Faculty Caucus Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, September 9, 2026
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 8-26-26
Motion by Senator Mohammed.
Second by Senator Kidwaro. 
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: Next up is our information item for the Appointment, Salary, Promotion, and Tenure document, sometimes known as the periwinkle book. As we talked about two weeks ago, we set a limit on those articles we would talk about today, so you wouldn’t have to read all the ASPT. We requested that you read or be prepared to discuss from the beginning of ASPT, from the very first page up through to page 36, which is section XI. We also asked you to read parts of the Collective Bargaining Agreement and those suggested articles were listed there. We sent along the markup and also sent a link to the summary of changes page by page. When we talk about page numbers, for instance, we’re going to talk about the page numbers that you find in the markup. I think of them as the recto and the verso, so it’s the right-hand page, the left-hand page, it’s the top left or top right-hand corner. We’re not going to be referring to the page number that you might find in the word document, if that makes sense. So it’s the page number that you would see and the book if you had it there in front of you. Does anybody have any questions on that? All right, excellent. 
Also, I want to introduce a few people here. We have AVP for Faculty Affairs, Russ Morgan. Thank you. He is here and he will be helping us out. AVP Morgan is the ex officio member of the University Review Committee. We do not yet have a chair of URC. So normally when we go through this, how many people, could raise your hands if you’ve been through the ASPT review before? There’s a few people. Oh, excellent. There’s a fair of number of people. But some of you have not. So normally what happens is we have a member of the URC attend because it is the URC’s responsibility to review the ASPT document. They review that, they send the recommendations to Faculty Caucus and we review those. It’s like a dialogue. And then those suggestions go back to URC. Sometimes if the URC chair if here, that chair can mention, “yes, this is something that seems like the URC will approve,” other times they have to send it back for further conversations. It’s a dialogue between Caucus and URC. So in the absence of a URC chair or vice chair or any other member of URC, thank you to AVP Morgan for representing URC. Hopefully next time we meet, we should see at least one member of URC. That’s what I’ll hope for. Okay. All right. Thank you.
Also, we have the President of the UFISU union, if that makes sense, Ashley Farmer. Thank you for being here. This is as we discussed two weeks ago that it would be helpful to have her real time feedback if we are suggesting changes that you haven’t already seen. And when I say that you haven’t already seen, just a quick reminder that the URC made changes that it went through in late spring, and also I’m going to call another group the URC plus, the URC plus membership included Ashley and Keith Pluymers who was the Vice President at the time. and Craig Gatto and Russ Morgan and I was also  there. Those discussions happened in May. Those changes were approved. So if there any additional changes beyond what URC plus did, it would be great to get feedback from President Furmer. 
The way that we’re going to be working on this is we’re going to work very strategically through the ASPT document. For instance first, as an example, we’re going to start off with the front matter, the front matter is the title page and the table of contents. Then we’re going to work through section one, on committees. When we work through each of those, what will happen is we will look at the changes that have been made that have been approved by URC and the URC plus. And we’ll see if anyone has any questions about those. We either will or won’t. And if we have questions, we’ll look among the room to see who can answer best on the intention of those changes. 
Once we make our way through that particular section, then we will open it up to other questions that other people might have. So first we will go through the ones that we know about, and then we’ll ask about the questions that you may all have, something that we may have missed at some point. Does anyone have any questions on that? Okay, so I think these are all the notes that I wanted to share, and we’ll go ahead and begin. 
I know I’m now sharing more than I need to share. I have three different sets of the ASPT in front of me. I have the version with changes, I have the URC version, the original version, I actually have the old version when caucus approved them back in 21-22. So if we need to, I can go back to that. All right, so we’re going to go ahead and start. Are you all ready? If you have any questions, just stop and ask. 
Front Matter
We’re working on the front matter. The front matter would be first page, the title page, and contents. When you look at, and I’m going to start this deliberately, but just so we can start on the best foot forward. So when you look at the title page, what corrections have been made? They’re really easy ones: effective January, we’re changing to effective January 1, 2027. So no one has any problems with that, correct? Excellent. See, we’re moving. 
Then we also have last revised and approved by Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate. And this will be this year, 2026 because we have to do that. No questions about that, right? Excellent. 
So we’re going to move on. The next changes that happen with that front matter, it will be those things where we’re removing, we’re changing the table of contents, which is something that we probably won’t really be able to finalize that until all the changes that they made. Does that make sense about the contents? All right. Are there any questions about any of that? So all those changes, if we could, we would just accept all those. 
Next. As I mentioned, does anyone else see any other changes in the front matter that we did not catch that we need to know? Excellent. Thank you. So we’re moving on. 
Overview, pages 1-4
The next pages are from one through four and this is the overview. The first change we have is in that second paragraph where we’re deleting the mention of the University Review Committee. I’m going to read that sentence. It’s in the second paragraph on page one: “Amendments to and departures from these policies shall be approved by the Academic Senate and shall conform to the Board of Trustees governing policies.” We are removing the URC from that entry and instead, they shall be reviewed by the United Faculty of Illinois State University (UFISU). So we’re removing something and we’re adding something. Any questions about that?
Senator Stewart: Why is the URC dropping out of this?
Senator Bonnell: I’m going to try to make a first pass at that and then I can look to Russ and Ashley if that’s okay. Okay. I was looking back at that and that agrees with the language that we have later on where we talk about who is responsible for this and it actually occurs on that first page where it says “last reviewed and approved by Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate.” So that’s the authority. So that’s my understanding why we are removing URC. They have a role and that’s not changing in section four, section three, where URC is discussed. Russ, or Ashley, do you have other ideas?
Russ Morgan: I don’t actually, I’m not sure why that URC was removed.
Senator Bonnell: The notes from URC should be online. What is that overlap of URC members? Do you know the number of people who are on URC, the turnover? Are there a fair number of people in URC who were there last spring who could attend this fall?
