s doing it, I mean, it may be our office and maybe a dean’s office. I’m not sure that it really needs to be specified in the ASPT because it’s kind of procedural stuff that happens behind the scenes.
Senator Bonnell: But it’s the idea that the numbers have to be shared. Someone has to do the sharing of the numbers. I know that you say it’s procedural, but that seems something that would be nice to point people to. I’m not disagreeing with you, but I would like to have that specified. 
Senator Meyer: That last comment was very helpful to me. I want to make sure that I’m following this. And let’s use simple numbers. Let’s say my school has, I know this is not realistic, a million dollars in total salary and say the annual merit increase that year is 3%. So that means that we’re getting 3% of that million for the school to then divide out among merit increases. Is that how this happens procedurally? Ok.
Senator Bonnell: I want to go back again to again to this first comment from Senator Nikolaou that it does seem like there’s some kind of language, whatever that ends up being. So is it Ok if we make that recommendation that we adjust that language? And I’m just going to say too, I’d like the idea of specifying that kind of thing. But do other people like that specification?
Senator Meyer: Sorry, I just thought of a follow up.
Senator Bonnell: That’s okay.
Senator Meyer: Okay, so my department gets 3% of its salary. Does that mean that the people in my department that 3% is divvied out to are limited up to 3% of their salary that increases, or like could someone get theoretically that whole pot of the 3% for our unit? Is there a cap on what each individual could be? How does that work?
Russ Morgan: Just to clarify, I think it’s only 1.25%. But yeah, it’s a 0 to 3% increase on their salary. All right, so the most they could get is a 3% increase to their base salary based on that merit.
Ashley Farmer: Based on your department’s ASPT. So your department ASPT outlines how you divvy the up merit, right?
Senator Meyer: Yeah, it’s not how the merit happens, but I guess say it’s 3% to keep it round, right? That 3% is based on the total salary of all our faculty, right? And then each person could only get up to 3% of a merit increase that year. Let’s say several of them don’t, right? Like the average is maybe more like 2%. So then there’s money just left over. What happens to that? Doesn’t get used? This isn’t making sense from your faces?
Senator McCombs: I think the 3% is the hang up. So it’s a 1.25% pot, that pot, some people might get 3%, some people might get a .25&. So the total is still 1.25% of the…
Senator Blum: So yeah, so some people’s total might actually, unless the CBA says something different now but I always understood that there was this pot, right? And some people could get 1.25% okay should it could exceed that and some people could hit below that but from the department perspective or the school’s perspective that’s how much money they’re getting is the total amount and then per a department or school ASPT policy is how that amount is divvied up. Okay, which adjusts, that would define the parameters by which someone would get a little bit more or a little bit less, that it would still be that dollar amount that they got. I mean, I don’t know, I couldn’t imagine a department that would ever say. Oh, let’s give some back.
Ashley Farmer: Yeah, I think the idea is you spend it all. So if I’m using my department as an example, we have three different evaluation tiers. So someone who’s in third tier would get 0. It’s like just above does not meet expectations. Someone in the next tier might get like 1.5% and someone in top tier might get 3%. Does that make sense?
Senator Bonnell: It makes sense to me. So Senator Nikolaou had several suggestions. That one makes sense to me. So I’m going to start with that one and we will suggest clarifying language. And that’s under A.1. Where was the next section of the three suggestions, correct?
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, the other one is was under the A.3. So instead of saying and salary increments do they say and annual merit increase and at the other ones were like questions or do we want to like make a reference that the annual merit increase is subject to some eligibility specified by the CBA? And also the part for the fact that the DFSC, CFSC, even though they do the annual evaluations that count towards annual merit increases, and they are used for the professor merit increase, they are not responsible for making recommendations for the professor merit increase. Again, based on the CBA.
Senator Bonnell: That’s under the 3, A.3.
Senator Nikolaou: That could be somewhere anywhere under A.
Senator Bonnell: Got it. Okay, thank you. So we’ll make those recommendations. Any other thoughts about the URC or URC plus proposals? Oh, I also got to mention there’s an errant typo on page 74. There’s just some random T that was there. So we’re going to be getting rid of that random T typo. If not, we’ll move on to the next section, 
Section XIII, Appeals Policies and Procedures, pages 75-85
These are pages 75 through 85, 10 pages. Beginning on page 75 under XVII.B.1. we’re removing the disciplinary language. Under B.2. there’s that typo we are removing. On page 75 does anyone have any concerns with anything on page 75 with just the URC, URC plus proposals? All right, so let’s move on if nothing else. 
