Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, October 12, 2026
Hovey 102, 4:00 P.M.

Call to Order
Chairperson Bonnell called the meeting to order and declared quorum. 

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

Approval of the minutes from 9-28-26
Motion by Senator Smock. 
Second by Senator Shourek. 
Unanimous approval. 

Oral Communications:
Senator Bonnell: We have three sets of outstanding questions from senators and their constituents. At the October 7th Senate, of that first set, there were questions directly connected to Cornell University sexual assault allegations and how our processes might be comparable to those. Several offices and areas are working on those. I haven’t received anything from them yet, when we do receive that response, Kevin will post that out and send it through Senate. 
Senator Tarhule: It turns out that I was mistakenly holding onto the responses. Ashley actually finished them and sent them to me. She expected me to send it to you. I thought she just wanted you to see them first. You should be getting that today. I just want to be clear that they were with me and we misunderstood. 
Senator Bonnell: Well, thank you. It is good to know you have seen those too. So, I appreciate that. And yes, so when you send them…
Senator Tarhule: She will, I told her to send it to you. She read mine like maybe an hour ago so you should be getting it. 
Senator Bonnell: Okay. Well, thanks to all those who answered those questions, those sets of questions. Thank you. All right. So that’s the first one. The second one is Senator Midha had a lengthy series of College of Business questions. Kevin sent that rough transcript to the provost, so that’s with the provost office. Thank you. But then the third is there are follow ups related to the budget from Senators Meyer and Seifert. So, about those questions, I talked to President Tarhule and VP Nelson about this, and perhaps we anticipate more questions, and perhaps creating an alternative approach. A mechanism for people to ask about questions about the budget, and for instance, they want to learn more about that, about the hybrid performance-based research allocation model. So, one thought that I had is to an online form so that people could ask there and that would be similar in style to what we had during the RISE Taskforce. So that was one option. Another option is to offer a presentation in Senate, and then the third is maybe there’s something else that we could do with combination of those. So, I want to open up the floor to see what your thoughts are on that.
Senator Stewart: I’m open to adding additional venues, but I think sometimes it’s important that the questions get into the Senate minutes. So, I wouldn’t want to say that you cannot ask questions of these kinds of the Senate.
Senator Bonnell: Yeah, that’s the thing that I wonder about too is how to ask the questions and the mechanism to do that. That’s one thought. Does anyone else have any other thoughts? 
Senator Smock: I’m not familiar with the RISE. 
Senator Bonnell: It’s that taskforce that was created with shared governance in mind with a lot of people, members, throughout the university, and it was as we prepared for the new budget model. The consultant was Grant Thornton, and they were brought in to help us through that process. It was a big group. It was, I don’t know, maybe 50 people throughout campus.
Senator Blum: So are there specific RISE questions? I know some issues have come up that are, I don’t want to say tangentially, but partially connected to RISE and that’s been raised as, and then it was also raised, I think by Senator Meyer that, you know, it’s perfectly legit to ask questions, which is, you know, I’m agreeing with. Kind of the other flip side of it sort of is that if people have specific questions now and we know what they are, I think it would make sense in terms of efficiency to try to solicit those and get those so they can be answered. Look, I’m just going to say this, we were really lucky last time we only had two things on the agenda. And we have individual senators occupying a lot of oxygen. And, you know, I’ve asked things before too. I don’t want to stifle that at all. At the same time we need to be able to run the meeting. We need to be able to move and push business through that. One of the things that facilitates that is if people have questions, getting them to administrators, all right? And then letting the administrators process them or ask whoever they need to go to, you know, that they’re not all being all-knowing entities. It’s a lot of people involved with asking administrator questions. It just seems to me that that would be helpful. I know sometimes it’s complicated. Because sometimes the answer is we talked about that at the RISE talk. You know, it’s sort of a dialogue about that, right? Which I think is a perfectly legitimate response, all right? Because I mean, despite what people say, that was a shared governance process. So that it wasn’t appropriate for it to be run through the Senate. That’s why it wasn’t. And so anyway, I’ll just stop there.
Senator Marshack: Maybe questions could be thought of as some trying to cover new territory. Like that questions that have already been asked to? Like I don’t know how to encourage questions that you know, don’t rehash. You know, I don’t know how to say it.
Senator Valentin: And in my mind, my understanding was, is that, oh, before you’re going to ask administration questions that are not related to what they spoke about, right? Then it’s like give them advance notice, but if you’re asking questions about what was presented, I mean, I think that’s entirely legitimate. I mean, every time we have the budget presentation, there’s tons of questions. It’s like responding to what’s been presented, right?
Senator Marshack: No, there were questions that were already answered in the materials provided. Like, like, videos, stuff.
Senator Blum: And there’s also questions that are arising that are not on what any individual administrator presented, okay? And I actually think it’s okay to ask that, and if an administrator feels comfortable answering it on the fly, that’s fine, okay? But I also think it’s perfectly within protocol just saying, we’ll get back to you or something like that, right? And like, I think also like at some point, you know, I don’t sit in your chair, but like, you know, just even a proactive reminder of that we need to stick to questions about the administrators’ remarks. And then if you have other questions, you can ask them. We’re going to invoke 24 hours or whatever you want to say. Right. 48 hours. OK, but like the 48 hour rule. Because we’re sort of getting into a space Where people are bringing in lists.