Russ Morgan: There are at least two or three because it’s a staggered three-year term. There’s always some overlap, although one of the members actually left the university. I think there’s at least maybe two people. We haven’t met yet.
Senator Bonnell: You haven’t met yet. Okay. So Senator Stewart, I’m now going to write that question down and I will double check on why that was, why is URC being technically removed.
President of UFISU Ashley Farmer: It looks like this was deleted the day that we met like when Craig Gatto was with us and Keith. And I think it might have to do with the fact that the URC might not necessarily be a part of the actual approval process. They would still be involved in the discussion of it, but they are not part of the actual chain of command of approval, which is what this is referencing. I think that’s the discussion we had when it was deleted at that meeting.
Senator Blum: What this sentence is saying is that amendments to and departures from would definitely go through the URC. Just start with the beginning of the sentence. Then I just had a smaller thing. It says, “and the Academic Senate” It is really not the Academic Senate it is the Faculty Caucus. So that’s old language been there forever. All right. But yeah, so I would say that URC needs to be there, Faculty Caucus needs to be there. The substance I think is the same, all right, that the adding of the United faculty, but getting it all in there and I mean, those bodies, we haven’t changed the URC reviewing it and approving it, and then they bring it, like they always have, just like they are now to the Faculty Caucus. Academic Senate, I think it’s just a mistake it hasn’t been Academic Senate in a really long time, it’s Faculty Caucus, which is a special group of the Academic Senate. We don’t have the entire Academic Senate group.
Ashley Farmer: So would it be accurate then to say like the University Review Committee is where these amendments and departures from these policies begins? Is that correct?
Senator Blum: They still approve them, they haven’t gotten anything.
Senator Bonnell: I’m going to go back to page seven where the responsibilities of URC are listed. I want to read that because that’s where they’re given their authority. On page seven it says, “a primary responsibility of the URC is to formulate and at five-year intervals and on as needed basis revise the Illinois State University ASPT document.” So that’s the language they’re using. Also, “If necessary, the URC will forward appropriate recommendations for revisions of those policies and procedures to the Academic Senate.” 
Senator Blum: I mean, if you want to add, you could say Faculty Caucus of the Academic Senate, right? If you want to keep the Academic Senate. But I do think that that footnote, right, of Faculty Caucus, because like there was a time when this did go to a larger body, and it moved completely to that, so, I think that’s why it says Academic Senate. It’s just been there for ages, that the other part is the URC can’t be pulled out of this, and it’s constitutionally law. Maybe we can examine this closer and the wording about this closer.
Senator Bonnell: All right, we can talk about that further. But I think, does everyone agree that we should be changing the language to some variant of Academic Senate’s Faculty Caucus or something like that? Okay, I’m going to add that then. 
Senator Midha: Could it be amendments and departures shall be reviewed by the URC and approved by the Faculty Caucus?
Senator Bonnell: So you clarify and maybe that’s, Ashley, what you were suggesting also is the idea of a split function? I think we’re probably trying to do something to be concise. So this is probably not where we should try to be concise. This is already long. So maybe it should be just as clear doing something as Senator Midha and Ashley what you’re suggesting? So at least it’s clear that there’s a review from URC and it’s approved by Faculty Caucus. But I’m still going to put a star and question mark next to that section. 
All right, so that was the first item. The second is under the definition of the term “faculty.” The second is the definition of the term “faculty,” and we’re removing an exception to this definition that occurs in the context of processes for non-unionized, non-tenure track faculty. So that is being deleted. That language was added back during our last edits in . That specific language that we’re suggesting that we remove now, that was added just the last time this was updated in 2021 or 2022. And we’re suggesting that we remove that, because that comes into play with the sanctions and suspensions and dismissals. 
Russ Morgan: If I can just go back real quickly. I went back and looked at the minutes from URC and that what we mentioned there, the removal of the University Review Committee for that previous paragraph, that didn’t come from URC that was determined. That was from us. As Ashley suggested, just to confirm that. So regarding this language at the bottom of page one, The NTT faculty members in Milner and Mennonite, you know, that they’re not unionized. So, you know, that just refers to, if there’s any dismissal or discipline, you know, that has to occur with those particular faculty members, this language just refers to them that it’s that language in the ASPT applies to them. So the fact that that’s all being removed here from here, you’ll have to put somewhere else, eventually. Thank you. I haven’t determined where that somewhere else is going to be, but it’s going to have to exist somewhere.
Senator Bonnell: Got it. Thank you, because you answered that question. If it’s not here, then what is the recourse? Do we know who the people will be determining where that will happen? Where that language will move?
Russ Morgan: No, I’m not sure at this point.
Senator Bonnell: Should I reach out to someone to ask about this then? 
Russ Morgan: Sure. 
Senator Bonnell: But who would it be? Who would I reach out to? Mennonite and Milner, since they’re the two bodies?
Russ Morgan: Probably the deans of those two colleges we need to speak with. Perhaps it goes in their college standards.
Senator Nikolaou: Wouldn’t this be the Senate though? Wouldn’t we create a policy pretty much talking about discipline of faculty members not covered from any bargaining units? Because non tenure track librarians from Mennonite would be under that category, but also the UFISU states that tenure track faculty employed at ISU in a 0.5 FTE or greater, which means we can technically have tenure track faculty members who have less than 0.5 FTE, in that case they would not cover by UFISU, but they are covered by the ASPT. They would also be part of the disciplinary articles that we already have. That would be another group. And then, like the UFISU agreement and then the IEA, the IEA/NEA agreement, they also include specific director positions that are not covered. But then if technically under HR they have a faculty appointment, they would also fall under what we are deleting. Of the disciplinary articles that we’re going to be removing, they would be relevant for them. So if let’s say the director of the graduate school maintains their TT faculty position according to HR, they would be under the disciplinary articles.