Okay, so on page 76, we’re again, removing disciplinary language. That’s under C definition of appeals. Does have any thoughts about that, any concerns? 
Okay, we’ll move on to page 77. Again, we’re removing disciplinary language that’s under E. Meeting procedures prior to appealing a negative tenure promotion recommendation submitted by a chair, director, or dean. Nothing with 77? 
Okay, we’ll move on to page 78, which is we’re adding appeals from a negative recommendation by provost. That’s under F.1. I’m going to read this one. A negative promotion and or tenure recommendation by a DFSC, SFSC, CFSC, or by the provost may be appealed. And then there’s added language in accordance with the ISU/UFISU Collective Bargaining Agreement. Later on, we’re deleting an “or.” Does anyone have any questions about how the language is worded in F.1?
Russ Morgan: And that F1 there where it says any negative promotion and or tenure recommendation by the DFSC or the provost, I didn’t notice this before, but I think that needs to be a little bit more specific because what the CBA says is that you can appeal a negative recommendation from the provost only if it was positive at the department and CFSC level. I mean, that language I seems too broad.
Senator Bonnell: Got it. You’re right because it’s for a positive positive. That’s only if it’s a positive DFSC, a positive CFSC, and then if it’s a negative provost, that’s the trigger.
Ashley Farmer: Yeah, so would it just be you take “or the provost” out of that sentence and then have a separate sentence that says something to like to your point, that a negative promotion and or tenure recommendation by the provost may be appealed only if there was a positive DFSC, CFSC recommendation in accordance with the collective bargaining agreement.
Senator Stewart: I’m just wondering so that it goes from DFSC to CFSC. Is there another stop at the dean? No, it goes straight from CFSC to Provost.
Ashley Farmer: Yes, because the dean sits on the CFSC.
Senator Stewart: Okay, great. That clarified for me. Thank you.
Senator Meyer: I was actually going to ask why the provost was added there, but I think AVP Morgan’s comment makes perfect sense because I remember in the CBA, it specifies under what condition you can appeal from the provost decision. So I think a separate sentence would be a good solution.
Senator Bonnell: Yeah, that’s funny. I’ve read that a million times and we just read through it. Yeah, that makes sense. So that we definitely have to, that has to be clarified. 
Senator Nikolaou: It’s also the CBA talks only about tenure cases. It says that if there is a positive DFSC, positive CFSC, and a negative provost for tenure cases, it can be appealed. It doesn’t say anything about promotion. So that sentence has two problems that it talks about both tenure and promotion. And it also, the way the decision talks about any case that they can, the provost decision can be appealed. So the other sentence needs to be like specific to tenure and to the positive. positive. negative.
Senator Paolucci: Could I speak to that? Except Associate is almost always linked with tenure, right? So I can see how a full professor could be carved out of that, but I would be, you know, not getting tenure means not getting Associate Professor. So taking promotion out of that could be weird because that could set up a situation. For instance, where someone might get tenure but not promoted.
Senator Nikolaou: And I think it is possible to happen. 
Senator Bonnell: I think we use language like “ordinarily” that does not happen. 
Senator Paolucci: Like how often does that happen? I’ve been around here for 30 years. And I don’t think I’ve personally come across a situation like that. But I mean, I’m just one spot in the university. So I’m curious how often is that a thing?
Senator Blum: Not on the university at large, but I’ve been part of votes on CFSCs where it has happened. So, you know, it’s a long process. Oh, there’s an end game without everything always, but definitely, okay. So, my understanding is it’s relatively rare but I wouldn’t say never. I was going to ask, though, once we got my question, was that it says tenure in the CBA, right? There is no reference to promotion. So then I think the Senate would have to follow that.
Ashley Farmer: Yeah, I mean, the only reference to promotion is referred to the ASPT. So it would just be cyclical, I guess. Yeah.
Senator Peters: I’m sorry. I just wanted clarification. Were you asking if someone could be tenured but not promoted or promoted but not tenured. Or what exactly were you asking? I couldn’t quite hear what I said.
Senator Paolucci: Tenured but not promoted.
