Faculty Caucus Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, August 31, 2026
Immediately following the Executive Committee Meeting

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 8-17-26
Motion by Senator Nikolaou. 
Second by Senator Stewart. 
Unanimous approval.

Oral Communication:
Senator Bonnell: We have question that came from our faculty associate member who is a voting member of the Caucus, Amy Yount. At our last Faculty Caucus, she’s listening to a lot of ASPT and is that something that she needs to? I know that we’ve talked about this because we’re so glad to have a faculty associate. But the question is, does she need to be there when we’re talking exclusively about ASPT? Is she excused from those? 
Senator Blum: Yeah.
Senator Bonnell: I said I would just double check and make sure everyone okay with that? Is the question would be then she’s there for roll call and then unless we are voting on something, he can skedaddle once we start talking about ASPT?
Senator Nikolaou: Should she be there for the next one, and then can be excused? Because for the next one, we’re going to talk about that paragraph that talks about… and technically, all faculty are covered by that. She should be there probably for that discussion. Anything that goes only for TT, faculty.
Senator Bonnell: That’s that first paragraph.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, in the overview section.
Senator Yazedjian: Would that also apply to the NTT rep?
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah.
Senator Yazedjian: They can be excused as well.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, because that’s the only task. 
Senator Bonnell: I mean, you never know. I’m going to indicate to her that, yes, outside of those occasions, whether it be something relevant to her.
Senator Blum: Yeah, I would say to them what your opinion is and why it would or would not be, but I would also say that with a little qualifier, that things come up that you may not foreseeably be that necessarily so they should be aware of that. I’m signing off on the excuse, but I think also that I do think it’s, I mean, over the years that NTTs have contributed at different times to the ASPT document. Sometimes things come up in discussion that are not necessarily about what’s in writing, but they are relevant. Okay, so I would just give it with that caveat if that makes any sense.
Senator Bonnell: She said she’d be happy to be there for the greater good, that she knows that’s her role. This topic has come up before and we’re glad to have a faculty associate because for a long time, many years, we did not have a faculty associate.
Senator Blum: No, I’m all for it. I just want senators to be informed about not being in dereliction of duty. It would just be that one thing and it’s kind of unpredictable that comes up. All right, this may not even be what’s a matter of the text, right, but may be loosely related, but I also want to be mindful of their pod. That’s just what I would tell them, that the idea of being excused is perfectly legit. But I think just being with full understanding that if something comes up, it comes up and then you won’t be there for that moment.
Senator Stewart: Although in that kind of case, it seems like we could bracket that issue and invite them to the next meeting. 
Senator Blum: Well, yeah, if it’s obvious, right? Yeah, it’s more about, I mean, you can’t get in somebody’s brain, right? You don’t know what they perceive, but I have no objections to the concept here.
Senator Bonnell: Okay, excellent. I will share that with our faculty associate senator. 
The other quick note is that I’m going to meet with Ashley Farmer, Wednesday, to talk about her involvement with Faculty Caucus and invite her and see what she thinks about that. I know she said after then I talked to her briefly, before she left. She said she thought Senate was fun. Oh, that’s nice. So maybe she’ll think Faculty Caucus is also fun. 
Distributed Communication: 