Russ Morgan: If they’re in a director position or an administrative role, I mean, they’re then categorized as an A/P staff member. So they’re subject to the university policies for discipline and dismissal then, rather than the faculty.
Senator Nikolaou: If they’re classified as A/P or CS. I just picked the director because it was the top one that I saw but then let’s use the school directors and departments they are administrative, in a more administrative position. Officially, classification is tenure track faculty. So based on the ASPT, they would fall under the disciplinary articles.
Russ Morgan: Even there they’re still classified as A/P, you know, staff. So they’re, you know, I mean, they’re subject to the, to the university policies on dismissal and discipline. Even though they have faculty status, but they’re categorized as AP.
Senator Nikolaou: No, we, I mean, I’m one of them. Our official classification is still tenure track faculty. I mean, we do get our annual letter and HR, it doesn’t, we’re not administrative professionals.
Russ Morgan: We do have a weird way of stating that. I agree. I’ve never seen that before.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, but there are other categories that they would fall. So I would assume that probably we would need to take it and put it as a separate policy where we said that anyone who is not covered by one of the unions within the university, and they were covered under the ASPT, these are the articles that they’re already there in the first place.
Senator Blum: I’m not disputing anything Senator Nikolaou says I actually just I don’t really know all right that so I mean the first question is like do we have faculty that would be covered by ASPT that are under 0.5 that so that and or any other group of faculty that’s not NTTs that would be covered by ASPT that are not a 0.5, seem to be the cutoff. So anyway, and I have no idea either we do or we don’t. I’m just sort of curious about it.
Senator Bonnell: I can’t speak to the 0.5, but under the current ASPT I know that, for instance, Milner NTTs, they have fallen under the sanctions, suspensions, and dismissals, because they’re not unionized. And I’m assuming the same is the case with Mennonite. So the .5 I can’t speak to, but so I’m mainly concerned with making sure that they have recourse, they have somewhere where they can go, can look to before we remove this language as of January 1st, 2027. And if that’s the policy you’re suggesting, moving all of that or a lot of language you know, that’s about 30 pages.
Senator Nikolaou: But it is ready and approved.
Senator Bonnell: Yes.
Senator Meyer: Okay, I’m glad you mentioned this. I have a question for Senator Nikolaou, because I’ve been curious about this. So you’re saying that you’re classified as tenure track faculty, but not A/P. Is that correct?
Senator Nikolaou: That’s correct.
Senator Meyer: And there are other chairs, directors that are in a similar situation.
Senator Nikolaou: That’s why chairs can serve on the Senate, because we can be elected for tenure-truck positions.
Senator Meyer: So are you not part of the collecting bargaining unit? You wouldn’t fall under the union’s purview?
Senator Nikoalou: Yeah.
Senator Meyer: Why is that?
Ashley Farmer: Under, I believe it’s “recognition.” It lists who’s excluded, included, and excluded. So included is all tenured and tenure track faculty employed at ISU in a .5 full-time equivalent position or greater, including program and center directors, heads in Milner, associate assistant department heads, associate assistant department chairs, associate or assistant school directors. And then there’s a whole list after that that I’m not going to read because you can review it. That is excluded. I’m assuming you are on the excluded list.
Senator Nikolaou: It is the first bullet point. Where is this all tenured and tenure track faculty in administrative positions at or above department chair and school director levels.
Senator Meyer: If I can do one more follow-up. Speaking for those in positions like you. Are you saying you completely fall through the cracks of the way that we’ve done this? Or the way the revisions are laid out?
Senator Nikolaou: Well, technically, the way that our current university ASPT is written, where it says the definition of the term faculty, chairs and directors fall under this category of faculty. But then if we remove that sentence, like anything that has to do with the disciplinary part, it would not apply. Again, that is just one example, but then there are all the other examples like all the non-tenure faculty who are not unionized. Either any other faculty who are 0.5, because I don’t know how it works if we have a faculty member who might be 0.6 as a director, let’s say, again, I’m going to use the grad school as an example, 0.6 for director of graduate school is a staff member and then 0.4 is a tenure track. I don’t know about joint appointments, how they would work. And also, I don’t know if we have any of these.
Senator Bonnell: This is what I’m hearing, we don’t have enough information on what is going on, but it would seem that we need to find out how everyone can be represented.
Russ Morgan: Can I suggest that maybe in a future, Faculty Caucus meeting, you invite the AVP for HR, Janice Bonneville to stay and discuss the issue?
Senator Bonnell: Yes, we can do that. Or we can put this question to her and see if she could present language that we could hear or we could also then see if she wants to follow up with that. I’ll see what her preference would be, but you’re right, she’s a font of knowledge. So she probably has an answer to this or she could guide us in this. Okay. We’re on page one. So this is another starred question. 
Senator Russell: Sorry. So I forget if this is clarified, but I’m going to ask. Are university and distinguished professors, do they maintain the professor title or do they need to be called out here as faculty too.
Senator Bonnell: Are you asking about the distinction of university professors and distinguished professors?
Senator Russell: Yeah, so the term faculty, right, it says assistant, associate, and professor. Do we need university and distinguished professor or do they?
Senator Bonnell: I’ll look to Senator Blum he references that this is not a title.
Senator Blum: Yes, so it’s a title not a rank. And so the rank is what’s recognized by HR. The title is like an award sort of, right? So you would bifurcate those two things. And is that enough to answer your question?
Senator Bonnell: Thank you for asking that because that’s something I always have to remind myself. And thank you to Senator Blum with some frequency I hear you state that. Are any other questions about this? Again, we are on page one. And I’m glad that you’re asking questions because this is really important. All right. So we’ve got a star and a question for both of those. And I’m going to ask AVP Bonneville about this and report back. Anything else on page one? Okay, on page two, I have us adding parentheses, but I can’t see where my parentheses are being added. The bottom. we’re adding e.g. and we’re just adding the parentheses there, which seems like a simple thing. 