Senator Peters: Tenured but not promoted. That is happening in our department. And we actually, we changed that. I thought it was across the board change that you cannot get tenured and not promoted. It has to go hand in hand but that did happen in our department. Somebody was promoted, or excuse me, was given tenure, but retained the associate, the assistant professor ranking.
Senator Paolucci: Did you just say that then your department changed policy?
Senator Peters: I believe we did. So you cannot get tenure, or let me say you must get tenure and promoted. You can’t have tenure and not promoted. So that did happen in our department. And it was a bad situation.
Senator Paolucci: Okay. Yeah, I guess I just haven’t been paying enough attention across the university.
Senator Meyer: I’m a little confused. So if I already have tenure, but I’m just going up for promotion, are we saying the CBA doesn’t cover that? That’s the first question. And was that an oversight? It’s the second question. And the third question is, wouldn’t in practice we have still had some sort of appeal at the provost stage? I believe I know of a case where someone was going up for full professor and it did get appealed at that level?
Senator Bonnell: For promotion, I wouldn’t have been part of an experience working on DFSC. Maybe other people have other examples?
Russ Morgan: Currently there isn’t any opportunity to appeal the provost’s decision whether in a tenure or a promotion case. You can appeal to FRC, but that is appealing the DFSC or CFSC’s decision.
Ashley Farmer: Currently there is in the CBA. Yeah.
Senator Bonnell: Now there is. Some people know this in 2025, for those of you who were on Caucus or on the URC, then URC came to Caucus because they wanted to add language into the ASPT to include that. If you want to go back and look at the minutes from March 26, 2025, that was in the Faculty Caucus, we talked about adding that language, but then obviously the CBA was approved.
Ashley Farmer: Yeah. To your first question, for someone like a promotion to full, it just says that it’s handled under the appropriate ASPT appeal procedures. And then the only thing that would be like grieve-able, so to speak, is if the procedure was not followed when someone applied for full and was denied.
Senator Nikolaou: A clarification for Senator Paolucci’s question about if someone can get tenure and not promotion. Since now we are recommending to add the language that we need to specify the DFSC, specify the metrics for promotion and the metrics for tenure, someone could meet the metrics for getting tenure but not getting promoted. So that would be up to the departments how they’re going to set it up. And that’s directly coming from the CBA, where it says promotion, tenure, post-tenure review, including metrics for such reviews. So each one of them needs to have their own metrics.
Senator Paolucci: Just out of curiosity, how many schools and departments have different metrics for tenure versus promotion to associate? Because I’ve never seen language that describes those as two separate evaluations.
Senator Bonnell: I’m looking to Jennifer for Milner, we have separate for promotion. We have separate for tenure for those levels.
Senator Paolucci: Do the languages mirror each other?
Senator Bonnell: Well, we, as you can imagine, ours is organized in a very specific way. So they’re close, but that’s because we’re librarians and we organize things like that.
Senator Paolucci: I’ll quit prodding.
Senator Bonnell: The thing I do want to mention is when I first started, ASPT changed from whatever it was, and this was 2000, it was the buff book, and that’s when it changed. Before 2000, you could get tenure without being promoted, and that’s when they changed that. So the two were linked, and that’s when they added the language like “ordinarily, somebody cannot be tenured without also getting that promotion.” But once upon a time, so Senator Peters, is your example like from long ago or was it recently?
Senator Peters: That’s a great question. It was definitely before 2000. And again, we only had in my knowledgebase, we only had one instance of that happening. But it was enough for us to now say that they have to be linked together.
Senator Bonnell: Exactly.
Senator Peters: So if you’re going to get tenure, it’s assumed that you will be promoted too. So we don’t really have two different metrics for what we expect for tenure versus becoming an associate professor. If you’re going to get tenure, you’re going to get promoted. I think. And honestly, I don’t believe that person ever went past the assistant professor in their career. So that was a big change we had to make.
Senator Mohammed: We had someone in our department who got tenure in 2022, but did not get promoted. And a year after he got promoted. 
Senator Godwyll: This comparative knowledge having worked across five institutions in the U.S. Each of them had that possibility.
Senator Bonnell: So this is really helpful, I think. Are there any other thoughts about this? We’ll have to clarify this language. I think we had only gotten to page 77, or was it 78? 
We’re moving to page 79. So under G. we’ve got a language saying we’re adding appealing from a negative recommendation by Provost. A faculty member receiving a positive promotion tenure recommendation by both their DFSC, SFSC and CFSC, but a negative recommendation by the Provost may request an additional review by the FRC. No, this was a different section.
