Faculty Caucus Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, September 14, 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 8-31-26
Motion by Senator Marshack.
Second by Senator Stewart. 
Unanimous approval.

Oral Communication:
Rules Committee Chair
Senator Bonnell: Rules Committee: we still don’t have a chair. When the chairs met last Friday--all the internal committee chairs met--we talked about a scenario where we could ask those faculty senators, who might be tenured and full professors who might be interested in serving as an internal committee chair.
Senator Blum: Moving from a different committee. 
Senator Bonnell: Yes. I will say I was thinking about that and I’m not quite sure. I like the idea of reaching out, but I would argue it’s probably too late in the semester for that when I think about what’s going on. Normally, I’m an optimist and well, who wouldn’t want to be a committee chair? I really appreciate all of those who serve in that role because that’s where the heavy lifting happens. It seems unlikely that we’re going to find anyone given people already had the chance to step up when they filled out the form. So I just don’t think that’s going to happen. And it will just be a delay. And then I feel badly for the Rules Committee that they would go another meeting without having a chair. The other option was that I would just move over to Rules because Rules has a vacancy. I’m on the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee. They do not have a vacancy. There are reasons why it would be better that I would be on Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee but, you know, desperate times, call for desperate measures.
Senator Blum: Susan Kalter would, it was less of a permanent sort of situation, but she did go over the Rules to help someone sort of show them the ropes of being a Rules chair. The point saying that is it’s not unprecedented, right? I don’t know how long. It wasn’t just one meeting, though. It was like for a while, right? She was there trying to help him learn to navigate Rules. And actually, that may have been before the redesign to where Rules was just like just a complete nightmare. 
Senator Stewart: I think actually Kalter was there the whole year. I think I was on that year. You might have been as well. 
Senator Blum: Susan Kalter was chair. It was before the Rules had like all the bylaws and then there was no University Policy Committee. So everything that they did was there too. Right. So she was trying to help him manage that, right? I think for some reason, We have a three-year thing, you have to step off. And so, because Martha chaired Rules, but she must have been chair of something else or doing something else. So this was a while ago, but anyway, what you’re talking about has been done before. 
Senator Bonnell: I was on Rules when you were chair. And I think someone else before that. That was when I first was on Senate. So I actually like Rules. There are things that the chair has to know and do, if that makes sense and this would be mutually beneficial because the things that are going on in Rules this year, I need to have my head on straight. I try to be aware of everything as I can be, as prepared as I can be, but it would just leave me in a good place when things move on to the Senate floor, if that makes sense.
Senator Blum: Right. And then it also would help, I think, the people that are there, maybe feel more comfortable, the people other than Rick. Yeah.
Senator Bonnell: I will do the best I can do. I feel better about me coming in and serving as chair, rather than picking somebody out, like some poor slob. I want to go back to something that you mentioned before, Craig, I’m not sure if you remember saying this, you’ve mentioned a couple times recently, is I still think there’s an avenue through which we can do kind of what you’re saying. You said you were out, I forget last year at a conference or something, and you asked someone on the committee to run the meeting, and that person felt honored.
Senator Blum: Ben, you know, Senator Schmeiser, that he really, that I think he felt like I expressed confidence in him that he could do it. And he said, thank you. It was like, thank you for the opportunity, right? And it wasn’t like he was jumping up and down, like, I want to be chair next year. But he did feel like I, like, I trusted him kind of like to run the committee and that. Always a good thing, right?
Senator Marshack: Okay. Question, there’s a faculty vacancy because there’s a faculty vacancy in the Senate? 
Senator Bonnell: There are three vacancies for faculty members. Does that make sense?
Senator Marshack: And then there have been absences? Is there any recourse? Will that vacancy be filled? 
Kevin Pickett: This is kind of up to the colleges, whether they get a volunteer to fill those spots.
Senator Bonnell: Somebody from College of Business said that there’s really hope that they would get a senator. So we would have full complement from College of Business. I don’t know, but we can try. But you’re not asking about people who are absent, because you do have policies on that? 