Senator Bonnell: The thing that I wonder about is sometimes people come to me and say, I have a constituent who wants to ask these questions, they send it to me. But then what do I do with that? And I recommend that that person reach out to the administrator, which makes sense. I’m happy to do it myself, but for whatever reason in those instances, I know it’s going on and that is the case with the series of what I will call the Cornell-related questions, those were forwarded and that definitely didn’t meet the 48 hours that was 24. And those were really sensitive questions too. And I was just as glad that that will come out through an email personally because that’s really sensitive material. So there’s that. But then what I don’t know if someone has submitted those 48 hours? So why don’t we go back to what you mentioned, which is, because I think, I didn’t know where the eSport question was going. So on face value I went, oh, this is related to something they asked before, but then it’s veered off into the 10% agency tax. And then I felt kind of badly about all of that.
Senator Blum: ISU is not a legal taxing body. That’s rhetoric but it’s ok. 
Senator Bonnell: So we had these questions and we were in the middle of it and I’m like, oh, golly, I should have asked, did you give this person 48 hours? But it’s just as you say, if the administrator is willing to answer it, that’s another thing. And I know that, for instance, VP Nelson, if he knows the answer he is happy to. But when he asked the question about how much does AI cost, there’s no way that he could know that. 
Senator Blum: Well, if you can tell, right? You can, I mean, I think you can remind the senator and sort of give a space for this doesn’t have to be answered immediately, right? I’ve seen other chairs do sort of similar type things, not stopping anyone from expressing themselves, but also sort of reminding. You know, I’m also like after last time I felt like we almost need a hard stop time for that. Okay. For questions. Because like, we had, it was a very easy, boom, nice job. Yeah. But, you know, you don’t always know, right? We’ve had things in action and all of a sudden something comes up. Then as we get further deeper into this, right? Yeah. That’s not going to be... No. I mean, just kicking things down the road is going to be problematic.
Senator Bonnell: I agree. And that’s what I agree about too. Because as you know, I was sitting next to Dimitrios, and you knew what to do. You were going through quickly and we made it. But this is something I think about philosophically … I think it’s a good thing when people ask questions, because it means they want to know more. But I also think the way our room is set up, the way our process is set up, we’re designed for parliamentary procedure. It’s not set up to be like a town hall. And that’s when you a hard stop time, that’s an interesting thought. But then again, that also is dependent upon, for instance, the budget’s really important. I wasn’t actually tracking how long that presentation went. But that is really important to me, when people have questions. So I happened to think it’s important, but that’s what it gets me back to this idea of how many other people have questions. And I know just from the people I associate with over in Milner, people are just really confused about things. And I don’t know if there’s a way of creating a place to send in all your questions. So then we get, you know, how many questions do you get? And then we’re able to look at those and then create a high-level program on that in Senate to accommodate those questions. 
Senator Shourek: Yeah, when I invite speakers for our student government we ask that they provide questions ahead of time. So I don’t think that’s unreasonable, especially if it’s something that people know is going to be like, a heavily debated topic that a lot of people are going to have questions about. And then you can do some quality control too, like, you know, we are never going to be like your question is too controversial or anything like that. But it’s like, hey, maybe this isn’t a yes, no question. You can just go up and ask them that or maybe send this to them as an email or stuff like that.
Senator Bonnell: Well, we just mentioned that there’s the dialogue. Sometimes again, we’re not set up for that kind of back and forth and then the clarifying questions. I don’t think. And then, I mean, and they’re important conversations that again, someone cares enough to ask them. That’s a good thing. Everyone else is kind of along for the ride for that particular discussion, when it might be better somewhere else.
Senator Nikolaou: We don’t want to discourage people from asking questions, of course. That wouldn’t always work, like sending the questions ahead of time. Yeah. Because the questions are supposed to be based on the administrator remarks, and you don’t know what the remarks are going to be. So, yeah, so for the presentation, it might be that we said, based on the slides, are there questions that you have that you would send ahead of time? But then when Glen was presenting, it might be that he presented something that was not on the slides, so people would ask about it. And I mean, it could going back to the question, we could remind everyone that we have this website where you can submit all of your questions, but also either that, you know, you are free to ask questions on the floor, And if they don’t provide like the 48 hours, we would can always invoke it because it worked nicely with the provost, like with the first round when Senator Midha was asking the questions. And Ani was taking notes to answer the questions, but thank you as well since there are so many questions he’s fine if the provost responds. And my feeling that I got was that the provost was ready to respond on the spot all that time, but then it made more sense to respond in writing. That’s why you are our leader.
Senator Tarhule: Can I share a couple of things from an administrator’s viewpoint? I’ll use the example of Kevin Meyer’s questions. With some things like the budget, my personal opinion is we want people to understand the budget, but what I struggle with sometimes is what is the right question? So we had, as you say, a RISE taskforce, used to have a RISE taskforce, right, and Martha chaired the RISE taskforce. We had close to 50 people who worked on that thing for over a year, and we had Grant Thornton that we paid $1.6 million dollars to, this is what they do for a living, helping universities designing a budget. We paid them $1.6 million to work with us over one year to design a budget. Now we’re in implementation phase. To me, questions about the design are inappropriate. There’s got to be a cut off point. We designed the budget, and if you have questions, if we disagree, by the way, after the design, there was a report made to Academic Senate, which endorsed it. Okay, the Board has endorsed that. So questions about the design. Why did we do that? Well, I think that train has left the station. We don’t expect that everybody will agree with it, but it’s not very helpful. Because if you have a question, that you can’t agree with we’re not going to go back and call Grant Thornton and put the RISE taskforce to go back and redesign it. 