Senator Stewart: Unfortunately, in adding the parentheses, you’ve rendered the sentence ungrammatical. We’ve ended up with tenure track faculty members may experience in their academic life.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. Yes. That’s a problem with these things. You change one thing and you have to align everything else. So tenure track faculty members may experience in their academic life. 
Senator Peters Oh, I was just going to recommend to go back to the way it was. Drop the parentheses and e.g. Just put it back the way it was. I think that made complete sense before the parentheses was put in place. I would just drop it and say tenure track faculty members may experience in their academic life… and then end with a period.
Russ Morgan: Going back to the URC’s original, I don’t know how this got changed. The phrase there, “tenure track faculty members may experience in their academic life…” was supposed to be deleted. So the e.g. is supposed to refer to the first sentence.
Senator Bonnell: It was supposed to be central to the evaluative process, that whole line was supposed to be deleted?
Russ Morgan: Correct. I’m not sure how they got changed when they got sent forward.
Senator Bonnell: What do people think about that?
Russ Morgan: In the original version of the URC sent forward, that entire line there, “tenure track faculty members may experience in their academic life” was supposed to be deleted. And the e.g. part in parentheses was supposed to refer to the first sentence, the central to the evaluation process. So somehow that deletion got deleted.
Senator Bonnell: I have the URC version and in the URC version I have that’s not deleted for what it’s worth. I’m not disagreeing with you. I’m just saying that, again, this is why many eyes are really helpful here in this process. Thank you. But what do people think about that change? 
Senator Nikolaou: We could keep it the way it is currently, because that way it clarifies that they may experience, because we could have a tenure track faculty who came as tenure, so they would never experience a tenure review. We have faculty members who will never experience post tenure reviews. So the may experience says that, okay, these are some, but then if we remove it, it might give the impression that, okay, we have a system of formal reviews and then we list all of this, which makes it sound that, okay, as part of this formal reviews, you’re going to go through each and every one of them.
Senator Bonnell: That makes sense to me.
Senator McCombs: What if we just put the word “that”? So, central to the evaluation process at ISU is a system of formal reviews that tenure track faculty members may experience in their academic life.
Senator Bonnell: You want the e.g.?
Senator McCombs: I mean that I think that gets that “may experience” part in there. It includes the examples of the formal reviews.
Senator Bonnell: I see why that is broken up because I’m not disagreeing with you again, but that would be a long, that’s a long sentence. That’s like a four-line sentence. Any other thoughts about that? 
Senator Meyer: I’m in agreement. Add “that.” That’s not a long sentence.
Senator Bonnell: Did you just say that’s not a long sentence? Okay. Thank you. I write with long sentences, so I guess I’m glad to hear that, but people are asking me to chop my sentences up. What you were saying is it would be central to the evaluation process at Illinois State University. The way it originally was, it is central to the evaluation process at Illinois University is a system of formal reviews that tenure track faculty members may experience in their academic life, e.g. blah, blah, blah. Okay, is everyone okay with that? I’m seeing nods, excellent. So I’m going to revert back, but with a “that” and maintain the e.g. and parentheses. Okay, thank you. I think we’re okay to move on. Is this correct to page three? 
On page three, we’re updating the review of the performance evaluation for across the board increases and annual merit increases and adding references to what I’m going to say here is ISU hyphen or slash UFISU CBA. So that’s the middle paragraph under review of performance evaluations. We’re adding across the board and annual increases. And then we have some language on whatever we’re going to call ISU slash UFISU collective bargaining agreement. Are there any questions about this?
Senator Stewart: Very minor, but so it says, shall receive across the board increases, but then it continues based on a minimum pre-established amount. An amount seems strange in this context, because I mean, at least the CBA is percentages, right? So it might be better to say pre-established percentages than amount.
Senator Bonnell: Is that correct? I’m looking to the provost office. That’s it. So it should be not, not amount but percentages. Or is this something you have to think about?
Ashley Farmer: I mean, technically, it’s correct, even if you just say all tenure track faculty shall receive across the board increases. Period.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. 
Senator McCombs: I just have a question about the Across the Board being capitalized. Is that something? Why is it capitalized? Is that something that refers to the CBA?
Senator Bonnell: My answer is that’s how it appears in the CBA, but I’ll refer to Ashley. I’m happy for any consistency across both. Wait, let me say that I would want consistency in both documents or all documents.
Ashley Farmer: It is capitalized like that in the CBA.
Senator Peterson: With the annual merit increases, does that also include the professor merit component that occurs every five years?
Russ Morgan: No, it does not.
Senator Peterson: Should that be here?
Senator Bonnell: I’m going to ask a question that I should know, but I do not know. So this is under the review of performance evaluation, and it’s through that annual performance evaluation that those…
Senator Peterson: It includes their last five years of annual evaluation. So that’s part of the process.
Senator Bonnell: I’m asking questions, you’re saying this is something that’s happening every five years, but the first sentence is performance evaluation. It occurs annually. Is the idea should we be adding language then to apply to that?
Senator McCombs: I think it’s separate. The five-year increment, if I remember correctly, is something that a faculty member can apply for. It’s not the same as being evaluated annually, which it says here, annual merit increases. It’s different. It’s not a five-year review for salary increase.
Ashley Farmer: No, I mean, really it’s comparable to like applying for like a longevity merit increase.
Senator Peterson: Well, I guess my question really lies in the paragraph is beginning with review of performance evaluations, but it’s dealing with salary. So the two are disjoined. I mean, they’re together, but evaluation is one thing. The raises are another thing.
Ashley Farmer: For what it’s worth, I don’t necessarily see the wording here as excluding the full professor merit pool, because it says additional annual, well, actually,  maybe it does. Annual Merit Increases.