Senator Stewart: I will mention, it’s probably worth keeping in mind. I think all the stuff with CHEs is going to make finding volunteers harder than it used to be because they’re going to look at their assignment letter and say, my dance card’s already full. So we just, we should be, of course, be hopeful and we should see what the deans can do to find people. But I think I’m a little more pessimistic than usual.
Senator Bonnell: Well, and that’s something that someone said to me is, why don’t we do this earlier in the year also, which is if we, and I have not said this to Kevin, sorry. You’re now hearing this for the first time. The idea was that we would, if once we know, because we know earlier, that’s one of the first elections in theory that should be happening; we’ll know who the senators are. If we know in February or the beginning of March, we could then determine early who the internal committee chairs would be. That would also help them out with their faculty assignment letters, it seems, because they would know ahead of time, not after the fact. Would that help?
Senator Nikoalou: We could do it in the May meeting.
Senator Bonnell: Yes.
Senator Blum: Yeah. So why would that help?
Senator Nikolaou: Because then you know if you have extra CHEs for being a chair of the committee. But also in theory, you wouldn’t change much.
Senator Blum: Senate got your CHEs and anything is over. 
Senator Valentin: Yeah. That’s the thing is like, I had wiggle room with the Senate. And then the Exec, but then chairing committee that was I couldn’t take anymore for my creative technologies CHEs.
Senator Nikolaou: Even for AFEGC. Like literally all, so that people we know before the assignment letters.
Senator Bonnell: The other thing about earlier rather than later is it gives us a little bit more wiggle room for us if we don’t have anyone who wants to. We can figure things out earlier, not, like we are now almost to October, but we’re not quite. We are halfway through September. But that gives us a little bit more time. But I don’t know. That’s an interesting thought, not just the internal committee chairs. What do people think about doing all the things early?
Senator Marshack: I mean, how would you do it? You just have like an earlier Senate, like new Senate meeting?
Senator Blum: Well, you have to do it once the new Senate is seated.
Senator Marshack: Yes.
Senator Valentin: We already elect chair and exec. 
Senator Blum: But the committees are not formed. That’s the problem.
Senator Bonnell: We could do that though. I mean, that’s not the hardest thing in the world to create. 
Senator Blum: I mean, there is a time frame. There’s only two meetings, right? So the I mean, you might get it all in, okay, by the final meeting, you know, I just don’t know how helpful all this is going to be, right?
Senator Bonnell: The other thing I would love, and I’m just talking about my dream world, that would keep us from having to meet at 6:50 in this strange mad dash at the first fall meeting. That’s not my favorite way of working, everyone’s got 10 minutes to try to figure out who wants to be chair and secretary. And I know we’ve been doing that for a long time. But, you know, a lot of people stand around looking at one another. That would keep us from that scenario.
Senator Marshack: You think if you had like a, like a half hour or an hour meeting, the duties of the chair could be explained, like, and here’s the things you’re going to have to do?
Senator Bonnell: That’s actually what I was thinking of, what we’re talking about now, but the idea, maybe there could be a point in the semester when we have a session like, “hey, are you interested in learning more about being a chair?” And it would be an informational kind of thing. 
Senator Marshack: That would be really cool. 
Senator Bonnell: Somebody asked a little bit more about what that meant, but they just weren’t ready to make that step. Anyway. But I love the idea of having a special meeting, I don’t know, it could be in Founders.
Senator Blum: So maybe as it gets closer, we can revisit this concept, like in the spring.
Senator Bonnell: The winter? You say spring, I say winter like in say January.
Senator Blum: Yeah, no, it is pretty much winter here in the Midwest. Anyway, but I think, looking at actual dates, realistic timelines for people to get a permission back. So kind of planning it out. Seeing if it’s a doable idea.
Senator Nikolaou: So we are sending Angie to Rules?
Senator Bonnell: Well, I really like Rules but what about Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee? I could have been a little bit of help to them.