Questions about implementation, here’s how I am feeling about it, or here’s how it’s affecting me, perfectly legitimate. We want to hear those questions so that we can, and we have to also understand that in any kind of complex change like this, there’s about 20% of the people who will never accept it. It doesn’t mean they’re wrong. They just won’t accept it. And that’s fine. So we have to, I guess, to summarize for me, it’s not asking a question, but is the question advancing the conversation or is it about relitigating the design of the budget model? That part of it is not very helpful for anybody. No matter how it’s not perfect, all we can do now is gather information to improve it. So I would hope that as you listen to questions, I am more than happy to talk about people’s experiences, but let’s not be going back to relitigate that stuff. So that’s what I think the question I would have for this body is. You all interact with stakeholders. If there is something major about the budget implementation that you’re hearing from your constituencies, like need explanation, you know, we would be more than happy to give an explanation or a presentation, focused on those topics. We shouldn’t confuse, I don’t know something with there’s no information on that thing, right? There are some things, if you don’t know, they can look it up. I actually want to know what to do. Google it. It doesn’t mean that this person doesn’t tell me and therefore is confusion. Or I don’t accept something. There’s a distinction between I don’t accept something and it is wrong. Those two are not the same. 
We should be honest enough to say, well, I know why you’re doing that or I decided that’s how you want it. I don’t agree with it. That’s fine. We don’t expect a hundred percent of anybody to agree with anything. But when these things are confused, my opposition to it versus I didn’t have time to look for this or to look for it when they are all confused, conflicted, it doesn’t help anybody. You know, the question of, so nobody is trying to muzzle anybody, but questions should be advancing, helping us as a body, not just me personally, but I can agree. There’s a whole bunch of things I do that I personally disagree with, but it’s my job to do that. The board has said thou shall do it or the cabinet want it. I do it, even if I personally disagree, but sometimes making that distinction between I know that’s what we’re doing. I happen to disagree, that’s fine. 
So to figure out the questions, but for me about the budget, questions that are repeatedly questioning why did you do that? Why did we do this? We spent 18 months on that. There’s always a stop moment, that train has passed. Let’s don’t waste time on that. Questions about how you’re feeling about the budget or how you experience it anytime. I actually have a communication that will go out I think tomorrow and I’m hopefully asking every unit, review the budget, see how it’s impacting you and tell us your experiences. So we can use that to refine the model. If you look at all of the schools that have changed their budget, it takes at least three years to mature it. At least three years before we see all the things that we didn’t see. We know that’s not just us, all other schools that have done this, they’re advised three years. So gather this information, tell us how it’s impacting you. And we will use that for that forward looking. Asking about the 10% of this or the 2% of that, why did we do that? That’s just, that’s just not helpful.
Senator Blum: My one thing, I don’t have any trigger reactions to what President Tarhule said, but I do think the one thing that at least I’m sort of feeling is like having the question stick to what administrators’ remarks are. So understanding that that includes their initial remarks and any response, because I, Senator Valentin may ask President Tarhule a really insightful question, and he may answer it in a way I didn’t expect. And then I decide I need to ask President Tarhule a question based on his remarks. So it may not, it may be, you know, it’s really anything that is said, but I mean, at least reasonably trying to confine it, that space to that and in sort of asking people to do it with an understanding that you know, I don’t think we’d ever say, don’t raise something. I’m saying, like, if you raise something that’s off topic, right, we have a protocol for that. You follow what I’m saying, right? And that, and maybe it’s a short, easy, simple question to the provost, the provost says bang, I got the answer up there, but it’s not just that, right? Maybe it’s a complex question, right? Maybe the provost does know the answer, but it’s going to take this huge dialogue and we’re going to have 20 minutes of space taken. And so I think some kind of reasonable order, right, without controlling people’s speech at all.
Senator Smock: I mean communications is kind of meant for asking or sharing anything that’s not necessarily relevant to the ongoing meeting. So we could also direct people to, you know, when asking questions during the general meeting, like keep it relevant to whatever is being discussed, but then if it’s something else that’s not mentioned in the Provost remarks, but you’re curious about, ask it during communication. Because at least we have the benefit, it’s at the very end. We’ve gotten through everything. And if it’s dragging, that’s what the hard stop is for. We can just cut it off when it needs to be done.
Senator Bonnell: The problem with that, though, I agree with what you’re saying, but we’re probably sometimes, especially enough in the spring, we have like one minute for communication. I don’t want people to think I’m gaming the system with communication for 30 seconds. I’m a librarian, for instance, and all the time people come up and ask and say things like, oh it’s a stupid question. I’m saying, no, it’s never a stupid question, because I really do think that because when people ask questions, it reveals what they’re concerned about. And I think that there’s a way of responding to that. And I guess it’s what, Craig, you’re expressing what I think, which is I need to find a way of handling questions. It’s almost like a triage in my brain. If somebody asks a question, like to VP Johnson on eSports, that seems like why not? I guess it just means that do I have to interrupt which I am really loath to do. I would argue that puts the administrator in a tough spot too, because then it makes it sound like they’re not answering.