Russ Morgan: Because it’s capitalized, like Annual Merit is in the contract in the CBA.
Ashley Farmer: Yeah, but the other merit, the full professor merit.
Senator Nikolaou: Is it that the professor merit increases are not included because the CBA says that the DFSC shall not provide a recommendation for that?
Ashley Farmer: Right, the DFSC does not review those, the Provost Office does.
Senator Nikolaou: So maybe that’s why it is not listed, because when it refers to article XVI, like the current XVI.B, it is pretty much everything that has to do that goes through like a DFSC, CFSC, like evaluation, and then based on that evaluation, we do the salary recommendations as well. But then if it is the professor merit, the DFC does not have a say now.
Ashley Farmer: I do see a comment. It’s been deleted, well, I guess accepted.
Senator Bonnell: Yes, hidden.
Ashley Farmer: Yes, hidden much further into the document on page 82 that notes Professor Merit increased review process is not included. So maybe it’s something that it doesn’t fit here, but can be a point to add later in this document. 
Senator Bonnell: Did you say when we get up to page 82?
Ashley Farmer: That’s where the hidden comment is.
Senator Bonnell:. Isn’t that exciting? I love that. Again, we’re on page three now. Thanks for finding the page 82 comment. All right. I want to go back to what Ashley had said though. You had suggested performance evaluations occur annually. All tenure track faculty shall receive across the board increases. And you said period. There’s something; that’s fewer words, sometimes that  can be better. Does that make sense or does that throw everything off if we get rid of based on a minimum pre-established amount but then going back to percentages? If we could get away with a period, I would like that. Are we OK with it just putting period? Oh, excellent. So I’m going to do that period. OK, excellent. Thank you. But that still leaves the last part of that sentence. However, additional annual merit increases may be awarded on the basis of reviews for performance evaluations and see X and it’s for details. That’s one of those entries that we’re adding. 
Senator Nikolaou: For consistency, CBA has in annual merit increases. The “I” should be capitalized like whenever it’s mentioned. So annual merit and increases the “I” in the increases should be capitalized.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. That was just a mistake.
Senator Nikolaou: And also, across the document, we should be consistent and just refer to ISU slash UFISU, collective bargaining agreement. That’s how it is on the CBA.
Ashley Farmer: Mine says ISU, UFI.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah.
Ashley Farmer: UF ISU agreement. So there’s just some missing letters there.
Senator Bonnell: So it should be, what you’re suggesting that standardized, it should be, you said ISU slash UFISU?
Ashley Farmer: Yes, and I just see it just says ISU, UFI.
Senator Bonnell: Does that make sense to everyone? We’re just going to make it consistent across? Excellent. Thank you for the thumbs up. 
Senator Smelser: So in the discussion you’re having, you’re saying slash, but I’m seeing dash.
Ashley Farmer: Oh yeah, yes, dash.
Senator Smelser: Oh, okay.
Senator Bonnell: Wait, are we saying it’s a dash or a slash? 
Senator Smelser: In the document, it’s a dash. 
Senator Bonnell: In the CBA?  
Senator Smelser: No, in the ASPT document, whenever that’s referenced, it’s a dash.
Ashley Farmer: Which is correct. I was just pointing out that the full UFISU part of those letters were missing.
Senator Bonnell: Yes, that was it. Yes, got it. But are you, what does the CBA have? Do they have a slash or a dash?
Senator Yazedjian: May I just make a suggestion that we can look later and make sure that it just aligns with the CBA.
Senator Bonnell: It’s a slash. So we’re going to go with slash. Thank you. All right. Next we’re moving on page three. There’s no more on page three. 
That’s up to page four. We talked about this at our last meeting. We’re adding choice in form language, from the CBA representing 27.02 and 28.04. Since that point, we have had suggested language. I’m going to pass that language out. One page is the markup. That’s the whole page and the green is the clean copy. Okay, so the last time we met, we’d noticed that that language was inadequate. This edit represents two attempts for an edit. I’m going to let you have a chance to read. Have you read it? So do we have any questions about that language? Suggestions? 
Senator Meyer: Are you saying these are two different versions and we pick one?
Senator Bonnell: If you take a look at the longer piece, this is the markup. And if you see there’s some original markup in the top part, and then there’s alternative language with, so you’ll see on the bottom portion, that’s a markup of a markup. That bottom portion, if you want to look at the clean copy of that, that’s the green version. So there’s a mix. We wanted to make sure that you saw the language as it had been proposed by several people. And again, that just happened today. This is not something that we’ve had for a long time. 
Senator Blum: I was just wondering it says as set forth in  ISU, UFISU collective bargaining agreement. Would it be helpful or not helpful to say where in the CBA? Like what part of the CBA? Cause CBA is a long document. So, and, if discipline’s being imposed, I think you want to know where to find it. Not saying that has to be that way, this does say where to go find it, but it’s just a thought.
Russ Morgan: One of the reasons that we, you know, purposely avoided doing that was because the contract will be updated every few years. I mean, this document would be two presumably, but we would try to avoid having the exact article numbers in there for that reason. We tried to do that in the URC as well. We tried to avoid, you know, putting exact articles in there for the most part.
Senator Blum: I was going to give the other alternative, right, is that it’s hard to find, right? So, it does have that advantage, right? But if you need it, right, I’d have to go back and look like exactly at all these, but there are provisions for it, so you have to go hunt for it. But I understand the benefits of it’s going to be updated every few years, and then you don’t have to change the numbers. I would just say the alternative is that the URC can think about it is that it also points to exactly where it is. But this is not a hill I’m going to die on.
Ashley Farmer: I was just going to say that the table of contents is clickable, so you just have to find it in the table of contents and click grievance procedure and it’ll take you right to it.