**Approval of proposed Faculty Caucus Agendas- See below**
Motion by Senator Stewart.
Second by Senator Marshack. 

Senator Stewart: I’m just wondering, maybe this is going to go into a separate email about the agenda itself. But, you know, if we’re going to be focusing on a specific part, it would be good to say that so the senators know, okay, I should really focus on the first 10 pages not to get lost in the 80-page document.
Senator Bonnell: We talked about that because that was the question that you asked. The question is how, and I should have worked backwards. I’m sorry, because that’s what it’s always about. If we know we have to get this done, and ideally we would finish our discussions by October 28th. We could work our way through that, but I did not do that. But I agree with you. It’s better to have people focused on pages or sections. Does anyone have any thoughts while I’m pulling that up now? How far can we go into this?
Senator Nikolaou: I mean, if we really say we have an hour, let’s say, the overview and the ASPT committee structure, I don’t think we’re going to have. And that’s like total 20 pages. And there are several things that don’t really change.
Senator Bonnell: An hour isn’t a lot of time, we know that. 
Senator Nikolaou: Also, we could put more, because yes, there might be some discussion in the overview, but it might be also go pretty quick.
Senator Blum: Well, the URC is only proposing changes, we don’t look at everything. We look at what the changes are.
Senator Bonnell: But we know that there will be others... And that sort of reminds me of something too that we didn’t talk about because you brought it up in Caucus, which was the working documents. And I didn’t know if you were thinking, should we have, I’m just throwing this out there, should we have something like we had with our internal committees, we have the Teams, do we include something where people can comment ahead of time? I’m not sure what I think about that. We need to make sure that we keep those things, we think about some of these things in a bucket. These are the things that the Union, Ashley and Keith, approved, and those were also approved with Craig Gatto and Russ. We know that there will probably be changes to that. So that’s one bucket, although now we know that there’s at least two areas that that need to be considered again, according to Senator Meyer. But were you thinking that there might be another document in Teams or something where people could add questions or something?
Senator Blum: I didn’t really know that it was like do we post all this stuff in advance? I wasn’t really sure that that was just an “I’m just trying to understand” type of question, but the different question you’re asking is, well, should we? All right, or we’ll just stick into this topic for a minute ASPT. 
Senator Nikolaou: Probably adding another document is going to get confusing. Because then someone might be referring to the Team’s document. And then we’re going to be looking at the one that is linked to the agenda.
Senator Stewart: One advantage of a team’s document is that if we’re in the trying to craft language together, we can actually all see it. Yeah. Craig, you brought up the idea that it was useful to have a projector, but that costs money. So that’s why we’re not doing it. I agree that having too many versions is a problem. There is this other issue that sometimes it’s really good to actually see the language.
Senator Bonnell: I know, I agree. 
Senator Nikolaou: Well, in the past, we had mentioned the possibility, but it seems like we never did it. where we had said that the chairs, for example, when we’re presenting, we would have access to edit on the spot, the document that is linked to the agenda. If everyone has a computer during the Senate, let’s say the example of what we were talking about, the policies that we did last time. We were saying, okay, we’re going to delete this one and this one. If let’s say you had immediately access, then we could say, okay, everyone open the link to the agenda, and then you can see, okay, this one is deleted and this one is deleted. So it was going to be clear. So we could do something like that for the ASPT, but we thought editing just with comments, right? So that there is one document, but everything appears.
Senator Yazedjian: Yes, yes. Okay. So I’m just looking at this. It looks, I don’t think we’re going to know, how much time people are going to want to spend on anything. I mean, when I look at this, I agree with you. I think some of this should just go pretty quickly, right? But you never know what people want to talk about. If it’s a 90-page document, why not just have people read half of it and see? You know, because then it may seem like a lot, but depending on how much people want to, there will be some people who approach it as, “okay, I’m just going to look at what these edits are.” And so in that case, maybe 40 pages, 45, there’s a natural break there, right? Then let’s see how far you get.
Senator Bonnell: I’m looking at the clean copy for it. One through five, first there’s a committee structure, and then it moves to six through eleven. That’s page 34 and the next that begins disciplinary procedure. A third seems like a nice thing.