Senator Stewart: I guess I have concerns with this approach, which is that again, sometimes a senator really wants a question to be in the minutes. And if we say, hey, you can only ask questions related to administrators remarks but you can submit these written questions, but those will then never make it into the Senate minutes. We’re preventing senators from potentially raising new issues, right? Or if a senator, if an administrator’s remarks don’t touch on some issue, it doesn’t seem like that that suddenly means you can’t ask about it.
Senator Bonnell: The thing that I think about, which I hope would get around that would be, and this is what I think might be happening with the Cornell-related questions a page literally of questions and responses. And that will then be sent in an email, but then we would include that in an appendix, which is what we did with the provost response to Senator Midha.
Senator Stewart: So I’m happy with that. There’s a mechanism to get it officially into the minutes somehow.
Senator Blum: I was thinking that the questions would make it onto the Senate floor, just in a more orderly fashion. So not necessarily that’s the question, say the question is a provost question, right? So that the provost would answer, and that would be the end of it, okay? I was actually thinking that the provost answers it in a meeting, but the reason for having a sort of order of is kind of to control the time so we can get down business, right? It’s not that, and I know I’ve asked those questions. So I feel a little uncomfortable, right? But at the same time, like, as an exec, we have to like be able to manage time so we can get action items and information items and those things done, right? Because I mean, what we took all but like 10 or 15 minutes at the meeting.
Senator Valentin: And so my problem with this is differentiating between the administrators remarks. So the budgetary stuff to me, that was a presentation and wasn’t administrator remarks. And it’s like the only opportunity full Senate has to interact where it has questions about the budget annually, right? It’s an annual thing. Obviously committee presentation, right? Whether you’re a week or two before, right? That’s an opportunity too. So differentiating between administrators remarks, and a presentation, right? And I think it should be sort of an open session where people are then allowed to ask questions regarding the budget. Right. Now, the other side, asking gotcha questions or spur of the moment questions to administrators during administrators remarks, right? Yeah, giving a heads up, you know, and saying, hey, I’m going to have a question about this detailed thing, right? And it’s like, oh, the administrator’s allowed to prepare it. But I mean are we conflating the budget presentation? Is it, it’s an administrator remark? But it’s not.
Senator Blum: I kind of like in my own mind actually included presentations, but maybe it’s administrative remarks and presentations right that usually most of the presentations are coming from one piece of the administration or for not whether it’s from HR or whatever it is, and I guess there’s exceptions to that rule. I know any presentation, so administrative remarks and presentations. Presentations are there to present and ask questions. I mean budget, it’s going to be one. There’s a lot, but there’s my own opinion is, this is extending far beyond that, and, you know, again, we had a very small agenda and it was fine right? But if this becomes persistent, right, it won’t be fine. And so, I mean, I realize it’s, there’s a little bit of an art to manage it rather than it’s exact you know; you can’t set the exact rule. And maybe, that’s just kind of how you have to approach it. Time is one way, just saying like, okay, we need to wrap this up, you know, but this time because we have to get on with this part of the agenda. I mean, and that’s what, I mean, core, that’s what our job is, right? As an exec it is to manage that agenda. And so while all this other stuff is kind of, to me, it’s just like discussing the best way to manage that agenda, right? So we actually get to a place where information items are going through, action items are going through. And the other thing is that things that have come out of committee people think about them a little bit, right? Instead of like, let’s get the hell out of here.
Senator Marshack: You know, I think everything probably went the best that it could be? I feel like there were more questions asked than I expected. You know, there was a little bit extra lag time. You know that there’s good questions when there’s a presentation like that. You know, it’s going to happen. So we just kind of continue to anticipate when something’s going to happen like that. And hope to sort of encourage people to learn and ask questions that will, you know, have conversations that will further progress instead of, you know, like President Tarhule said.
Senator Bonnell: The thing that I think is interesting, based on when I first was the senator in 2009, is we didn’t have hard stop times. People could just go on and we would just go on and so things went on for as long as it needed to happen. And we get out at eleven o’clock at night, good or bad. And that’s what we had. So people had their chance. There was no one trying to impose that. But now it’s different. And I know that people, for an hour and a half, it was a reasonable amount of time to get through some of these things. And again, like you said the budget is really important. And especially now, because it’s new to people; they don’t know. I think that’s what I want to go back to, too, is when I talk to my constituents in the library, they don’t have a firm grasp of what is going on. And in the absence of that, they either, don’t know and they’re focused on their jobs, what they need to do, or, they’re not quite sure what to think of it, because and they want to know and they want to know how it’s affecting them. Or, it might be the other side of the continuum, they are skeptical and that’s the word that constituents have used. They’re skeptical of many things. 
