Academic Senate Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, February 18, 2026
7:00 P.M. (Hard stop 8:45 P.M.)
OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER

Call to Order
Chairperson Bonnell called the meeting to order.  

Roll Call 
Secretary Nikolaou called the roll and declared quorum. 

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

Approval of the Academic Senate minutes of 2-4-26
Motion by Senator Schleder. 
Second by Senator Pettit. 
Unanimous approval. 

Chairperson’s Remarks
Chairperson Bonnell: This upcoming Friday, as the Chair of ISU’s Academic Senate, I’ll be hosting the Council of Illinois University Senates, so I’ll make sure to provide an update on that after that Friday meeting. The second item is tonight, the Senate’s hard-stop time has been set at 8:45, and it’s a little bit different. It’s later because of the length of the agenda with our six information items, and also because Faculty Caucus is not meeting. We might not need that 8:45 time, but I just wanted to take note. The third item is 169 years ago today, February 18th, 1857, Illinois State Normal University was founded. Though we were the first public university in Illinois, there was no guarantee that we would survive. But we have and in large measure from the strong community support and the thoughtfulness, dedication, and commitment from all who have worked here, our students, and alumni. Our founding is worth celebrating. Tomorrow is the time-honored tradition of the bell ringing. A whole host of awardees will also be recognized tomorrow and I know that there are a fair number of awardees in this room who will be honored for their superlative contributions to the University tomorrow. Of course, that’s no surprise because all of you are fantastic people. Thank you and congratulations to all and happy birthday to Illinois State University. 
Student Body President’s Remarks
None. 

Administrators’ Remarks
· President Aondover Tarhule
Senator Tarhule: Thank you and good evening. Two quick comments from me. First is to echo the chairperson’s remarks. This is the founding week, and we have a series of activities going on. If you haven’t taken part in any yet, please look at the agenda and the program of activities. Tomorrow is a big one. We have the founding, ringing of the bells. I hope you can participate in that, and also the award winners. Congratulations to all of the award winners. Second announcement, I’ve made this before, but I repeat, we are looking for good ideas that will form the campaign pillars for our next capital campaign. Please, if you just Google “building the next philanthropic chapter at Illinois State University,” it will take you to a form where you can enter your ideas that you have. If you’ve been thinking about the ways in which Illinois State can be better, and you have an idea that you believe will resonate with donors and they’re willing to put money behind it, please share your ideas with us. We need everyone’s suggestions so that we can develop persuasive campaign pillars for the next capital project. So, again, happy Founders Day, or Founders Week. I look forward to getting your ideas. Thank you so much.
· Provost Ani Yazedjian 
Senator Yazedjian: Good evening, everybody. My comments tonight are directed towards the students. We have something at Illinois State called the Impact Awards. Amy Hurd is super excited that I’m about to talk about this. It is an opportunity for students to fill out a form and just express gratitude for a faculty member, a staff member, or a student who has made a difference or had an impact on your life here at ISU. In 2024, we had 80 people who are recognized as Impact Award winners, and they’re recognized at a reception. In 2025, I said to Amy, let’s have a few more people recognized, so we recognized 200. It used to be only for first year students to recognize somebody that had helped with their transition. But we were talking and I said, you know, but students are impacted at every point in their academic journey, so why not open it up to everybody? No, that was last year. That was last year, 200. I was super excited. And I said, let’s go with 400 in 2026. We started a marketing campaign. The other night, Amy told me we were at 458 people had submitted something, and I was excited and I said, let’s get to 600. This morning, we were at 572. I told her, let’s get to 800. And this is where we need student support. 
I think as we build a culture of gratitude and just take moments to recognize the ways people make a difference in our lives, it means a lot, I think, for the people who are here working at Illinois State University. But it means a lot to the students too who are lending a helping hand, helping students with their transition into Illinois State or out of Illinois State. I would encourage you all to talk to your constituents if they have somebody that has made a difference in their lives, encourage them to take just a couple of minutes to fill out the Impact Award so we can get to a thousand. Every time I talk, it’s gonna be more. I’m just super grateful for all of the people who did this this year, but let’s get the word out so that everybody has an opportunity to thank somebody that’s made an impact on their lives here. Thank you. 
· Vice President for Student Affairs Levester Johnson
None.

