Faculty Caucus Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, January 12, 2026
Immediately following the Executive Committee Meeting

Call to Order
Chairperson Bonnell called the meeting to order.

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

Approval of the minutes from 12-1-2025
Motion by Senator Stewart. 
Second by Senator Blum.
Unanimous approval.

Oral Communication:
Chairperson Bonnell: Last year the URC+ was to take a look at the ASPT and a review of those things that would be affected, terms and conditions, in our ASPT document. That is in URC, and we created the URC+ group. That group has never met. I met in December with the co-chairs of URC, Yun and Jennifer. We talked about things, so I am going to be meeting with Yun, Jennifer, and Craig, and Russ a week from Tuesday to talk about what is going on. Stay tuned. URC+ had a deadline of April 15 that their work would be done and approved. 

Senator Yazedjian: Can you clarify the URC+ group hasn’t met? I talked to Craig, and he said the URC is going through the policies a couple at a time at their meetings. Which group hasn’t? 

Chairperson Bonnell: URC+ has not met. The question is, if you look at their charge it isn’t to be looking at policies. Their charge is for the ASPT document. That is why we are meeting, to talk about things and see what is going on. They haven’t begun to look at the ASPT document, so that is the question. 

Senator Blum: Have they been doing something else? 

Chairperson Bonnell: They have been working on policies. 

Senator Nikolaou: That is not their charge.

Senator Blum: Right.

Chairperson Bonnell: Exactly. There will be a chance to communicate and talk and ask questions and see what is going on. 

Distributed Communication: 
From the Faculty Affairs Committee: Craig Blum (information item 1-21-26)
08.28.25.01 - 3.3.5 Distinguished Professor
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Senator Blum: A lot of it is just copy edit. There is a substantive change. In the line at the top where is says, “which includes chairs…” We had one dissenting vote on that, and I don’t really know how the caucus is going to react or not. We had a healthy debate about whether chairs should be included. Craig Gatto was there, and he actually talked about his work as a chair maintaining the lab, teaching classes, and of course he is this amazing scholar. To me, this is a no-brainer that chairs should be included. Unless people were hired on as a chair, they are not going to just pop in from nowhere to be a chair. They are going to have spent some time as faculty. This doesn’t apply to very many people. My personal view was the old policy did someone like Craig Gatto a disservice. Someone who should have been bestowed distinguished professor. I am a person of one. I don’t sit on any of these committees, and I don’t claim to be a distinguished professor. I really do feel Craig had a very good case. The committee agreed with him except for one person. 

Senator McHale: What was the argument? Just undo influence?

Senator Blum: It is a historical thing. It is a traditional thing. There is no rhyme or reason why chairs couldn’t be included other than somewhere along the way it got started that way. I asked the person why did they believe that, and they said that they felt it isn’t what they believed a distinguished professor was. I guess people are entitled to their opinion. 

Senator Stewart: I support taking this to Faculty Caucus. I can imagine at least two arguments: One is chairs already make a lot more money. Second, there is no way of knowing how this plays out, but suppose that it was chairs getting the distinguished professor award to the exclusion of everybody else. 

Senator Blum: I don’t think that is going to be the case. 

Senator Stewart: It may not be. 

Senator Blum: In numbers alone there are very few people who would qualify for it anyway. You have to be outstanding in all three areas. I would say that certainly scholarship is a heavy weigh. Few people: chairs, faculty, anybody could meet the criteria for this. Anyway, that was my opinion. Maybe the caucus wants to push back on it and we can take it out. The committee voted for this and you may just never know with something like this. I do support the committee’s decision; they overwhelmingly voted for this. We’ll see. The caucus, I want to see what they think. We had a conversation; I thought it was an outstanding one. We did add the word “awards” just to make it super clear that it is an award. There has been a historical problem of some people thinking it was a rank. If you don’t get that this is an award, it says so there. Just to make it clear, I think that was people assigning themselves a rank. If you read down in the policy, it says you can be known by this title and put it on your email or whatever you want to do. All of that is true, but you are also rank of professor. 

Senator Nikolaou: The intention is for a chair or director to be able to apply for being a distinguished professor. Item 6 needs to be revised because it says, “persons holding an administrative position included department chairperson may not be awarded Distinguished Professor.” 2, 3, and 4 talk about additional compensation. Especially the part where it says, “distinguished professors will hold 10-month appointments for 2 years. Chairs are only 12-month appointment. If we do it like that, it might be that we need to add a sentence over there that this does not apply to faculty members who are department chairs or school directors. The same for item 2. Is the intention that the $8,000 added to the base salary would go to everyone no matter if they are chair or not, or is it going to apply to their base salary after they are done being a chair?

Senator Yazedjian: With University Professor it applies to the base salary. 