One of the other options could be, I was thinking about this when Martha had just taken over as chair during the pandemic. She asked all the senators to ask their constituents about questions. So you think about the way President Tarhule, what you mentioned, what are you feeling and it could be a Qualtrics survey, and people knew that it was anonymous or people can send it out in whatever form through your constituents and ask, what is your impression of the budget? Maybe some of those questions, which is how it scales, how concerned are you? I would love to capture some of that because again, this is new. Like you said, the maturation for a budget like this is three years.
Senator Tarhule: Here’s what I might suggest. The budget is going to impact different units, differently. There are some units that are going to get more money out of the budget. They’ll love it. There are some units that will get less money because of the budget. They’ll hate it. There is no separation where half hate it and half love it. It doesn’t work like that. What I think would be really ideal from my point of view is have each unit discuss the budget in their units. But if I would, how many of you have actually heard the units, the leaders of their units talk about the budget needs anybody here? So to me, that’s a problem because every dean should be making a presentation about the budget to their college. Every department chair should be talking to their department. Every unit should be saying, this is the new budget. This is the way. And then they gather information about how that department specifically is impacted. And escalate that information onward. Then we can look at it and see how they need more explanation or do we need more work in terms of how that department can support it? Just how do you feel about it? That doesn’t, for me, there’s somebody who has to act on, who has to act as opposed to having lots of words just talking about how we feel. That’s how people feel, it’s not going to be. I want to know all of this board is separate units so that we can have customized actions and initiatives that deal with that group. What may be impacting economics may not be the same as what’s impacting creative technologies. Great, one department philosophy may not have many students, but they have a lot of credit hour production. And so they may be impacted differently. I want to know how is this the budget impacting different units? 
It’s not about whether they like it or not. Nobody likes it. But how is it impacting you so we can come up with how we’re going to address that. That’s not going to be solved in the Academic Senate. That’s not a place for it. Have these discussions in creative technology. And if that has not happened, then let us know and let us encourage you know, strong words to our deans. Why are department people saying they don’t know about the budget? In their deans level, every dean should have a college level discussion or should have had several college level meetings about the budget and how it impacts that. Every department chair should have had several departments meetings about the budget and how it impacts that. And they’re getting the feedback and helping to dispel or helping to explain some of the logic and the rationale behind it and it means that they can’t explain or explain escalated up so we can deal with it. Do you think that’s actionable? That’s meaningful.

Senator Blum: Yeah, it’s good to have. Why I thought was that probably most faculty didn’t understand the old budget model and they don’t understand the new one either. 
Senator Tarhule: Well, there was no budget model.
Senator Blum: Yeah, I understand. But the way that it worked before, right? No, they didn’t even understand that, right? I mean, they understand, okay, I got a GA, I didn’t get a GA, right? That I have more students in my class, I have less students in my class, right? I mean, those are the things I think that most faculty feel, right? They understand. Now, there’s a complex confluence of new budget model, other budgetary reasons, right? It’s not just the budget model, right? Okay, like I mean, the dean did come and say, we have this much less money to deal with and most of our budget’s personnel, right? So it’s challenging. So I mean, to me, this is a sort of a common sense remark, right? Okay, that yes, you have less money than before. I don’t think that’s because of the new budget approach, right? That there may be some technical things that are just sort of different, right? Like the GA resources that are controlled through the college rather than the department? So that’s different. Right? But on the other hand, it’s not like it’s just the Dean sitting in the office alone making decisions, right? He’s talking with the chairs and the directors, okay? And so it’s more fluid than that. And so that kind of thing, to be honest, it’s just really they are new to the process too, right? It’s that learning and understanding and how to implement. Like last year was the first year, we did stuff like that. And like, I don’t think they really, they barely knew, just because it was their first time, right? And now I think it’ll be, they’ll have more information available, right? Now that it’s not their first time.
Senator Tarhule: So let me ask something else, maybe you can help. It is my job to read these things, so I do read it. I don’t know. This is Inside Higher Ed. Utah is going to cut 855 positions, one university. And inside here, it’s saying all universities, expenses are rising faster than revenues. Like you can’t avoid this stuff, anywhere you look. And we are saying we have the same dynamic. We’re trying to take every step as proactively as possible to avoid these disasters. Do faculty not read this or do they not care or do they not believe it or how do we convey this idea that we want to avoid this. That’s what I want to be the focus. Every university doesn’t matter, just Google, maybe there’s 10% of universities that can survive the financial situation we are in the 10%. The rest of us are going to have to do something very dramatic, including ISU. We are trying to be as proactive as possible to avoid these headlines. And some of the conversations just seems like a waste of time. If we do understand that people have to know some of the details, but like I shared today and to be entirely honest, shared with Angela. I was a faculty member. I’m still a faculty member. I’m tenured in the Geography Department. I have won pretty prestigious teaching awards, right, that I’m very proud of. But I will never presume to ask a faculty member why are you teaching that? Why are you teaching it this way? We hire you to teach, we trust you to teach. We hired a lot of qualified accountants and financial analysts to run the budget. We paid Grant Thornton to tell us based on the experience of other universities, how to set up a budget. 