· Vice President for Finance and Planning Glen Nelson
Senator Nelson: I have some really good news to report tonight. The governor released his budget today. It’s his budget request, that will then go to the legislature later in the spring. He’s recommending a 1% increase for higher education over last year’s appropriation. So that represents an increase of about $822,000, which is much better than the 2% holdback that we had this year. very much to be thankful for. Yes, we would like a lot more than that. We’d like to be funded at the level of the other universities, on a per-student basis, but every dollar helps. It’s nice to give a piece of good news. Also, in terms of impacting students, the governor’s proposed budget maintains the MAP appropriation at $721 million. We have approximately 7,000 undergraduate students here at Illinois State University that receive some MAP funding. So I think good news or as good a news as we could get in today’s economic climate.

Consent Agenda: 
(Final Academic Senate approval of all Consent Agenda items will occur during a regularly scheduled Academic Senate meeting. All items presented on the Consent Agenda to the Academic Senate will be enacted by one motion. There will be no individual discussion of these items unless a senator so requests, in which event the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered at the appropriate point on the agenda. All matters on the consent agenda that are not removed will be voted on by one vote. The motion to adopt the consent agenda shall be nondebatable. There will be no separate discussion on consent agenda items.)
· Department of Economics – Economics BA – Link to FIF
· Department of Economics – Economics BS – Link to FIF

Motion by Senator Shourek.
Second by Senator Stoner. 
Unanimous approval. 

Information Items: 
From the Planning and Finance Committee: Aaron Paolucci
06.04.2024.20 - 9.2 Appropriate Use Policy
Link to current policy
Link to markup
9.2 overview supplement
Briefing outline on the state of information security at Illinois State University
Chairperson Bonnell: Where we left off, if you remember, we left off on 9.2. It was on the last page. We came so close to finishing, under E. Violations and Enforcement. Where is Senator Stewart? Thank you. We left with your question. If you would like to address your question again, you are welcome to do that. 
Senator Stewart: I think I was happy with the answer I got to the question. I’d just like to ask a brief follow up. I’d pointed out that some university employees have access to a lot of information, both about employees and students, and if there were any kind of mechanisms or procedures for catching those who might be accessing that information inappropriately. It was suggested that those systems, or at least some systems, were in development to monitor that kind of thing. I just wondered if there was any kind of time frame about when those systems might be deployed or implemented?
Chairperson Bonnell: Okay, thank you, Senator Stewart. And now I will officially introduce our CISO, Dan Taube, who has been almost a member of our Planning and Finance Committee. Dan, would you like to respond?
Chief Information Security Officer Dan Taube: Yes, thank you. So the effort on the systems and tools I referenced last time to restate that is a type of technology, sometimes called data loss protection or prevention or information protection, those are a type of technology being implemented across several systems. Think of the use of OneDrive, SharePoint, email, that’s where we’re prioritizing it, and it’s all kind of stages. That’s the roadmap that we’re working on through probably mid-summer. Where it might be next relevant is the Peoplesoft system, where we have all employee data, all student records. That system would be after summer, I don’t have a hard roadmap, that’s a little more involved project work than just my team alone. And so it’s a continual thing. Little pieces by and large over the next year for sure.

Chairperson Bonnell: We are still in Violations and Enforcement, Reporting and Cooperation. Dan knows I have a question on Consequences. Under “i,” “violations of this policy may result in charges pursuant to the University’s code of student conduct; disciplinary action, including but not limited to suspension or revocation of access, discharge termination or dismissal…” and so on. When we were talking about Anti-Hazing, 5.1.13, there was some similar language on consequences. In that, the same phrasing was used except we removed “termination” because that is not a word that HR normally uses. I was going to ask if we could be consistent with that so it would say something like “suspension or revocation of access, discharge or dismissal.” I did consult with AVP Bonneville and she found that acceptable.
Dan Taube: I would agree.
Chairperson Bonnell: OK, thank you. This is just an ongoing attempt to try to make our policies somewhat consistent across, whether it’s Anti-Hazing or this 9.2. Are there any other questions? I will mention that the word “termination” was added in 2011. We’ll be returning back to, I guess, what it had been. Next, we’ll move on to Review and Approval. Are there any questions about this section? No? Okay, then we’ll move on to related policies. Dan, do you want to talk about this a little bit, related policies?
Dan Taube: This is a step removed from this exact policy. How policies, the documents themselves are structured and the sections they have, not all of them have all the components. I would be a proponent of sections like related policies. The point is to be clear about which other policies directly relate to the context of this one. It’s saying if you are to use information or technology, a violation of those other policies may refer to this policy as an additional violation and in reverse. If you’re looking at the first one here, 1.7, which is a different policy under review right now, but the Electronic Equipment for Surveillance Purposes, that’s a use of technology. There’s a defined appropriate use in that policy as well as in the context of this. To say it’s related is to say both of them intermingle and interrelate. This policy won’t define what is surveillance equipment or what the changes are going to be. It’s just saying that they’re interwoven in their compliance and consequence if a violation occurs. I will note there’s a few others that should be included in here from the last discussion. We’ve identified other policies that will be added to this section in particular.
Chairperson Bonnell: Thank you. That’s an opportunity for me to say thank you for all your great comments two weeks ago. By my count, there were about 17 questions or comments. So that’s fantastic. We were able to take your feedback from two weeks ago and we talked about those today. We hope that we’ll be ready for an action item in two weeks. Thank you.
Dan Taube: I share that appreciation as well. On the front end of this effort, one of my goals is that the policy is clearly understood by all users in the scope of it. The comments identified there were several areas that needed improvement and clarity. I appreciate the questions and feedback from that time and this time.
Chairperson Bonnell: Yes, it was just a great conversation. That leads us to the end, which is the document details. And would you like to talk about this?