Senator Blum: Right. So that was, we were discussing this a minute ago.
Senator Bonnell: So that was H.3. This is.
Senator Blum: Yeah, I know, but is it the same thing? I know it’s on a different page Yeah. What I’m asking is it saying the exact same thing we were talking about?
Senator Bonnell: I think this is what we’re talking about that we need to fix the language. Right.
Senator Blum: So it seems like it’s there, but maybe it needs to be in a different place.
Senator Bonnell: Sorry I went from 79 to 80 in my notes. I’m on page 79. We have that similar language and we have to fix the language on page 80 as well. I’ve got that starred as well because this is really important. 
So we ready to go to page 80, H.1. All right. I’m just going to start reading, “In the case of promotion or tenure recommendations, the faculty members shall notify the chairperson of the FRC in writing of an intention to appeal. For negative DFSC, SFSC or CFSC recommendations, written intention must be submitted by March 10th.” And that says see ISU/UFISU collective bargaining agreement for additional deadlines. Then, “The chairperson of the FRC shall respond to the faculty member within five….” and here they’ve removed business days. And so it now just says “five days following the receipt of a written intent to request additional review.” So let’s stop there. 
Senator Stewart: Kind of a strange case, but is it, as stated, you can only appeal a negative recommendation, is it possible to appeal a positive but split recommendation? Suppose the CFSC voted four to two, and you think that the two who voted against got it wrong, and you want to, is that a possibility?
Senator Bonnell: So you’re saying, so did you say DFSC or CFSC?
Senator Stewart: Either one. 
Senator Bonnell: Let’s just say it’s a DFSC so DFSC said it was four said yes two said no to the recommendation and you want to appeal the positive because you don’t think it was positive enough? 
Senator Stewart: That’s what I’m asking about is whether that’s an option or whether we want to rule that out explicitly
Senator Bonnell: I mean, would that be an occasion where you could go back and I’m not sure if it would be an appeal or a review where you would suggest that maybe DFSC members did not read as well as they should have? Maybe they’re missing something? 
Senator Peters: So I guess the situation I could see at the DFSC or SFSC levels would be if you had that sort of a split decision, could it have an impact then when it gets to the CFSC in terms of those two votes may impact their voting in favor or not? I guess. So I could see if somebody wanted to do that, even though they had a positive decision at the department level. Could that split decision impact what happens at the college level? But again, I don’t think you would really be able to appeal that until it went past the college if you had a negative decision at the college level. Which if I can just say that’s exactly what happened to me, my department said yes, the college said no, and I had to appeal the whole process. So, but again, I think it would, the appeal really couldn’t happen, I think, until somewhere along the line you got a negative from one of those two bodies. I think.
Senator Bonnell: And then this is where I’m going to mention that what you’re suggesting is something that maybe we consider for the 5-year review and that this would be, since we’re trying to agree with this article 28, CBA 28.04. So we will take note of that and put that in the pile, so to speak, for things to consider for the 5-year review. Excellent. OK. 
The thing that I was wondering about, if you look pages further down, and I’m sorry, did not have those page numbers here, but we were, it says five days, we removed business, but later on, and it’s maybe in the appendix, it’s they actually refer to it as “calendar” days. So I’m wondering if we could add “calendar” in there just to be clear so that someone doesn’t think it’s business, even though the math, if you look further on, it has to be calendar days because it’s from March 10th to March 15th. Senator Nikolaou is saying it’s under the calendar. Thank you. So on page 91, we do refer to “calendar” days. 

Senator Blum: That’s just to accelerate the process, right? That’s why it went from business to calendar?
Senator Bonnell: Well, I think it’s a mathematical thing. It’s from March 10th to March 15th. So it can’t be anything but that.
Senator Blum: So like, so the FRC chairperson gets it on Monday. So they need to respond, I guess, via email by Saturday, right? I’m asking, all right. Yeah.
Senator Bonnell: I mean, five days is five calendar days.
Senator Blum: I’m not saying it’s wrong, I’m just saying. That’s what that was. Some would just be like, it’s Tuesday, right? Then the five days falls on a Sunday, right? So then if it’s Thursday, the five days falls on a working day. Anyway, I’m not really like arguing against this particular change I’m just talking out loud.