Why are we wasting time in Academic Senate asking these very detailed? There’s got to be lanes, right? Everybody has the right to understand a bit about teaching, a bit about the budget. But where is the right to learn and where we say, you know what? We’re paying people hundreds of thousands of dollars to run this. Let’s let them run it. Because all the questions when you really get down to it, if I were just so you guys, the budget problem we face is not the whole university. If you take the entire university’s budget, we have a positive margin. The budget problem is GR. GR has no money. And when GR has no money, what happens? You close departments. You discontinue programs. You let faculty go. That’s what these universities are doing. What we’re trying to do is to say, how can we transfer some cost through GR to agency funds? 
So we ask agency funds to pay for the cost of the services that they’re getting, okay? The HR, police, custodial, electricity, how much are they actually paying for that? We didn’t know this before. The budget now counts as, okay, maybe they’re not paying enough, so we said, pay a little bit more, so we can cover this. And somebody sits in the meeting and said, oh, we shouldn’t do that. When you shouldn’t do that, means you’re voting to close a department. That’s the meaning of that. If we were to say, OK, let’s not do this tax that we’re talking about, what does that mean? But we’re going to have to close a department. Why are we having this conversation? It’s so meaningless. Now, maybe they don’t know the facts. But that’s why you leave it to the people whose job it is to think about this every day for 24 hours and trust that they’re doing their job in the same way they trust that you’re teaching. 
So there is, it’s not about asking questions, is what is the right to learn, what is the right level at which we need information, right? If you say, for example, eSports we will not take any money from eSports to here, eSports will have to pay for their utilities, they have to pay for their power, they will have to pay for their HR, they’ll have to pay for their accounting. By the time you’re done, eSports will spend 80 or 90% of every money it raises to pay those things vs the 10% we’re talking about. Why are we having this conversation? So I think figuring out the right level, the right lane, the right amount, we are all, I’ve never, I’m a geography professor, never gone to the geography departments to say, hey, I’m a professor. This is how you teach this. It’s their job. It’s not my job now. So it’s not about asking questions. It’s about asking useful, meaningful questions that advance our… There’s a point in which your questions expose your ignorance that don’t help the overall conversation.
Senator Valentin: I mean, it’s kind of upsetting that position that faculty are speaking from ignorance and not aware of the budgetary crisis, financial crisis, higher ed is in. I think when people are asking specific questions, they’re not asking, they’re asking why was this decision made? Why is this the way it is? They’re not asking questions of, we want more money. They’re not saying we want more money, right? We’re completely ignorant of the crisis we are in. I feel on top of it, in theory, not even in theory, within the Constitution, the Academic Senate is supposed to be involved in the budgetary process. And in shared governance, I feel like this interaction and asking questions and challenging, that’s a part of the democratic process to view this as a more of a technocracy where it’s the experts are going to define the budget. Defer to the experts and accept that, that to me says, well, this is not shared governance. 
It’s not allowing the faculty, the academic side, to be involved in process. And so, I don’t know, it’s just a little upsetting to hear that it does this, this idea that faculty are operating from a position of ignorance or blindness. I think what they’re doing is, is they’re asking questions about the budget, the budget process, how it was implemented. And then on top of it, this budget, you’ve expressed, it’s like, we’re going to try it out. We’re going to see how it works. And then we’re going to react and, you know, develop it over time. So to me, it’s an organic system that we are going to need to discuss and question and challenge, and collect information about how it’s affecting everybody individually. But I think, you know, just the basic process of asking questions about the budget, like, why is this 10%, you know, things like that?
Senator Tarhule: Let me try one last thing, and I won’t contribute to this anymore. If you read this article, it goes through several universities and talks about their financial challenges. It goes through Utah, Commonwealth University of Pennsylvania, and so on and so on. If somebody were to come to Academic Senate and say, jeez, we’re hearing about all these universities that are in financial crisis. What is our situation and what are we doing? So we’re not there. That’s a great, great question, okay? We’re thinking about how do we not make the news as the next university that is in crisis. I want to be clear, Senator Valentin, I don’t say, don’t ask questions, I say over and over the right type of questions that gets us forward. Questions about things that are already done. The budget is built, took 18 months and a lot of money to build it. Questions about how it was built are not very helpful because we’re not going to go back and rebuild it. Whatever it is, is what we have. Questions about how or feedback about how it’s impacting you or what you’d like are completely appropriate. It’s not, don’t ask a question, but which question is the horse has already left the barn. It’s those type of questions that I personally think are not meaningful. Questions that are forward looking. I mean, we had 18 months to ask those questions. We struggled with those questions. We didn’t start out with the budget model. This is what 50 people across the university, shared governance, faculty, led by Martha, have produced for us. Is it perfect? No, but let’s look forward. Let’s not go back to the questions that should have been answered two years ago. Sometimes I look to Dimitrios when these discussions are going on, I don’t know what your perspectives are on having been involved in the process. I’m not saying don’t ask a question. Let’s ask a question about how we’re implementing how it’s impacting you so we can use that information to improve it. The ones about how we got here a bit late because we’re already here.