Senator Blum: So what do they need to help with?
Senator Bonnell: Well, I don’t know. I mean, I think last year was just rough.
Senator Blum: Well, maybe you can keep an eye on them.
Senator Bonnell: I thought I was doing that last year.
Senator Blum: Maybe just keep your ear to the ground, check in with the chair.
Senator Bonnell: I’ve served with Eric on other committees and elsewhere. And he’s just a great guy. So I don’t, it’s not a statement about him not being able to.
Senator Blum: No, no, I understand that. I’m just trying to like relieve your guilt for leaving. I don’t know what they call it, like, committee leaving guilt? 
Senator Stewart: The Germans must have some word for this.
Senator Bonnell: I mean, we’ve done this before though, but that was at the beginning of the semester. Angie’s returning to Rules. And again, we will hope maybe we will be able to fill some of the faculty vacancies. Anyone have any other thoughts?
Senator Valentin: And so would we be electing you chair?
Senator Bonnell: We would have to elect a chair. I could walk in there as the new member.
Senator Valentin: Yeah, I’m asking. We’ll have to.
Senator Bonnell: So I’m going to move over to Rules and we’ll make those changes Kevin. We’ll make the change, but obviously we have to do the election. Okay. All right. 
We’re going to move on to the next oral communication. And this is based on this question. The question that we’ve asked on page one in Faculty Caucus was, can we just bring in AVP of HR, Janice Bonneville, to the meeting. At the time, I said I would ask her if she wants to provide a written comment. And she did provide that. And so you have that first page of what she’s saying, and the question was about, is there, are there people who are half-time, less than half-time? So that was one part of it. When I sent the question out, I included Russ in that email. And Russ then also added the question that was raised of where do chairs/directors fit in?
Senator Blum: Yeah, you know, that was a complicated answer.
Senator Bonnell: And that’s the other part that we see here; that’s when Janice replied with 3.3.6. That was her response.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah. So it is like specific for discipline for chairs and directors to be the same as what it says, chairs directors may serve at the pleasure of the dean, so that in theory, if a chair or director does something that would have like a disciplinary action that the dean is going to address. So even though you’re a faculty member for the discipline part, it would fall under the 3.3.6.
Senator Bonnell: So she gave a yes, this is what she said, yes and no. Oh, and Janice said it was okay for me to share this. In fact, she was hoping I would share it because she wants to know what we think, she wants to know what we come up with. Her response to that part was yes and no. They don’t fall under ASPT or the non-reappointment policy. Instead, they follow the language of 3.3.6, chairperson slash directors, serve at the pleasure of the dean and the provost and may be removed from the position at any time by the provost upon the recommendation of the dean. But we asked about if currently there are faculty members who serve at less than half time, and there aren’t but she did say when retirees come back, they would fall under NTTs, with the Milner and the Mennonite NTTs, that adds another group. Okay. The other thing that I think was interesting about this was the part that she picked up on. She wasn’t aware that we were removing 30 pages out of our ASPT. And she said, wait, are you saying that you’re removing 30 pages out of our ASPT when there’s no other language? We don’t have anything in place for them. She wasn’t aware of that. And that’s what you’re seeing here. I’m still concerned about the removal of the language as pertains to NTTs in Milner and Mennonite and the retirees who serve in NTT appointments.
Senator Blum: Are those, are any of those people you listed? Are they subject to ASPT?
Senator Bonnell: No, not the NTTs.
Senator Blum: Right. So that’s what I’m asking. They wouldn’t be subject to that anyway. 
Senator Bonnell: That’s the language that we’re deleting. 
Senator Blum: Yeah, there’s a funny clause in there that says, hey, the discipline stuff does apply. 
Senator Nikolaou: An exception to this definition occurs in the context of the dismissal and appeals process for non-unionized non-tenure track faculty, in which case ASPT articles, XII, XV, and XVII, shall apply.
Senator Blum: So it has to be there for them. 
Senator Stewart: So it either has to be there or we have to create a new policy moving it. That’s the choice.