Senator Bonnell: Yeah, and when you say that, it occurs to me, and I’m actually thinking about Senator Meyer when we’re talking back to about January 5th, there’s language for our January 5th date that says, or the next workday following. So I wonder, even though we say five days, five calendar days, if we have general language somewhere else saying something general for all these other dates? Like if it falls on a Saturday, it will happen on the following Monday. I don’t know if we have that. I should know that, but I do not know that. Do you know what I’m trying to say?
Senator Blum: No, I do know exactly. I mean, to me, that would make sense, but it could script the whole calendar. So I don’t want to speak to that. Yeah, exactly, right, because I know the calendars are important.
Senator Meyer: Okay, so I’m on page 80, H.1, in response to what Senator Stewart said, I think his question was, could they appeal a split decision? My question would be, should we allow that? So just a bookmark for the future. But in the passage itself, when it says, written intention must be submitted by March 10th, what it’s referring to as a negative department school or college level. But my understanding is the department or school recommendation happens much earlier than that. I don’t know that the March, like March 10th might make sense for the college appeal. Are we sure those dates are correct? And then also just as an under review, I did find out we did go with March 5th as our deadline last year, but that was the first time I looked back and every other year it was earlier.
Senator Bonnell: You mean January 5th?
Senator Meyer: January 5th.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. Yes.
Russ Morgan: I just want to address Senator Meyer’s question there. The reason that deadline is the same for both DFSC and CFSC is that the FRC procedure is that you can’t appeal, I believe, until the CFSC decision comes out.
Senator Nikolaou: I was going to say that it was for the point you made earlier about the five business days. Yes. So that’s specifically, says, if the university’s officially closed on any of these days. The university is not officially closed on the Saturday. So in that case, it would, so let’s say if it was like a winter break. When the university is officially closed, like between what is December 23rd to January 2nd, if the appeal happened like within this period, you would have like more than five days, because the next business day, it would be January 3rd. But then the weekend, it wouldn’t count, because the university is still open for business.
Senator Bonnell: I know, I hear what you’re saying, but you just kind of threw me when you said that. So are you saying that it should, should we just keep it with “five days” or “”five calendar days”?
Senator Nikolaou: Oh, no, the calendar days, it makes sense. It’s going to make it clear. And that’s the change that it is also shown on page 91, where it says like from business to calendar. And then a couple of typos to delete the double for, like “for for” negative.
Senator Bonnell: Where’s that?
Senator Nikolaou: In the added language. Like for by March 10th. And then at the period under the additional review. And technically we could add that clause at the end of that paragraph where we say that if the university’s officially closed on any date, as specified in the section or in the appendix, the required action must be completed on the next business day after the closing. Because we said you need to complete it within the five calendar days unless the university’s officially closed. And in that case, you have until the day when it is officially open.
Senator Bonnell: Got it. What do people think about that? Is that a recommendation back to URC?
Senator Godwyll: Thank you. Yeah, I think the calendar days make... I don’t... I don’t want to say make sense. It’s better. The calendar days is better. Anytime we have toyed with raw dates like up to this, you run into all these challenges of the weekend. I submitted it in a person didn’t see it and they counted two days of Saturday and Sunday as part of the five days. It just gets complicated when somebody challenges the process. And so just making it very clear that five business days or 10 business, whatever it is, I think it’s better than by 15th between 10th and 15th, I think it’s a bit confused.
Senator Bonnell: I agree with you. The more clear we can make it, the better. So I’m going to add that and  ask URC to consider adding language. All right. OK, that was just H.1. Does anyone have anything?
Senator McCombs: I just, I think it needs to be cleaned up a lot. Or would the second sentence for negative, Department School College recommendation. Written intention must be submitted by March 10th. I think it needs to be stated again that this intention is submitted by the faculty member. It’s just says written intention must be submitted. And I’m curious why we can’t just say at the end of the first sentence by March 10th. I guess, why do we need the clarification? Is it the provost deadline later? 
Senator Bonnell: I don’t think I’m tracking that. So you wish it would just stop period at March 10?
Senator McCombs: And then the next wouldn’t need that. Or put that somewhere in that first, I don’t know, it just seems like it needs to be cleaned up.