Senator Blum: All this flows through URC. So it’s what the changes the URC brought forward, not the previous document. I suppose in theory a Senator could say, you know, “I don’t like the first paragraph we should rewrite it. Okay, and this is what it should be.” We could take note of that and they could send that to the URC and the URC needs to decide whether they should rewrite the first paragraph or not, or that’s not appropriate. But the part of information, in terms of this, is the sections that the URC put forward.
Senator Stewart: I’m a little uncomfortable because I think part of involving the Senate is, it’s possible that URC didn’t find every place where we need CBA alignment. We want more sets of eyes on the text that they’re not even changing.
Senator Blum: I don’t disagree with that, but ultimately, it has to be the URC who decides whether that is and that unless there’s an amendment process, I guess really all that is to say it is a URC-driven process. I’m not trying to diminish what you’re saying, right? Okay, but it does kind of come from them. And then, you know, I really don’t have this other sort of like, well, I really don’t like this language. It is not pertinent to what the task is.
Senator Nikolaou: All right, I think because we talked about that last time during the last Faculty Caucus exactly where we said that we are still going to review the whole document. And then it might be that we have some topics where we say, yeah, we don’t like these. We want to adjust that, but these are not related to the CBA. These ones, we are going to keep them on the side and we’re going to address them, by let’s say spring. But then going back to Todd’s comment is that there are several items in the proposed changes from the URC. Or at least there are some items that are still missing that should have been addressed, but they aren’t included. And that’s why if we tell the senators just focus on the changes that are being proposed, there are going to be some things that need to be addressed, but they are not addressed yet.
Senator Bonnell: And that, but that leads me to running this, so what I’m imagining is first, or what you refer to is these are the changes. “Is everyone okay with us changing to January 1st, 2027?” that should be pretty obvious. But then if you make your way through each of those and it seems like here’s the question I would ask is at the end of each section, each article do you then say, “does anyone see any other issues with this that we have not already addressed?” So we’re going through each one by one by one. And then everyone’s saying, “yes, this makes sense to me.” Because again, some of these should be pretty obvious.
Senator Blum: I was just trying to keep from a can of worms, sort of, and helping the body focus on the task at hand. I wasn’t there for the last discussion. You also hear what you’re saying so that. And so you guys have already identified things that are in the CBA that have not been.
Senator Stewart: It’s also helpful. And I think we’ve already done this, but to remind people that the big five-year ASPT review is next year, right? So there’s a chance to open up the fuller can of worms as it were. But that’s not quite our task.
Senator Nikolaou: But it makes sense what you said too, since you already have the document with the changes to just say we are, like from the overview, these are the changes that the URC has already proposed. Do we have any questions on these? And then once we are done with that, then say, “okay, do we have any other questions beyond what we see from the URC?” And then we have, we don’t, if we have questions that we think that, well, yeah, that’s a great point, but it is not CBA related. We’re not going to talk about it now. We’re going to put it on the side. Yeah. and then we don’t get that section, we’ll move to the next one.
Senator Stewart: And put on the side because that should be included as part of the discussion.
Senator Bonnell: We talked about too many documents and three different versions of this. But there is not just the change because there’s one question we have to ask about for an equity review.
Senator Blum: No, I remember that.
Senator Bonnell: I don’t know what to think about that. I mean, I know that Ashley and Keith didn’t know what to think about that. I don’t know what to think, I think Craig and Russ are the same way. I’m not sure what that means. This has been in the ASPT for a long time. But no one knows what to do with it. Maybe it means it shouldn’t be there.
Senator Blum: Well, the equity review of the money is where that came from. But it never, it doesn’t really define what that is in the document, it just sort of says it should be done.
Senator Bonnell: I think when Doris was on URC, she led a  subcommittee on just that thing, she and Diane Deane, So maybe that’s worth looking at.