Senator Nikolaou: Pretty much. Take everything and put it in a policy where it says that If you are a non-Unionized faculty member, then disciplinary actions are governed by…
Senator Blum: So my suggestion would be to leave it where it is then make a statement. That’s the most prudent, because that’s come through a lot of reviews by the Senate and admin over the years and so just pulling it to be a policy. It just seems like when you can change literally fix it with like one line, all right, in the ASPT document and say who it does and doesn’t apply to. That’s very easy to fix and that, and I don’t know if the NTTs want us to pull it. You know, in the standard review period next year, then maybe that’s the time.
Senator Bonnell: Oh, you’re saying keep it in until the five-year review.
Senator Blum: Well, so maybe keep it in after that, but there’s no. Oh, the part that has to deal with the union is just for their members, they took over that part, but there are these other groups, so you just have to clarify that that section only applies to it. And then for the members via the collective bargaining agreement, those people have their own thing that’s in the collective bargaining agreement.
Senator Bonnell: One part is the idea is taking 30 pages of text and making that into a policy seems really hard. But the other thing about this is our ASPT document is for people with tenure or tenure-line, how many times does an NTT member go and look for that in that document? I kind of like this in between time, like it would give them more time to talk about it. 
Senator Blum: No, I think that the statement saying that it is part of the collective bargaining agreement can be stated. And then also the follow-up statement for that is, or vice versa, right? Who it still applies to? Then let URC review what they want to do with it next year. Okay. And then and so the for the people who still applies to, which may be, let’s just leave it there. Or by creating the policy. I don’t know. This is why URC is there to talk about these things. It’s a solution. It’s a little bit of a complicated question, right? But that’s URC’s job, right, is to deal with it. And since, I think there’s a simple solution for this, that would be my suggestion.
Senator Nikolaou: I mean, one issue though, even if we change that sentence. the language in these articles is going to be in conflict with the CBA, because these articles, they still talk about tenure track. So you are still going to have to go either way through all these articles, and make revisions to remove any reference to tenure track faculty members, because if it is only a...
Senator Blum: Yes, but you could say ahead of that that none of that applies, right? In fact, it doesn’t. It doesn’t already apply. So it doesn’t matter that it’s there or it’s not there. It already doesn’t apply. The CBA has already taken over discipline. So it’s not effective immediately. So it already doesn’t apply regardless of what the language is there. But the thing is, is between trying to figure out this problem between now and December, I think it’s a more complicated problem that deserves some thought rather than just removing it. And then, I mean, it’s not that I disagree with you that there’s not language problems, but I think you can make clear that this no longer applies because of the CBA. Otherwise, you’re going to have to go through and edit everything out and that URC needs to do that. I mean, are you gonna get that done? And, you know, that’s what I’m saying, right? That right now today, with that language there, it doesn’t apply.
Senator Nikolaou: But if it is removed and it is added on a separate policy, it can be happening simultaneously right now. Like as we are doing the revisions to the ASPT, I’m assuming that would fall under Rules. Rules would at the same time be revising these articles to make them specific only to the NTTs. And then they would both go out at the same time. So there’s not going to be pick up here when we delete them from the ASPT and there is no discipline for non-bargaining unit covered faculty. And the URC would not need to be involved with revising these articles because the revisions are only for people who are not covered by the union. 
Senator Bonnell: Because URC would be out of it. That’s the thing I think is confusing about what you’re saying is you would have members of URC working on something that applies to people who aren’t represented.
Senator Blum: They already do it. Because we already put that in there for them they already did. Yeah, so I mean, if there’s a question like that. No matter what, okay, the URC has to fix it, right? So they fix it and remove it. But who’s going to be able to, I mean, simultaneously means that all of this has to, when we’re talking about this being effective January 1. Okay. So that means that the new policy has to be created. It has to be run through there and you have to change all of that when it’s just like, I understand the sort of technical problem and just saying, it’s very, to get all the things moving in the same direction at this late day, there’s more than a challenge.