Senator Nikolaou: I’m assuming the reason why this sentence is added, it goes back to Senator Stewart to clarify that it is for negative DFSC, CFSC recommendations. And because that’s exactly the same language that we have on page 91. And that’s existing language where it says in the event of a negative recommendation by the DFSC, SFSC or the CFSC, a candidate who blah, blah, blah submits their intention to file an appeal to the FRC. So I’m assuming that it was just added to mirror the language that appears in the appendix under the calendar.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. Are there any other thoughts about each one? 
Okay, we’re going to jump with there’s nothing to say about H.2 but then we have H.3 and I’m going to read this one again, “The FRC in promotion and tenure cases must receive from the faculty member an appeal as defined in XVII.C, including written information supporting the request for an appeal by March 15…” new language here “for Negative DFSC, SFSC, or CFSC recommendations or April 1 for negative provost recommendations. This information shall also be made available to the DFSC, SFSC, CFSC and the provost…” that’s new language. “The faculty member may request appropriate information regarding the case. This information shall include any official document used to support a decision regarding a faculty member…” and then the new sentence, which we’ve talked about at the August 26 caucus meeting … “The provost shall not be required to include their individual rationale for their decision.” So what do people have to say about H.3? 
Senator Meyer: Okay, so this is in our first Faculty Caucus meeting of the semester, this is one of those passages that I flagged. The last sentence of three, I don’t think should be there because I don’t believe that’s a change to align with the CBA. I also question why it’s there and why the provost would not have to provide any sort of rationale. I don’t think that makes sense. Independently, and we can get into further discussion of that, independently, the first sentence where the change is seems to suggest, okay, you’ve got dates for appealing department, school, or college, which apparently are all the same date, March 15th. Or you can appeal provost by April 1st, and that says this information, which would refer to the first sentence, shall be shared with department, school, college, and provost. So what if I’m just appealing the department level, but the provost sees it before the provost has reviewed it? Does that make sense?
Senator Bonnell: Yes, you mean it’s not as needed, but as, there should be a clarification there?
Senator Meyer: Yeah. It seems, it seems like you’re bringing the provost into the process a little bit too quickly because the second sentence, this information shall also be made available, would be referring to the first sentence, but part of the first sentence is before it ever reaches the provost.
Senator Bonnell: So it would be something, this is not the right language, but it would be that information will be made available when it affects them in that process.
Senator Meyer: It’s probably trying to put too much into one sentence they probably ought to be split.
Senator Bonnell: Yeah. Okay. That’s one thing. Thank you. 
Ashley Farmer: To Senator Meyers point, I had also flagged that last sentence as something that is not about CBA alignment, it seems to be a more substantive change that would be appropriate for the five-year review conversations. There’s nothing that requires it in the CBA either, but also nothing that would preclude it. So it’s just the CBA is silent on this particular sector.
Senator Bonnell: Yeah, I know. Chair Sharkey or Russ, do you know where that sentence came from? Do you remember? I know this was months and months ago.
Jennifer Sharkey: I don’t. The only thing that I can think of is because the CBA doesn’t specifically state that the provost should be including it, that may be why. Personal note, not as chair, I’m alarmed from that sentence. So yes, I think it should be flagged for URC to review.
Senator Paolucci: Originally, as policy is now, you could, you could get a unanimous, at the school level and that college level for promotion and tenure, but the provost can just say no, right? So that language was changed. So now the provost can’t just necessarily say no outright without, without being contested in some way. So I think this language, in, H.3 was probably added to offset that somewhat, but I also find that alarming as well. So if this doesn’t align, I find it deeply alarming to not be able to have a rationale provided if you just say no.
Senator Meyer: Oh, it’s just going to say, I can see, I believe that the track change was added by Amanda Cullen in February, which I assume was when it was just with the URC, not with the URC plus. So we might want to return to ask her about that change. But I would also echo what Senator Polucci is saying. I don’t think we should ever, in these cases, refuse to give a rationale. There has to be something.
Senator Bonnell: Okay, and then I’m going to add what I learned from March 26, 2025. So again, you can go back into the Faculty Caucus minutes and read this for yourself. So we talked about this. It was noted at that meeting that there was case law that indicated that inter-office communications could constitute “publication” and that publication is in quotation marks. So there could be the possibility of defamation. URC was sharing this with us in Caucus that the General Counsel tried to sway us … the  URC … from moving forward with that and to look for other alternatives. So that’s on the page one of our minutes. Back in 2025, this was an issue. They were referring to the idea that the provost did not have to provide a rationale. 