Dan Taube: Yes. This is another case of this is not a standard practice in the policy documents we have. I would promote it in policies that I’m engaged with reviewing, and it’s to help the reader understand where did this policy come from; what other relevant information might exist? You might not be familiar that the original context of 9.2 policy actually goes back to the late 90s. If you’re familiar with the Internet Archive or the web archive, you can go look at that original document and see how it started. That’s relevant because when you activate your account, you’re agreeing to this policy directly in activating your user account, you’re given. Knowing that the specific version you agreed to at the time you agreed to is relevant. Document details is that idea of presenting that information so you actually could understand that as a user. What version you’re dealing with when it was last reviewed, when it was last updated.
Chairperson Bonnell: Thank you. This matters to us, and it matters to other people as well. This doesn’t follow the traditional formatting that we have in policies, but I happen to like it. I think it provides great information. Any questions about this? In Planning and Finance, we talked about your comments and feedback and suggestions. From among those 17 questions we had two weeks ago, there are about 10 different changes that we made and we talked about and we went back and forth on those. The hope will be, and I guess I’m saying this more for myself and the happiness that brings me is the hope that this will then move on. We will get those changes added and sent to Exec by the deadline, which is Thursday afternoon or Friday morning, so that that will become part of the Executive agenda for Monday so that it can be an action item at our March 4th meeting. That’s where this sits. Again, I appreciate all the comments two weeks ago and thanks to our CISO Dan Taube for all of his assistance with this. 

From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin 
MCN Bylaws
Senator Valentin: These are revisions to the Mennonite College of Nursing Bylaws. There was a major overhaul of these bylaws last year, which the Senate reviewed and approved. These are some smaller incremental updates to that established document. General Counsel reviewed this revision and had no concerns, which is exciting. We have Teresa Edelman-Mullally, Chair of the Nursing College Council here to help answer any questions you might have on this revision.
Chairperson Bonnell: Okay, thank you, Chair Valentin. Are there any questions about the revisions in the bylaws? I just have one thing and that’s at the very end under, “approved by Illinois State University Academic Senate.” It lists the 2016 and the 2019 date, but I don’t know if we could add this, these were approved February 19th in 2025 and then hopefully I guess it would be maybe March? Could we add those items? Does that make sense what I’m asking?
Senator Valentin: The February date?
Chairperson Bonnell: I didn’t say that very clearly, I’m sorry. Under, “approved by Illinois State University Academic Senate,” it has the April 6th, 2016 and April 24th, 2019 dates; could we add February 19th, 2025? I think that’s when they were approved as an action item. And then, of course, we would add whatever date we have- March 4th, 2026. Does that make sense? I like the idea that it shows that Senate was involved, because it shows all the other ways that they have been approved. 