Senator Blum: I just want to say like I understand what you’re saying. Okay, I don’t not understand what you’re saying. So, and not regarding budget, right? There are quality questions and less quality questions, always. I’ve ever since I’ve been on the Senate, there have been questions that like, I’m like kind of a head scratcher, right? Other questions that are, I think what you would say move the conversation forward. All right, we can’t police them. We just can’t, right? And people are gonna ask questions. From a very humble perspective, my advice to you is do your best to make it meaningful, right? And I have no idea what it’s like to be you. And I would never want to be you. Well, so don’t take that wrong. But that’s the, I mean, it’s just the nature of the democratic beast. And there’s no way to police it or some questions will be super insightful. And then I will say sometimes, right, a question that maybe is not the grandest question. But you guys do a really nice job at turning it into something meaningful for the body to hear.
Senator Marshack: Yeah.
Senator Blum: Right? So, but I mean the process, this is just the process, right? You could go to any democratic body. It’s exactly like this. You go to Senate, you go to the state legislature, right? Maybe so we have to let people speak, we have to let them ask whatever line of questioning that they want and maybe we should, right? And that in the end, I get you, I feel you’re like, yeah, like why are they asking that? Okay, we went through that. Okay, I get it, I don’t not get it, right? But I also get the faculty perspective, the senator’s perspective, they need to ask that question. Right. It was important to them. It was important to their constituents, maybe for some reason. And maybe also like they weren’t explained things. Right. So, like we kind of went around like there wasn’t necessarily a lot of information flowing. All right. So that may also be part of it. Right. So, you know, it’s not that I don’t understand your perspective. I’m just saying that this is kind of how it’s got to function.
Senator Tarhule: I think the best thing I’ve heard from this, and I emphasize it again, to the provost, Deans and departments, every meeting, talk about the budget, every meeting. Just get feedback from people, because this is new. It’s the first budget at this university since 1995. There’s nobody who’s been here, very few people who have been here who have seen anything different than what they have experienced. I completely get it. It’s new, it’s big, it’s complex, it’s confusing. And I would like us as a university. The challenges ahead are enormous. Our deficit is going to continue to grow and grow and grow like every university. And I really would like to devote all my energy possible to keeping that deficit as small as possible if not eliminate it. And that requires cooperation and collaboration and people understanding the way we’re going and the fact that if we don’t succeed, there’s no guarantee that we will succeed. If we don’t succeed, we’re going to start out in conversations about cutting departments and cutting programs. That’s my biggest fear. If you ever ask me, you know, what keeps me awake as president, I really fear beginning the conversation about cutting the programs. It can happen quicker than people realize if we don’t take some of these steps. So, I want people to understand what is at stake and what we need to do to try and get ahead. All these universities that are cutting budget, it’s not like they didn’t know. They knew, they just couldn’t take the actions that were necessary. That could be us, too. We know, I mean, the time that I’ve been in this room, I’ve done a lot of talking about the budget, but it may still get to the point where we still have to take these actions because we couldn’t come around as a university to make those hard decisions. So, I think I’ve taken too much to use your word, Craig, too much oxygen on this. I’m really just asking for your feedback about what do we need to do to keep the process moving forward and to make people feel like they understand enough of what we’re doing and why we’re doing it so we can focus and reach above. How do we avoid this thing that is coming?
Senator Bonnell: I want to go back to something that Rick said and that, and I know that we need to move on. Speaking of moving on, but I think that is really important. It’s one of those things that we talked about in the spring. This is what I think about with the budget presentation that we had is maybe not working. This is something that has been happening year after year. I don’t know for how long. Probably about to the 1990s, maybe even earlier, but the presentation that we had is, I would argue an inadequate mechanism for people to ask those questions. It didn’t cover the things that people are really interested in. What VP Nelson, and I appreciate what he was doing, but that presentation isn’t the level for the types of questions that people have. And I want to go back to the Constitution. What that presentation was, is not doing what the Constitution is suggesting that presentation should be about. And we, this is what we were talking about in the spring is that Rules needs to come together and take a look at what the role of Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee and the Planning and Finance Committee to see what’s going on. If we talked about, my idea, no surprise, was to have a taskforce, that’s my idea, but that creates more work for a different group. At some point we need to tackle what’s actually going on and the timing of the budget. The other thing is, I want to ask the student senators, when we talk about these things, what do you think? Do you wish all of this conversation would been held in the Faculty Caucus Exec meeting, or are you glad to be here for that? And I hope that you know you can be honest.
Senator Smock: I think, I’m in the same, free speech as important as people being able to ask what they need and what they want. Because every question, if someone’s asking a question, especially in a meeting like this, I’m always going to be under the assumption that it’s a meaningful question to them. I do think it can drag though. I do think that it gets to the point where there are things that can be addressed outside. And to be fair, I don’t know if there’s been attempts to address it outside. I don’t know the full context. So, I also won’t make the assumption of this person. This is the first time they’ve ever tried to mention this. It’s never come up any time before this, whatever. But yeah, I do think there is a healthy balance to it. And I obviously agree that we shouldn’t police people on how they ask questions, and what they ask, because that’s not beneficial to anyone. And then it turns into a more tricky matter of then also, if we were to go another route, how do we determine what’s allowed or what’s beneficial or meaningful to this specific Academic Senate and then down the road, you know, it turns into a very subjective thing. But regardless, I think some of the questions are good, but like for instance Senator Midha with this line of questions that you know, I do, I do think it just gets to an extent really like, if you have something brought to us that can encompass generally those finer questions, ask that, then take those finer questions to that person after the meeting.