And there was some case, I think it was 1997, which is before my time, where something happened. A provost from long ago would not, did not, could not and in that case, he was told that he could not provide information. So I think what we’re getting at is this came from somebody with longstanding history on this, but I don’t know. I just know that in 2025, this came up, because at that point, again, we were trying to add it into the ASPT. We were trying to add this language into the ASPT, but it didn’t, because again, that language was included in the CBA. So then we stopped our conversation because it was included in CBA Article 28. But back then, there was a lot of discussion about this very thing that the Provost wasn’t required to. 
Senator Meyer: OK, I’m not sure I really followed that entirely, but I think the way I’m making sense of it is you’re saying, oh, there’s this weird case that they couldn’t provide a rationale. I don’t think we set ASPT around odd cases. There may be a legal exception on some basis in a particular situation. But as a general practice, the provost ought to be providing some level of rationale. There should be some sort of a written rationale for the reject.
Senator Bonnell: I am not disagreeing with you with the idea of that. But again, every time I’ve heard them talk and I say them, I’m not even sure who them is, I guess the provost office back in the day, it’s been the idea that they might know something and for them to reveal it would be defamation. I’m just a messenger here.
Senator Blum: There may or may not be reasons for it. But I think the most important thing that was kind of started with, right, was this is not a CBA issue. And our objective is to address the issues through CBA. And so my recommendation through the URC is not to address this now and stick to our task and get through the things and align it with CBA so we can all be happy.
Senator Bonnell: Excellent. All right. So our recommendation is to remove that sentence in H.3 because it’s not relevant within the scope of what we’re doing right now. We all agree. Okay. Excellent. And that will go into the 5-year review pile. 
Senator McCombs: Hopping back to H.1. Senator Nikolaou had mentioned the dates and the appendix. That’s worded beautifully in the appendix.
Senator Bonnell: So take that language?
Senator McCombs: Just use that language.
Senator Bonnell: Okay. Use language in the appendix. That’s on page 91. Thank you. All right. So we’ll recommend that language. That’s really good. It’s now 7:45 pm. I thought, actually, as I was reading H/3 that we would not make it beyond H.3. I thought we were going to end there. So let’s go to H.4.
Senator Nikolaou: Well, since we have the date of March 10, under 1. And the April 1, under 3. So the URC probably wants to double-check the dates because there was a change for provost recommendations where before it was March 21st and it changed to April 1st. But this now creates a problem because we have that according to the CBA, a candidate who seeks a review for a negative provost recommendation, they need to notify FRC by March 26th and file by April first. But a candidate cannot give notice on March 26th for a decision that it is not due until April 1st. So since March 26 and the April 1st, they are determined in the CBA, so probably we need to adjust that reporting date for the provost. And given that we have the previous one that says March 15th, so probably we should have something like March 20th or even March 21st as it was before, because otherwise the timeline is off.
Senator Bonnell: That was for the April 1st deadline?
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah. And actually, on page 91, to April 1st appears, which makes it even more confusing.
Senator Bonnell: Exactly. All right. Good. So that will go back also to URC. Thank you. Let’s go to H.4 on page 80, “In order to affect a just and efficient appeal the FRC shall be provided any documents used by the DFSC, CFSC or the provost in the process of making recommendations. “And is that Senator Meyer, would you find that language also that needs clarification?
Senator Meyer: So after the provost gives the decision it can go to FRC? Is that the way it happens?
Senator Bonnell: In order to affect it just blah blah blah, the FRC shall be provided any documents. Oh no, used by DFSC, SFSC, CFSC, or the provost. That’s just for the appeals. So we’re okay. Okay, excellent.
Senator Paolucci: It also further just by striking that last statement that we struck because it’s talking about getting access to documents that the provost used to provide their own rationale for the decision-making.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. All right. Anything else about H.4? Okay. 
Then H.5. We’ve got a date change. And they’re saying this has to happen by April 30th, for the Provost and President. She’ll consider this recommendation in making a decision.
Russ Morgan: And again, I think that date change is problematic as well because April 30th is actually the date when the provost has to finish her recommendations and send them to the provost. So I think we need to stick with the April 15th. It’s currently April 15th is when FRC has to finish up, given the provost two weeks to review their recommendation. If you go back to appendix one, the dates in there are more appropriate. And the date there doesn’t agree. So the date there still says April 15th in appendix 1.