Senator Nikolaou: So it would apply if a department chair became a distinguished professor immediately on the base salary? 

Senator Yazedjian: Yes.

Senator Blum: So number 6 needs to be changed. 

Senator Nikolaou: And 4 needs to make it clear for the 10 months. It could be if the intention is only to add chairs and directors, “persons holding an administrative position excluding department chairs/school directors may not be awarded the Distinguished Professorship.” Which means that if it is an associate dean or a dean it would not be able to be awarded, but then a chair or a director, they could. 

Senator Blum: So we just need to delete that. 

Senator Stewart: I think Dimitrios’ point is that probably the intention is still that associate provosts etc. cannot receive this. 

Senator Nikolaou: Or associate dean or dean. Then 6, instead of saying, “including department chairperson” probably it should say, “excluding” or “other than.”

Senator McHale: What is the rationale there? Why is that the point at which your scholarship… Is it that you are not teaching much at the moment? 

Senator Blum: It’s tradition. I checked back and there is really no rationale other than somehow it got started this way and people got used to it being that way and came up with their own reasons why it should be that way. There is a lot of things at universities that are like that. Something got started a certain way, people apply their own reasoning, then next you know it can be no other way. It is not the first time something at ISU has happened that way. It gets beyond idiotic. You can work in administration, go back for one year as faculty member, now you are a faculty member, now you can apply for distinguished professor. Stuff like that makes me head explode. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Tell me about 7, that one reads funny to me. It’s, “should the distinguished professor and the department chair be unable to agree…” I wonder if that could be something you take a look at too. That could be weird. 

Senator Yazedjian: What is our approach to “chairperson/school director,” is it understood or in other policies that we have revised recently do we put both?

Senator Blum: Both, I think. I realized after we voted that I forgot to put “director.” The intent of the committee was to put “director,” but we had already done it. 

Senator Yazedjian: On 6, in Procedures, it says they are going to be recognized at the next Founders Day convocation, but I don’t think we have convocation anymore. I was thinking, do you just eliminate that? How have we recognized them the last couple of year? Something to look into, because we don’t have convocation. We have the bell ringing, but we have not had convocation since I think before COVID. I don’t know that it ever came back after.

Senator Nikolaou: I think it is called “Founding Day” right?

Senator Yazedjian: “The Founding.”

Senator Blum: Will they be recognized at The Founding? 

Senator Nikolaou: This year they are not. I looked at that and they are not listed. 

Senator McHale: It seemed like Cheri Simonds, what she wanted there was two things she did. One was the lecture; it seemed like there was another time she was recognized. Maybe it was at the Senate? 

Senator Yazedjian: It was a dinner. There was a dinner. I don’t know that that is actually critical, and that can change from year to year. I don’t know that that is a critical part of the policy. 

Chairperson Bonnell: If we are not doing it, it just perpetuates. I would just…

Senator Blum: Delete 6?

Chairperson Bonnell: No, just up to that point, “Appointments will be recommended by the president and confirmed by the Faculty Caucus.” Delete the other parts. 

Senator Yazedjian: It would be “each” not “upon each”. “…will endorse by secret ballot each…”

Chairperson Bonnell: That is under the new 5. 

Senator Nikolaou: We don’t want to say “endorse” because it might be that we are not endorsing it. 

Senator Blum: So it would be, “…vote to endorse…” 

Senator Nikolaou: If we don’t want to specify Founders Day, we could keep it general, “will be recognized by the university.” 5 says that we are going to vote and then we want to say that now that we have voted and we endorsed, these ones are going to somehow be recognized. We don’t want to limit ourselves. 

Senator McHale: Is there a reason we don’t want to recognize them at The Founding? 

Chairperson Bonnell: Who creates the agenda for these things? I don’t know. That seems like an odd moment to me, to say the Senate is now intruding on the itinerary for an event that we don’t control, personally. It is a long-standing tradition. 

Senator McHale: Is it just arbitrary? Whoever puts together the schedule decides whether they want to do it or not? 

Senator Yazedjian: They are recognized. They have a dinner; they give their presentation. The question is where do they get their medal? In the past it was during the convocation, but we don’t have that. I think it is different than if we had the convocation and somebody decided not to recognize them there. The event itself doesn’t exist anymore.

Senator Blum: “Recognize,” is that broad enough for people to figure it out? 

Senator Yazedjian: I think last year, for example, the distinguished service awards in the past have happened at a celebration during Founders Day. We didn’t do that; I think things have been changing in recent years. I think some it is because people stopped coming. 

Chairperson Bonnell: When we had our sesquicentennial it was a big deal. Everyone was there, it was really a great event, but I haven’t gone in many years. 

Senator McHale: If these things were recognized, would that beef up attendance? 