Senator Nikolaou: But when you say that they would need to be right, if we are deleting it, URC would not be responsible for creating the policy.
Senator Blum: So, URC is  responsible for deleting it. So, yeah, they’re not going to be able to fix a brand new policy, It would be Rules.
Senator Nikolaou: Because then we say, URC recommended deleting the, the disciplinary articles, okay, fine. We send things that they need to leave somewhere. And then we assign them to Rules.
Senator Bonnell: And that’s Rules’ priority, then because you’re, I believe this is what I heard Russ say, URC hasn’t met yet. They don’t have a chair yet. So these, and this is, I’m going to come back to the shared governance piece of this too, so I hear what you’re saying, right? But then you think about who we’re talking about this. But I know what you mean when you say that ASPT is already wrong, but it’s also just really confusing. And if we have a reprinting of a new document, and knowing that we’ll come back through next year, part of me, it seems it’d be better to remove that language out so it’s not getting people confused. That is tenure-line are not getting confused. When you take the language out, who’s voting on this? Who gets to decide? You’re talking about URC, we’re talking about right now. 
Senator Blum: I don’t really know the history of how the NTT’s got into the discipline provisions in the first place. But they did, and it went through the standard Senate process.
Senator Bonnell: That was at the last go around.
Senator Blum: Right. Yeah, right. And so that. I really don’t believe you are going to get it done. That’s just my belief. What I would suggest is that. We talk about the problem on the caucus.
Senator Bonnell: That’s exactly where I was going; this is the practical problem at this point. We need to talk about this.
Senator Blum: Maybe we could invite staff council people to talk about this. 
Senator Bonnell: You say Staff Council, you would want NTT. You would want Milner and Mennonite and retirees.
Senator Blum: There’s a rep, there’s one person.
Senator Bonnell: That person is representing those with a bargaining agreement, right? The NTT that is on Senate is represented by that. And they’re in the collective bargaining unit. Milner and Mennonite were not reflected in Senate, which is why for what it is worth Martha has always said to me, when I’m representing Milner, I’m really representing not just the tenure line, but also the NTTs, which is what I do. But I still think I’m going to come back to the really practical point, which is this has to be a conversation in Faculty Caucus, where we’re talking about this is what we have and this is what we need to do. But at that point, this is an obvious statement, we need to determine at our next meeting, what we’re doing, that has to happen. Is that a vote?
Senator Blum: Well, yeah, really that removing is there’s a question of whether they can be or cannot be removed. And so there’s one on the one hand, well, let’s just go ahead and delete it as a planned. On the other hand, I think that the issue of if we do delete it, then there has to be a remediation plan for that action. And so what that means is taking that, creating a new policy, and by the same exact time, all right, literally, the day that this goes to press, this has to make it, that policy has to make it through, make it through the Senate, be approved, and be active. So in other words, now Rules has this job. That I don’t know how complicated it is maybe it’s just deleting things and stuff like that. But it is a time sensitive task. It’s not one that can be like, so that’s why that’s why I was suggesting like, if you leave it, it doesn’t hurt anything. There’s no harm in leaving the language with the intent that it’ll come out in the five-year review, if that’s the best way to do it, maybe the best way is to leave it in and to just edit it, right? That appropriately for it who it does apply for,  that was really more of a practical consideration than I think it is what’s the best way to handle it, right? So it could be, I mean, I really, it could be that the best way is to leave it in the ASPT. It could also be that the best way is not to leave it in the ASPT. But I think that’s a more elaborate discussion than just simply, there’s the pragmatic issue of it, right? I mean, there is a case for it being a policy that’s separate, okay? There’s also a case for it staying where it is and editing it to where it makes sense.
Senator Marshack: Maybe when this is brought up in Senate, in Faculty Caucus, we frame it this way, okay, there are three possibilities. We need leave this in, we take it out, and with knowledge that we revisit it in the five-year review, or the third is like, we talk for a long time about it as the Faculty Caucus. At least we frame it. We say here, these are the three, but we say it really nicely.