Senator Bonnell: So I’m, again, on page 91, April 15th, FRC must complete this review. And then on April 30th, the Provost’s recommendation is sent to the President. 
Senator Meyer: Well, I was wondering why the date had changed to April 30th. I was wondering if that was something CBA stipulated because I believe the president decision has been May 15th or something around there. This would be a big change if it’s not required that it be April 30th from the CBA.
Senator Nikolaou: Actually, it is on the CBA because it says the FRC must complete its review of tenure appeal and report its recommendation to the president, the employee, and the provost by April 30. So that’s under 28.04.B.3. 
Ashley Farmer: We were just talking about that. That’s because that’s an appeal of a negative provost decision. So it would not go back to the provost. That’s why that is the date in the CBA. But for this, a negative, like an appeal of a DFSC or SFSC decision or CFSC would have to go back to the provost. So that’s different. Does that make sense? Yeah, we were just discussing that too in a sidebar. But so the only date or the only thing that would be April 30th is as you mentioned in 28.04 would be an appeal of a provost decision. because it doesn’t have to go back to the provost. It would just go straight to the president.
Senator Bonnell: Does that language need to change then to make it more clear? Well, maybe we can get to page 91 when we get to page 91. All right, that’s what we’ll do. Special flaggy star there. All right, good. Anything else under H.5? 
Okay, we have eight minutes, but so I’m going to stop there at the H. and then I’m going to go back because if you remember, I had said, no, let’s not talk about anything beyond the URC and URC plus changes. Does anyone have anything from be from XIII A through H, they want to talk about?
Senator Nikolaou: Okay, so one general one is there are two. So under D.2 where it says that faculty members may be accompanied by a faculty advocate. So the CBA says that this faculty advocate can be someone from the union and that they may answer questions if they are asked by the committee. So for the URC if they want to add it so that faculty know that this is an option. And the same applies for under E.3 because again, that’s also when it talks about the faculty advocate if we want to add the same language from the CBA. And then my other question was under A, the very last sentence. So we deleted and disciplinary recommendations, which makes sense. But then we have the parentheses, where it says, see XII.C for exceptions. And then the Exceptions, it says, like what kind of items cannot be appealed or they would not fall under the ASPT. But because it falls under the articles that we are proposing to delete altogether. My question is should we just take that Section C and move it here? Because it talks about the AFEGC, violations for academic freedom, where it pretty much says that if it is violations of academic freedom, they do not fall under like the DFSCs, the CFSCs, and if the DFSCs, CFSCs they receive notice about such a violation, they need to report it to the appropriate cases. In that case, we would point to the CBA. So that’s why, and because it also refers to the constitutions, the constitution and policy 1.8, it seems that it should not just be relevant for our ASPT.
Senator Bonnell: I agree. Thanks for finding that because that’s the language that is slated to be in theory, deleted. So you’re suggesting that on page 40 in the periwinkle book under C Exemptions, we would just lift that language as it is, or, mostly as it is, and put it here on page 75. So do you think it would be the new B? 
Senator Nikolaou: Or it could end up like recommendations without the parenthesis period. And then say, like Exceptions, and end it with that paragraph. I’m creating it as a sentence where it says there are certain exceptions that this does not apply, and then continue with that paragraph.
Senator Bonnell: Maybe a new paragraph. All right, good. We’ll make that recommendation then, because that makes sense to me to include all that language under exemptions, with that language.
Senator Bonnell: Okay. We have four minutes, and I’m just looking really quickly to see under I. I don’t under I on page 80 and 81. I’m not seeing a whole lot of changes on pages 81, 82, 83. Am I right in that? 
Until we get to page 84. So, and then when we get to page, we have three minutes, can we get to page 84? 
Since we don’t have any changes on page 81 we can move ahead. 
There’s nothing on page 82. 
There’s nothing on page 83. 
And then when we get to page 84, what we’re doing is we’ve got a new number five. We split that off. And we deleted a lot of language there on page 84. So under K., K5 is new. It’s a new number 5. And then we deleted a whole bunch of language that we see on page 85. So that’s where we should end  on page 84 with K.5? Thumbs up. Thank you again. Thank you Senator Meyer for the thumbs up and the signal we’re done. Even though we have two more minutes. Does anyone have any thoughts or questions about this? 
Communications

Adjournment
Motion by Senator Blum.
Second by Senator Lucey.
Unanimous approval.
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