Senator Blum: On 5, we decided “vote to endorse”? 

Senator Nikolaou: What we get says, “endorse/not endorse.” In theory we could vote not to endorse someone. Item 6 says that the ones who are recommended and who are endorsed are going to be recognized. 

Senator Stewart: It would depend on whether to endorse. 

Senator McHale: “Vote on endorsement”? 

Senator Yazedjian: Technically they are voting, so maybe we just keep it. They do vote, it is a secret ballot. 

Chairperson Bonnell: If caucus said no, would it go through still? 

Senator McHale: “Endorse” though, does that have the weight of a definitive decision? 

Chairperson Bonnell: Why don’t we just leave it with the “vote”? 

Senator Blum: Number 6 says though, “…and confirmed” we didn’t use the word “endorse.”

Senator Yazedjian: 6 could just be struck. What does it add, that they would be recognized? 

Senator Nikolaou: I think it adds what Angie said. 6 right now says that if there was a case where the president recommended someone and the caucus did not endorse, they would not be able to get Distinguished Professor the way it is written right now. If we delete it right now, we say that we allow for the possibility that if the Caucus does not endorse and then it can still be approved. It would change if we decided to delete it. 

Senator Blum: By the way the university works, they could. Just like they could overrule anything else under the Memorandum of Understanding. 

Senator Nikolaou: That is not for to decide. Number 6 just needs to be changed. Either their committee or the caucus. 

Chairperson Bonnell: That would be something we can talk about on the floor. 

Senator McHale: Are we a rubber stamp always or just most of the time? 

Senator Blum: I think most of the time the president adheres to the Senate’s advice. I would say no, we are not a rubber stamp. We are not a legislative body; we are a collaborative body. We are an advisory body. I do think that process carries weight. It is not a legislative weight. 

Senator McHale: Have we ever seen someone not be voted for by the caucus that was endorsed by the president? 

Chairperson Bonnell: I think I was thinking of something different. To get to the Senate is no small thing. It is not as though this would be done on a whim. 

Senator Yazedjian: It is going through the distinguished professors, and it is going through the University Research Council. The president is making a recommendation based on the recommendations of those two bodies. 

Senator Blum: Are we just going to send this over and talk about these issues on the floor? What do you want to do?

Chairperson Bonnell: You will have a chance to talk about things in committee if you have time. 

Senator Blum: We can talk about them before the next meeting. 

Senator Stewart: But they can’t bring an updated version to us. 

Chairperson Bonnell: It would still be nice as a heads up. 

Senator Blum: It will be interesting. This has been a sensitive topic in the past. A distinguished professor emailed me after this was out of committee and they wanted to talk to me about their views. I told them it was already out of committee. I said here is the SAR. If you have any views you can express them there, because it is going to Exec. I would have been glad to hear their views in front of the committee had we not just voted it out of committee. 

Senator Stewart: You can also do a public comment at the Faculty Caucus. 

Senator Blum: Yeah, you can do all of that. It may end up that way before it all gets said and done. I have no clue what the caucus is going to think. 

Senator McHale: If there was only one opposition, I can’t see that consensus isn’t emerging. Especially given that it is based solely on tradition rather than a rationale. 

Senator Blum: The way it was explained to me is that distinguished professors, the current group, don’t like the idea of chairs being included. What has happened in the past is that once those distinguished professors start lining up, people who we have great respect for, and say whatever they are going to say, I think it gets harder for caucus to say, “this is Faculty Affairs saying that. These distinguished professors are saying it is not appropriate. There is a status and an earned status that goes with that. It doesn’t mean they are right; I am just saying that is the politics of it. It has happened before. We have had razor thin… The policy that we see in front of us about this whole process, to actually get the URC involved that was a razor thin, like one vote, and it was this huge debate. Now everybody accepts it. Before, the old way was that it was only the distinguished professors that were involved. It was almost incestuous. The purpose of that was to broaden the eyes that were on it, now everyone accepts it. I don’t know what distinguished professors think about it, but the university accepts it. I don’t know, we’ll see how caucus reacts to this. 

**Approval of proposed Faculty Caucus Agenda- See below**
Motion by Senator Nikolaou. 
Second by Senator Valentin.
Unanimous approval.
Adjournment
Motion by Senator McHale.
Second by Senator Blum.
Unanimous approval.


Proposed Faculty Caucus Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, January 21, 2026
Immediately Following the Academic Senate Meeting

Call to Order

Roll call

Public Comment: All speakers must sign in with the Senate Secretary prior to the start of the meeting.

Approval of the minutes from 12-10-2025

Information item: 
From the Faculty Affairs Committee: Craig Blum 
08.28.25.01 - 3.3.5 Distinguished Professor
Link to current policy
Link to markup

Adjournment
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