Senator Blum: I was just noticing that the reference for which edition of Robert Rules Order is kind of vague. They might want to get a little more specific in the bylaw about that. I don’t know what publisher or whatever, because there are a lot of different editions. Not a big deal, but that’s something when they come across in their own deliberations. Somebody might say, well, I have the fifth edition of Random House and stuff like that. If they want to leave it like that, I think it’s good. It’s just a possibility, something they might want to do.
Senator Valentin: It was discussed a lot. It’s just how to reference rather than having a specific edition because, in the past is the 12th edition. It was very specific, but that means that that’ll fall out of date quickly. The option of having the latest edition of Robert’s Rules of Order as the reference…
Senator Blum: Yeah, you could do that. You could say the latest edition from, say, Random House, for example, right? That would get it to the publisher and the latest of what they have available. That’s the way I would do it. If they like it that way, it’s their bylaws.
Chairperson Bonnell: “See the latest edition of Robert’s Rules of Order newly revised” That’s what I’m seeing in my copy. Is that right?
Senator Valentin: The latest edition of Robert’s Rules of Order newly revised.
Chairperson Bonnell: Yes.
Senator Blum: It’s all fine by me, but the latest of which latest edition? From what publisher? That’s what I’m trying to drive home is that. If they’re happy with that, I’m happy with it. It’s just which latest edition? There are more than one latest editions of Robert Rules of Order floating around, so which exactly? I have a copy at home. If they really like it that way and they’re really happy with it, leave it. 
Senator Valentin: To clarify, Robert Rules of Order Newly Revised is a specific edition publication.  There are different Robert’s Rules of Orders with different names. And so, “Newly Revised”…
Chairperson Bonnell: I know we want to move on from this, but it’s true when you search for this in the library’s catalog, you come up with different versions with different titles. There are many different versions. 
From the University Policy Committee: Todd Stewart
06.04.2024.41 - 3.2.9 Leave Without Pay
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Senator Stewart: First, we do have Janice Bonneville from HR here tonight in case any kind of technical questions are related to this policy. Before I launch into a brief description of some of the main changes being made, because of a question that came up in Exec, the UPC did discuss several small changes to this policy with HR and then approved them. Here are the four small changes: 
The very first sentence of the policy, the current version reads, “employees are not entitled to leaves of absence as a matter of right.” We want to add the word “personal.” So, “employees are not entitled to personal leaves of absence as a matter of right.” As a second very minor change, this is in the Eligibility and Limitation section. In effect, there’s a small typo. It says “tenure/tenures-track faculty,” the intent is “tenured” with a D. Still Eligibility and Limitations- this is a little bit of text right before the second set of bullet points. It currently reads “unpaid personal leaves cannot…” and then there’s four or three bullet points. That should actually just be “personal leaves cannot...” So remove the word “unpaid.” Finally, there’s a title of the last section that says, “benefits during unpaid leave.” That should actually just be, “benefits during leave.” Remove the word “unpaid.”
To clarify where a lot of this is coming from, this policy is meant to apply to both paid and unpaid personal leaves. That was a good question that came up in Exec, and these are then clarifications to make sure that the policy reads accordingly. Those are the small changes that the UPC approved tonight. Here’s a brief summary of some of the main changes: 
One of the main things changing in this policy is that a lot more information is being added about what should be included in an application for leave; what kinds of information you might be asked to be provided. Lower down there will be a link to an HR page which will then have the applicable form. Second, the various kinds of employee classifications are being added, and partly this then allows a distinction between civil service and non-civil service in terms of eligibility because there is a small difference there. The policy also adds a bit making clear that vacation time and other kinds of things that are similar must be exhausted before an employee could move to unpaid status. And finally, the policy just for the sake of clarity is adding some text that’s really reporting various kinds of SURS rules about what happens if you’re on leave. You can only add up something like 24 months-worth of certain kinds of benefits if you’re on leaves of a certain sort. But that’s all dictated by SURS. This is really just for clarity. That’s a general summary of some of the changes.
Senator Nikolaou: Just a couple of small things. Thank you for the clarification about the paid and the unpaid. The small question is, because there are three more places where it refers to leave, do we want to add “personal” in front of it so that it is like consistent that we are talking about personal leave throughout? The other part is just before the application procedure, that bullet point where currently it says, “be counted towards service for sabbatical.” Do we want to say, “be counted towards eligibility for sabbatical” to mirror the second part of the sentence where it says, “and/or tenure eligibility”? That’s the application procedure section. It is the bullet point just above it. At the very top of the second sentence. The second bullet point on the second page at the very top, the second bullet point. 
Senator Stewart: Oh, I see. Yes. So the sentence reads, “be counted towards service for sabbatical and/or tenure eligibility” and the proposal is?
Senator Nikolaou: Instead of service because I’m assuming we mean that for someone to be eligible for sabbatical. Instead of “service” to say “eligibility” to mirror the tenure eligibility. 