Senator Riverstone: Question. Reading this as a faculty member, it implies two different systems I can go to if I’m concerned about my evaluation. Are those two hierarchical? In other words, the AFEGC is one body I can go to as a faculty member, but I’m also going to the collective bargaining agreement. Does one of those have final say over the other? I’m just, and if this is obvious and I don’t know and I apologize, or is that just what we’re trying to work out here?
Ashley Farmer: If this is in regards to just your faculty evaluation, like tenure review, et cetera. Then in the collective bargaining agreement, you can only grieve that if, this is the last paragraph here, if there’s a process violation in how you were evaluated.
Senator Riverstone: Okay. Thank you.
Senator Bonnell: Are there any other questions, concerns, comments about this language? Are we okay with this alternate language? What we would see on the green outside of the question and then taking note of Senator Blum pointing out this could be something that we ask URC if they are interested. It sounds like it was an intentional effort not to include specific references to, but we can just comment on that. Are we okay with that language then? 
Senator Meyer: I would just add the green copy would allay my concerns from two weeks ago.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you. I’m going to ask Ashley, when you read this do you see any red flags or anything about this language?
Ashley Farmer: Not if and I mean this is under the faculty appeals process under your appointment. So this is just about your evaluation. Yes. Faculty evaluation. Because I guess the other thing I would add is there is an academic freedom article in the CBA, but that is separate from this faculty evaluation process. 
Senator Bonnell: Okay. All right. Thank you to the authors of this language. We’re going to move on from that. So that’s page four and  we just finished that section. So if you remember the process—and I am taking note that it’s nine o’clock—the process was first we were going to review the changes that came through and now the question was, does anyone have any other suggestions on this that were not reviewed earlier by the URC plus? Does anyone have any else in this first section, pages one through four.
Senator Nikolaou: I just had a question, because the CBA, it includes like a paragraph where it says that unless it’s modified by this specific agreement, whatever it is included in the ASPT governs, like for the different reviews, do we want to include like at the very, very beginning under the overview something like a mirror language where we say that the ASPT governs this and this and this unless modified by the CBA? Again, that’s like a general question just to like to have the mirror language between the two documents. And then another general comment is that we need to double check the articles that are listed within the ASPT because especially everything that’s listed from 12 and onwards, they will change. 
Senator Bonnell: Got it. Yes. That makes sense. We’ll have to review all of those carefully after we remove them. What are people’s thoughts about adding comparable language, parallel language that appears in the CBA? Do we want to put the mirror language in for the ASPT? We can send that back to URC for their consideration. What do you think? Okay. We will ask for URC’s feedback on the mirrored language. Excellent. Thank you, Senator Nikolaou. So nothing else in pages one through four. Okay. Next we’re moving on to the ASPT committee structure.
The ASPT Committee Structure
This section begins on page five we’re just handling section I from pages five to six. It’s again the same thing that we’re going to globally change to adding ISU/UFISU CBA. That will be changed. That’s on page six. Any questions about that? And then we have a question. Also, we have an “or.” We’re deleting the “or.” All right. Does anyone have any comments in general about I? 
We’re going to move on to II, which is University Review Committee and that starts on page six. There’s no corrections there. 
Next on page seven, we have a question that the URC plus asked to ask of you, which is, do we delete Section D? It refers to the University-wide equity review that has not being conducted.
Senator Russell: Sorry. Is that because that went through the process we were talking about earlier where the Faculty Caucus voted we’re not going to do. Why is it not being conducted?
Senator Bonnell: I don’t know why it’s never been conducted. I know that I was on URC years ago, and this is something that we talked about, and we set a task force on that. And there may have been pockets that was assessed, but it’s not something that’s been done overall. Maybe it was just too hard, I don’t know. Does anyone have any feedback on why that may be? 
Senator Henry: I think we found it impossible to actually operationalize it.
Senator Bonnell: Thank you, because you were the chair of URC then. Thank you. It was too hard to operationalize, so it’s not being conducted. 
Senator Smelser: Yeah, it seemed like there were too many moving parts that had too many parts that had to coordinate and it was really. That part was really--I think you were on the URC then, and so was I--and we found that to conduct that review, there were too many moving parts and poor communication between each part that it was just this massive.
Senator Henry: I mean, there was information we needed to conduct it, there was just nowhere to find that information.
Senator Bonnell: You know, and I know there’s a report. I wonder if we could get to that report because I know that each subcommittee, that was a subcommittee, each subcommittee had a report. I wonder if we could get to that to pinpoint what happened. And would their findings of that report influence people? Would you want to see if we can find that report from URC? I’m seeing nods. All right. So we can look for that report.
Senator Henry: And also things may have changed right now. That was a while ago.
Senator Blum: I just want to say maybe all the things that people said may have actually been true. I think the intent here was to examine equity, right? It’s that regardless of the logistical challenges having URC do it. But to me, the operative change is not whether we should have or not have equity reviews because this was primarily a look at pay, was that, right, it was going to be the goal here. And because that now is controlled in a different way, it really doesn’t make sense in today’s context. To me, it’s not that an equity review is a bad idea. It’s more like that pay is now negotiated through the CBA. It’s all governed around that. Discussing equity in that context, I think from the ASPT point of view, it’s an artifact of concerns that were being raised at the time. It’s no longer contextual that the way things are now.
Senator Bonnell: If we had an equity review now, if we had it next year, what would be that the process? What would be the point of it. And what would we do with that and where would the funding be for that, the monies for those?
Ashley Farmer: Well, I mean, there is, technically, there’s money for market rate adjustments in the contract, but it’s for associate full professors because as we noted during bargaining, that’s where a lot of inequity, salary compression, salary inversion currently exists. But that question is for Russ as to how you all have decided to implement that in terms of that part of the CBA.
Russ Morgan: I tend to agree with Senator Blum’s sentiments there because I mean, this section of the ASPT calls for the development of an equity distribution plan. And I really think that’s the purview of the union now doing that kind of work. So I mean, for the most part, we’ve cut all the salary-related language out of here except for the merit part, so it’s supposed to be determined. So it would make sense that this could go to.