Senator Shourek: Are you talking about on the floor of Senate?
Senator Bonnell: In this setting, what are you thinking about this conversation? Then also the maybe even larger picture, what are you thinking here specifically.
Senator Shourek: I’m looking at your Starbucks cup thinking about how I got to be there in like 10 hours. But it is all really interesting stuff to hear, and I wouldn’t have been in this position if I didn’t want to be involved.
Senator Zagal: I think my perspective is a little different, because I do have one on ones with President Tarhule, so sometimes I get to ask a little more detailed questions, and he kind of explains it a little bit better. So, hearing the budget talk a lot of it, I think we’ve talked in our meetings before. So, from my perspective, it’s like, I kind of see both sides, but I always find I like learning. So, I always find things interesting. 
Senator Bonnell: Okay. Well, thank you. I actually have written six different things that can happen. There are many things that should be happening in reaction to what is going on. But again, I do really think there’s that tension of, we only have so much time and people’s time. I’m never not thinking about the time and that people have to be up at seven, or do whatever they do, whether they are teaching or whether it’s students working. I think about those things all the time. But then I also think about these hard-stop times. Is this really helping us? Anyway, so now I have many things that I feel maybe I will probably send out a separate email to all of you about the approach based on what you’ve said or if you think about the things.
Senator Blum: I just wanted to quickly say, well, I thought this was a really useful conversation. You have a lot of tools in your toolbox already, right? And I just think that you know the time, you know what the agenda is, you know what Exec has said. And so that just like you, for example, say everyone said in their committee reports. Right. Well, you can also move the agenda along in terms of this kind of, you know, like the comment about this conversation, but the conversation at the beginning, right, that it’d be at some point you can bring that to a close, if you know there’s a bunch of business that needs to be done, and I just don’t think that and then it’s not that anyone’s not gonna have their voice heard, right? I mean, they can hold that, they can send it in, you can ask for solicited information, but I mean, that’s pretty normal agenda management, okay? And so I wouldn’t, I think, just sort of what I say is trust your instinct, right? And that you have that instinct. And so you can manage it that way. And then I think there was a lot of information here, but it’s hard, it’s hard to make a rule, right? And so, and maybe it’s just better that you know, the chair, you know, there’s points of order, right, completely within the chair’s discretion, right, that can manage the agenda to make sure that we get through it in a given time.
Senator Zagal: I think sometimes if it’s like a follow up question for clarification, those are always good. But I think sometimes when it starts being more like interrogation, like you’re asking for more information, that’s where, like, I feel like it needs to be cut off and it can be like, okay, you can email your questions because I feel like a lot of times if you already have, you might already come in with those questions in mind, or like, it might just pop up. I’ve like used anyone would be more than happy to email you back with like a more detailed response. Cause even like, if you’re asking the spot and you’re asking, like, more of an interrogations question, like, you’re not gonna know all the information. Whover is getting asked that, they’re not gonna know everything on the spot. And like, there’s been incidents like within SGA, people want to know something right there and I literally have to be like, we can talk about this later, like we gotta keep the meeting going. My office hours are here, like we could talk more about this. And it’s not me withholding information. It’s just like, we have a meeting, we have other stuff to talk about. This is not the time and place.
Senator Bonnell: I think that’s one of those things that I will be doing is emailing all of those who make administrative remarks encouraging them if they haven’t been given 48 hours, and it’s along the lines of that, that’s something because I think I don’t know which person said it, but it was not just the ability to answer the question. It’s the amount of time that you could take answering it and answering it well. That’s an important distinction, too. And I’ll make that verbal comment out there. The other thing I’ll say, I’m always acutely aware of where we are in, we’re at a moment in time. And as President Tarhule has mentioned, higher ed is in his state of, I don’t know, it’s turmoil…
Senator Tarhule: Polycrisis. It is a book written about, you know, the polycrisis in higher ed. Meaning that at any one time do they have one crisis. There’s never been a time when we have as many converging crises in higher ed as we have now. The biggest challenge is the current funding model for higher ed is broken. This current model is just doesn’t work for any school, for 90% of schools, but we don’t know what the new model is. The whole purpose of higher ed is now in question, with AI, what are we really teaching? Right? That’s it. So, you’re confronting the question of identity of what really should we be teaching, how should we be teaching it? You’re confronting the question of nobody has enough money. You are confronting the question of people who are saying, do I even want to go to college? All those things are happening at once. So, this is what they refer to as a poly crisis. And you know, universities are places where, you know, very smart people. You know, to look at it. That is all of our futures. This is not hyperbole. All of our futures are at risk. All of our jobs are at risk. But that question, look at this, look at, you know, the order, all of our jobs are at risk. And we are not going to survive by doing things before we’re ready. So, I think Academic Senate can be a real thought partner in a long-range plan of how do we avoid, how do we avoid getting to a crisis. And that requires a different level of strategic thinking and planning and discussion. 
Senator Bonnell: Okay, thanks everyone. I really appreciated this conversation. I appreciate all of your points of view. And again, this is important because 100 years from now, somebody’s going to be reading these minutes. It could be and I’d like to know that answer all things. I really do believe it’s not just what we’re doing today, but what are, to President Tarhule’s point, are we doing 100 years from now.
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