Senator Stewart: So the third one, to make sure I understand, is that it in effect Faculty Caucus tries to update the language and fix it.
Senator Marshack: Yeah. Thank you.
Senator Yazedjian: I mean, my recommendation would be that you provide something for them to react to. 
Senator Bonnell: Oh, yes. The thing that I’m wondering about, too, is just as you said, Craig, you don’t know what it’s going to be like until you actually read it. I happened to be on URC when I was part of the team that created the sanctions, suspensions, and dismissals and we were meeting in the summer. It was a good group, but it was just hard. So when you say reading through that, it’s kind of some of it’s seared into my brain. So I think what I will do is I need to get a feel for how much would actually change. How much, if we lifted it out, how much would be applicable to, well, I guess it works both ways. If it stays in, how much has to be removed. That it is wrong … 
Senator Blum: I didn’t say it was wrong. It’s already been done that way. So it’s not wrong. That’s a value judgement. So the CBA is the only thing that interjected and changed it, right? My only point was that procedurally it’s correct and by the rules of the Senate, it was correct. There’s nothing wrong with the way that it was done before, so it already applied to them. I don’t think it’s wrong, the way that it is. 
Senator Bonnell: I didn’t mean that it was wrong, that was ever placed in the ASPT. It’s not aligning with the CBA. That’s what I meant to say. So if you keep it in, the language would have to be adapted to align. If we remove it, more language will have to be changed to apply to it. And which one is worse? That’s what I want to take a look at. Maybe it’s not as bad as you think.
Senator Blum: I mean, it’s just take out tenure track, right? Maybe it’s as simple as that, but I don’t know. You’d have to probably read through it, right? Without reading through it, right? I remember that when I was on the Senate, I wasn’t on URC, but there’s a lot. And so I don’t know.
Senator Nikolaou: And probably you want to talk with Ashley too. Because they might say, no, we really don’t want anything to appear that has to do with discipline on the ASPT. So that’s another even if we have the language where it says that, you know, that’s not applied to tenure track faculty. It might be, but no, it’s going to give a perception that it is covered by these articles and not by the CBA. 
Senator Yazedjian: I don’t know that they get to make that decision though, right? Because they don’t have control over the non-tenure tracks who are not recognized by a union, right? So I understand the perception. Even if we made no changes to the ASPT, the CBA still trumps today. So it doesn’t matter what we have in there.
Senator Blum: That’s what I was trying to say earlier, right? Right now, right now today that it’s not reflecting the CBA and the CBA is what matters.
Senator Yazedjian: But I think it would be out of the scope of her role to make a decision about what we write in the ASPT and even taking out the fact that maybe the NTTs don’t belong in there. I don’t know that it’s within the scope of her role as the president of the tenure track faculty union to make a statement about non tenure track faculty.
Senator Bonnell: Where it does apply is that, and I’ve been going to say that phrase, URC plus, they did approve it, and that’s the thing. URC, I feel like there’s like a matrix here. URC approved of all these changes that we’re going through. 
Senator Yazedjian: For the tenure track.
Senator Bonnell: Oh, I know, but I’m talking about the ASPT, and I know what you mean when you say that the CBA trumps those things, even though our ASPT there are parts of it that are just not applicable anymore because of the CBA. I understand that. But on the other hand, I just think, philosophically, that’s and you can throw your shoe at me, well, I think why would we not want it to be right?
Senator Yazedjian: I’m not arguing that part. Yeah. I think 100% she could have a statement about what that language is for tenure track. What I am suggesting is I don’t think the president of the tenure track faculty union should make a statement about what is or is not included for non tenure track faculty.
Senator Bonnell: Well, I’m going to go back to Ashley and Keith. I’m going back to Craig’s point. URC made these changes. They made recommendations, they removed all of that. They removed all of that. I had some questions about it. When we met as a group for that one meeting at the tail end of the spring, we agreed with what the URC did. And then that’s the language that we have now. So I just feel like when you think about doing things, like I just want to make sure everyone has been included; URC plus agreed with what URC was saying.