Senator McCombs: I have a question. Is this specifically talking about salary when we use the word equity? Or is it talking about other things? Because it mentions, obviously, the goal of opportunity access will determine the criteria for affirmative action, equity review, and consultation with the URC. Is there more to this than just compensation?
Senator Henry: If my memory serves, there is more to it. It was a promotion and tenure and all, it was more colloquial than just salary, which all would be addressed by the CBA for now. This is bigger picture.
Senator Bonnell: I’m going to go back to that report. Maybe we need to dig back the report so people can see that. And it occurs to me that report probably came through Faculty Caucus at the time? So it probably shouldn’t be that hard to find.
Senator Lucey: So I think is important that policy state that we advocate for equity. I think is essential that the university take a position on equity and affirm that. And in terms of the union, I’m not sure if the union’s handling a thing applies only to union members or non-union members, but having some sort of statement in ASPT saying that the university values equity processes, even if we don’t prescribe them, is a very important thing to express.
Senator Bonnell: So you’re talking about that philosophically. That makes sense that you would be saying that, but this is a working document.  All right, I appreciate your comment, and I don’t disagree with you, but it seems we should have language that people can point to and say, all right, this is something that’s really happening, or is this the place for this? Or is it, like Russ is saying, it’s  the union’s purview?
Senator Lucey: So again, I don’t think it should be the union’s purview because you have members of faculty who are members of the union and you have members of faculty who are not members of the union. And so if we’re going to make equity a working process, then the university has to accept some responsibility for that.
Ashley Farmer: I would just say the collective bargaining agreement applies to the entire bargaining unit members and nonmembers, but also I think to the point of I mean this doesn’t specify just salary. So to your point, I mean, an equity review could be a lot of different things that are not the purview of the union. I would also say if this is a conversation that’s just about CBA alignment, then this is not the most relevant. like component right now. This is maybe a task to take up later. Because, you know, this is, this could stay or go. And it’s not about CBA alignment. 
Senator Bonnell: That’s really important. In this particular case, you’re saying there’s nothing about this that aligns with the CBA? Got it. Thank you for saying that because we know that this is just an alignment and next year URC or maybe URC when it begins meeting in the fall, they will be taking a look at the five-year review, which is a much larger overview. This would be added to that category of things that needs to be discussed, which makes a lot of sense to me, because it’s bigger, but we still can still get that report out and share that with people. Even though it’s old, now it’s probably 10, 15 years old at this point. Okay. Is everyone okay with that idea?
Senator Russell: So, but we do have in the CBA some of this language about like $500,000 or whatever it is. Some funds that are meant to adjust partially on the basis of that. I mean, we could align with that, right? Because right now it’s like Ani gets to choose, right?
Ashley Farmer: You could, if that’s what this paragraph is referring to, which is unclear to me, it seems like it might be unclear to other folks as well. But it does, it also, like I said, it doesn’t mean it has to go, but that component of equity with the $500,000 allotment, these last two years of the contract is going to be there no matter what. But it’s also part of the contract that is dispensed by the provost office. So I don’t know if something about an equity, a university-wide equity review could even be compiled in time for those adjustments to be made, if that makes sense.
Senator Riverstone: I would just feel more comfortable if I knew what department or what committee or somebody was charged with providing this data. And I don’t understand right now. It’s not the union, right? And we’re saying maybe not the URC. So whose job is it?
Senator Bonnell: I think this is coming back to what URC discussed all those years ago. It was complicated, but it was hard to determine where these things were coming from and if we could even get some of those things. I’m going to refer back to that report that a lot of people spent a lot of time working on and maybe that will be our answer for us. 
Senator Riverstone: But also, if it’s ten or so many years old document, it means that between then and now, no one has had the responsibility to compile that data and make it available to the public. And I guess what I’m wondering is how to remedy that. And if by taking out this paragraph, we are essentially, you know, throwing it back up to the wind, then that’s not very satisfying for me. This has to be data that we take seriously.
Ashley Farmer: I think at this point, you could even just leave the paragraph and take it up, you know, at a different time when you’re doing a more full review of the ASPT. And so that way it’s something that you would have to come back to.
Russ Morgan: I’m going to note that the URC will be doing that this year reviewing the entire ASPT once we get past the CBA alignment. And we’ll start to take note of that that if you want to look at that and consider that that can be done.
Senator Bonnell: That’s where I have this marked as for the larger five-year overview, those changes need to be made by, that is they will be effective by January 1st, 2028. And then in the meanwhile, still, I know what you’re saying that the data is old, but it still might provide some useful information on what’s going on. 
Senator Nikolaou: I think it was like two or three years ago, we had a Senate presentation about equity and like how the salary is different based on rank and based on gender and how they compare like at ISU compared to other universities but it was focused on salary, there was nothing no other aspect so at some point it was presented
Senator Bonnell: I can remember that. That wasn’t last year, but I think it was maybe two springs ago. And I think that was AVP Gatto who presented that.
Senator Riverstone: I think looking at salaries and I think that the mandated increments each year take care of a lot of that, but you can imagine that there might be discrepancies in who is being awarded merit increases, whether or not we’re able to retain minority professors in their positions. Whether or not there’s some kind of discrepancy and who’s being promoted and who’s being awarded tenure according to the various factors. These measures, I mean, I can sit here and think of several and I’m sure we wouldn’t have to reinvent the wheel. There’s got to be, you know, some pretty standard things out there that we can be compiling and looking at, making available to the public. It seems like I trust that ISU has done a good job in all of these areas. It seems like that’s also a way that we could market ourselves.
Senator McCombs: I’m just wondering if we could just follow Ashley’s suggestion of just leaving it and then letting URC attend to that later.