Senator Blum: No, it did come about that way sort of that. It gets very complicated in the weeds because at least the salaries, the way they had to be reported to Senate were very difficult to, you had to really drill down to what was often personnel information, right? They couldn’t be accessed by the Senate. Because a lot of the salaries were reported annually and so like what you make in a year, it distorted sometimes that you know someone had a grant salary or whatever and someone else didn’t and we really needed to know what the monthly pay was to really compare apple to apples, but because of the way things are reported nationally. It was always difficult to untangle it. It still is. In fact, I’ve never done it in my life, okay, but faculty go and look at other faculty salaries up and it’s still very difficult. Actually, someone actually just showed me why are they getting paid more and my immediate thing was that I had not thought in the summer that another colleague had, even though they were the same rank, and that that accounted for most of the difference. If you don’t know the finite details it’s very misleading. All right, so why it was never done, that I can’t tell you.
Senator Nikolaou: All right, so. Well, actually we’ll have to talk about that, especially for the two middle sentences. Okay, the URC can do it. But then the next sentence is talking about a distribution plan and implementation, but then that one now is CBA. When we look into the salary later in document section, we only talk about merit-based increases. We don’t do anything about…
Senator Blum: So even if it made sense to do it, The ultimate money is now CBA. Maybe it just makes sense to delete it, but we can talk about it more.
Senator Bonnell: The annual merit increase, that’s the language that should be there. So I’m going to go back to, will we add something to the agenda asking people to read just to page 36, right? All right.
Senator Nikolaou: Page 36 in the current, the markup, or which document?
Senator Bonnell: Oh, maybe we should just use the number then.
Senator Yazedjian: I’m in the ASPT final draft, 26 AB. And it’s page nine, sorry, 11, not nine. X one, 11, not nine, XI. 
Senator Blum: Page numbers are on the document. Right? That doesn’t change from there. But people don’t look at that, right? But you should look at the page numbers on the document and then that’s a constant, right? It doesn’t matter. But people look in there when they open their windows, like their Word, right? And that can vary a little bit depending on how things are set up. But the actual page, if you say, Look on the page number 25 in your top right corner of the, that’s the same for everybody. It doesn’t matter.
Senator Yazedjian: You can put all of them. 
Senator Blum: I would be real explicit. Right. The page number on the top right number on the doc. 
Senator Bonnell: That’s another question. I know I’m going to ask it, but then we’ll stop talking about it. There’s some weird pagination. It’s horrible. I know my way around from my prior life. It’s maddening. So Provost Yazedjian, who is the poor slob who has to make their way through that. Who is that person?
Senator Yazedjian: I don’t know. I think it was probably Christie back when we did it last time, so maybe it is Connie Blick?
Senator Bonnell: Good. So the other thing, too, related to that is I know that some people, really are hoping for a print book. But then when I say that, we know that we’ll have another one the next year. So I’m not quite sure. I know that’s expensive. But the pagination is wonky for a variety of different reasons through some of the formatting. You’ve got such an extreme outline method. There’s some I couldn’t even figure out how to get it back. And there’s one note, this is “a.” because I couldn’t make it change. If Senate can help out, let us know and we can do that because the formatting for this document is kind of rough. 
Senator Stewart: It’s very similar in a way. Rather than asking people to read the entire CBA, if there’s certain sections that it really makes sense to focus on and like, “don’t worry about classroom space stuff. Don’t waste your time reading the five pages stuff about that.” 
Senator Bonnell: That’s what I did over the weekend. I was reading the CBA. But you’re right, not everything needs to be read. I mean, everything matters, of course. How about if I come up with my ideas of those that should be read and I’ll share that with all of you and then you can say, wait, what about that? It might not be until Wednesday. Maybe I’ll add Russ to that.
Senator Stewart: And then we have maybe by Friday morning to get you any feedback.

Senator Bonnell: Oh, and then Wednesday I’m seeing Ashley. So maybe I could just ask her. Friday in the morning. I’ll try to make it earlier Wednesday.
Unanimous approval

Communications

Adjournment
Motion by Senator Marshack.
Second by Senator Stewart.
Unanimous approval. 


Proposed Faculty Caucus Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, September 9, 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 8-26-26

Information Items:
From Angela Bonnell: Faculty Caucus Executive Committee
Appointment Salary Promotion and Tenure (ASPT) 
Link to current ASPT
Link to CBA
Link to markup
Link to summary of changes
Communications
Adjournment
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