Senator Blum: Right, but I, so the URC needs to. Russ, whoever, okay, they need to discuss the issue of what we’re talking about, right? So I think when they agreed to removing it, they really didn’t think about all these other little issues that that would cause. So they said remove it without that understanding.
Senator Bonnell: I did share that with them, so they did know about it, but they did it anyway. And then when we met as a group, it was determined as a group that it did not matter. We were just, in fact, it was the opposite. That’s when we were going to remove the language about the NTTs. So everyone was aware that it was referring to them.
Senator Nikolaou: Well, then should we ask the URC to meet, discuss this specific issue, tell us what they think before we talk about it in the Caucus. And then in the Caucus, we continue talking about all these other articles and say we are waiting from the URC. And once we hear about it, we’re going to come back to the faculty.
Senator Blum: Say we got a thing from VP Bonneville.
Senator Bonnell: And we can keep moving along. Exactly. So that’s the plan. We will work with, and I’ll contact Russ. 
Senator Nikolaou: But ideally, if he could meet and help before we have our two-hour meeting.. Because if we need to have a discussion with the Caucus about that, it might be make sense to have a two-hour meeting that we’re going to be flexible that instead of having like eight thirty.
Senator Bonnell: That’s a good point. That’s again that two-hour meeting. The first one is September 30th. Okay, so we have a plan. I feel like that’s a good plan.
Senator Stewart: I don’t know if we want to follow up on this or not. I’m not entirely happy with the second answer that Janice gave us. To the question itself, no, we do not have tenure track faculty with less than 0.5. So there’s no issue, but could we?
Senator Bonnell: Yeah, exactly.
Senator Stewart: Right? Okay. We don’t right now, but okay.
Senator Bonnell: I agree. Because we don’t now, doesn’t mean it’s not a potential problem. Yeah, I agree. Yeah, these are all good. Again, that’s why you asked. So we have a plan with that. 
Distributed Communication: 

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

Communications
Senator Bonnell: The thing that I’m just going to mention really quickly is something, you know, things are moving fast sometimes and people say things. I really believe in community in Senate and really believe in that. I want people to be able to speak freely, except that they need to speak in a way that follows Robert’s Rules. I’ll probably will make a comment about making sure that people are speaking to policy and the debate not about people; that should never be happening. So that probably will be part of what I’m saying in my chair remarks, because I just feel really strongly about that.
Senator Blum: Like you mean in debate?
Senator Bonnell: It doesn’t matter which way it works. If you’re asking a question, and again, there shouldn’t be statements. There’s no place for people to be personally attacked in Senate. That’s just not part of Robert’s Rules either.
Senator Blum: You should call some people out if that happens. It’s impossible to be perfect. But I am going to say that it is encouraging you, okay, that if someone speaks out of order, as the chair, let them know they’re speaking out of order. Right? Yeah. It could be an off the cuff comment or it could be you know, just say something that seemed personal and people respect you and they’re going to listen to you. And so and the rest of the body is going to respond to that. So I’m just trying to encourage you, but like, okay, like you miss some. It’s going to happen, right? Because it’s complicated and there’s a lot to juggle, right? But it did so. I also want you to feel free to kind of assert your authority.
Senator Bonnell: It could have also been, and this is reminder too, is that it could have been a hot mike moment where somebody didn’t understand that they were speaking. Maybe it just got caught and we can see it in the transcript
Senator Blum: Well, that’s a good thing to remind people is that when you’re speaking in front of microphones, that what you say may be recorded.
Senator Bonnell: It’s the other way too, that some people don’t speak into the mike, so it’s both sides.
Senator Blum: Right, but I know, but I think it’s good for people to remember those microphones pick up on things, quiet things that you might say.
Adjournment
Motion by Senator Stewart. 
Second by Senator Blum.
Unanimous approval. 
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