Senator Bonnell: That’s where I’m seeing it. It’s something that we are highlighting and that will go in this section for the five-year review. That’s effective January 1st, 2028. But again, we will have also the notes from this meeting so we can pull those out separately and give those to URC so that you will have information, you know, all the arguments that people are suggesting. I’m still going to go back to I think we need to pull out that report from who knows how long ago it was. At least that will be a basis for understanding and if it’s helpful from three or four years ago. Would that be helpful? 
Senator Yazedjian: Yes, thank you. So those reports were presented annually, and what I would like to point out to those of you who were here at the time is there were many questions about the purpose, what should be looked at, and great dissatisfaction with the data. And I believe it was Senator Mainieri who said, the Senate would need to clarify the purpose, you know, the specific questions they wanted answered. Otherwise, we run the risk of everybody just not being happy with what’s provided. So as we go back and look at that, we would need to do a review of exactly what variables would need to be presented for what purpose, especially now with a collective bargaining agreement, you know, what is relevant and what is not.
Senator Bonnell: I will add that I have that same memory of that meeting. I’m assuming other people in this room do too. It was an unsatisfying for many reasons but it was important too. All right. So that’s is where we stand with Section D. We’re going to put this in a placeholder for URC to review with all the information that people have shared. All right. And I think that’s page seven. And all right, so does anyone have anything else? That’s all that we have. Does anyone have, did anyone else read anything in this section that we did not see? 
Senator Blum: At the bottom. Things are crossed out.
Senator Bonnell: I’m sorry, thank you, yes I’m seeing that..
Senator Blum: On page nine of the document at section three, right? D. Two, there’s E and F. And they’re just struck out with a comment? 
Senator Bonnell: Got it. The FRC, so there’s several things that are deleted. The FRC will be the university committee to hear and appeals. They’re removing this FRC will submit to the URC. There’s stipulations on what FRC, those are being removed and the CFSC members may not participate in at present, so those sections. And those are just, Russ, would you like to talk about those from URC?
Russ Morgan: Well, section three, part E and part E was removed because that refers to sanctions, suspension, and dismissal that entire sections being removed from the ASPT. And that’s not part of the collective bargaining agreement. So that was why the URC section E needed to be removed. I noticed section F is crossed out. That’s the part in red. URC didn’t suggest that, I didn’t recommend that being removed. I don’t know why that’s crossed out.
Senator Nikolaou: Probably we need to keep F and maybe we need to clarify that it’s not responsible for appeals related to discipline, but FRC it’s still responsible for appeals related to other ASPT issues. So F should remain.
Senator Bonnell: So the part that should remain is the FRC shall submit to the URC a final report summarizing the number of appeals by department slash school and college, the type of appeals and the dispositions of these appeals. That’s the part that should remain.
Senator Nikolaou: And if we need to clarify that it is that non-discipline related appeals. 
Ashley Farmer: I don’t even think that needs to be clarified because it’s not explicitly mentioned anyway in this section. And they’re still I mean, they just wouldn’t have a disciplinary type of appeal to report.
Russ Morgan: I agree. I agree. It’s fine.
Senator Bonnell: Are we saying keep F?
Ashley Farmer: Yeah, keep F just as is and it aligns with the CBA as is.
Russ Morgan: Although it will now be section E.
Senator Bonnell: Exactly. Got it. Thank you, Senator Blum. So that was section III. The time is now 9:25 and as I see people leaving, there are some significant changes later. To me, I had always thought that we would not go past 9:30, but I know Exec didn’t specifically state that. What do people think about calling it at 9.25? Or do you want to keep going? I saw one nod. Now is fine.
Communications
None.
Adjournment
Motion by Senator Blum.
Second by Senator Mohammed. 
Unanimous approval.
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Appendix 
[bookmark: The_Faculty_Appeals_Process]The Faculty Appeals Process
The appeals process is intended to ensure that the faculty evaluation system is fair and objective. It offers a faculty member who believes that there has been a misinterpretation, misjudgment, or procedural error relating to a promotion, tenure, or performance evaluation an opportunity for additional review of such recommendations. The appeals process also supports the right of a faculty member to institute an appeal to the Academic Freedom, Ethics and Grievance Committee if the faculty member believes that there has been an academic freedom or an ethics violation (see XVII). An appeal made to Academic Freedom, Ethics and Grievance Committee (AFEGC) precludes filing a grievance through procedures outlined in the ISU-UFISU Collection Bargaining Agreement (CBA). However, discipline resulting from an AFEGC proceeding remains subject to the grievance process outlined in the CBA. Additionally, if, upon receiving a final decision, a faculty member believes the appropriate ASPT reappointment, performance evaluation, promotion, tenure, or post-tenure review
procedure was improperly followed, the faculty member may appeal under the grievance procedure in the CBA regarding as to whether the appropriate procedure was followed.


Alternative Language:
The appeals process is intended to ensure that the faculty evaluation system is fair and objective. It offers a faculty member who believes that there has been a misinterpretation, misjudgment, or procedural error relating to promotion, tenure, or performance evaluationreappointment, performance evaluation, promotion, tenure, or post-tenure review an opportunity for additional review of such recommendations. The appeals process also supports the right of a faculty member to institute an appeal to the Academic Freedom, Ethics, and Grievance Committee (AFEGC) if the faculty member believes that there has been an academic freedom or an ethics violation (see Article XVII; see also University Policy 3.3.8). Discipline imposed as a result of a proceeding before the AFEGC remains subject to the grievance procedure set forth in the ISU/UFISU Collective Bargaining Agreement.
If, upon receiving a final decision, a faculty member believes the appropriate ASPT reappointment, performance evaluation, promotion, tenure, or post-tenure review procedure was improperly followed, the faculty member may appeal under the grievance procedure in the ISU/UFISU Collective Bargaining Agreement regarding whether the appropriate procedure was followed.
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