Senator Stewart: Okay so, “be accounted towards eligibility for sabbatical and or tenure…” 
From the University Policy Committee: Todd Stewart
08.06.2024.01 & 06.04.2024.36 - 1.17 Code of Ethics & 1.17A Professional Relationships
Link to current 1.17
Link to current 1.17A
Link to markup
Senator Stewart: Here’s another case where we actually discussed and voted on one small update in response to a comment from the last Exec meeting. This was in the second section, number nine: the current text reads, “strive to use effective teaching practices and teach our students with rigor, understanding and compassion.” It was suggested that perhaps some of the language from number 10, which involves this language of developing and improving, could be incorporated into that sentence. The UPC approved the following change to number nine in section two. Now that should read, “develop, improve, and use effective teaching practices and teach our students with rigor, understanding, and compassion.” So we accepted that change from Exec. That’s the only change to list. 
A sort of overall sense of the changes not trying to go through every single one individually: the first point to be made is that this policy has not been revised since 2013, so it’s been a very long time. One of the main changes being made is actually the combination of policies 1.17 Code of Ethics and 1.17A Professional Relations into a single comprehensive policy. As part of that, 1.17A, the title will change from Professional Relations to the more general Professionalism. We also then, as part of this change, move some of the things out of the second list in 1.17 and into some of the text of what was 1.17A. We actually just moved a little bit of the material around. 
It’s very clear that one of the points of the policy overall is to direct people to many other policies that might describe various areas in much more detail. We did check all of the links to make sure that they’re pointing the right places and still work. So that we did look into that. This policy has been approved by the Office of General Counsel. I met with Jeannie Barrett in the spring about it and she had some very helpful comments that we incorporated in our revision. I’ll actually mention one main one in just a moment, but we did then run it by Legal again very recently and it got full approval from them. The one global suggestion that came out of Legal, that I think was a very good one, was it was emphasized that 1.17 is a policy that applies to all university employees and some of the old policy was really written in a way where it kind of centered the interests of faculty. One of the changes that’s been made throughout that is instead of trying to talk about faculty unless we really need to specifically, we talk about university employees, that’s one change throughout. We also then tried to keep this in mind as an organizing principle. 
Some of the lists of items had things that are a very high concern to faculty like academic freedom, almost as the first bullet point. And it’s not that that doesn’t matter, but instead what we tried to do was, as a principal organization, reorganize some of the lists from things that would apply to the most employees down to kind of more specific and smaller numbers of employees. So that’s why at least a lot of things got moved around, even if they largely remained the same. It also struck us that policy 1.17A Professional Relations seemed like the kind of policy that largely arose in response to some specific incident. We actually tried to make some of that text a little bit more general. That was one of the reasons for moving from Professional Relations to Professionalism more generally, and again, tried to broaden that. The original 1.17A, I think specifically talked about it being inappropriate for a faculty member to say bad things about other faculty members in front of students. We’ve tried to broaden that then about saying bad things about one employee about another more generally. 
We still do refer to Amorous Relations as a policy, but we moved that out of the text of 1.17 and then sort of moved that reference into the section on Professionalism. That seemed like a better place to put it. Also clarified and added some speech-related things there. That’s, I think, a summary of the main changes.
Senator Meyer: On the bottom of page three, right above roman numeral four, that bullet point above number four talks about the first amendment rights and stuff. I was curious as to how this plays with the collective bargaining agreement from the union and the way that academic freedom is defined in there. Did you check that out?
Senator Stewart: No. We did not examine that specifically. The union must observe first amendment rights. I don’t think anything in the CBA could possibly violate that. Do you have something more specific in mind that maybe we ought to explore.
Senator Meyer: My understanding is the CBA includes a section that defines what academic freedom is. I was wondering if that needed to be in here. Does this mesh with that CBA definition? Et cetera.
Senator Stewart: Does anyone know the answer to that?
Chairperson Bonnell: In 9.2, we refer to the policy in academic freedom, so we point to that. I know we thought about that with the CBA, but that’s probably not helping. It didn’t seem like there was anything that was in disagreement with that based on the article.
Senator Meyer: I’m not saying there is necessarily a disagreement. I’m just asking how they would play together if they do.
Chairperson Bonnell: We can find out if there’s any interaction with those.
Senator Stewart: I mean, I can tell you one thing, this isn’t quite your question, but something we did have to clarify. Is it used to be that all kinds of problems with faculty would get routed through the AFEGC. That’s no longer quite the case. In fact, this policy now says that it’s really potential ethical violations that go to the AFEGC, and then other things might go to various kinds of union-related things. We could certainly look into that.
AVP Craig Gatto: If I’m understanding correctly, I believe the CBA refers to the policy on Academic Freedom. It doesn’t restate anything itself. It refers back to policy.
Chairperson Bonnell: Thank you, AVP Gatto, for that. We can still check on that. Thank you, Senator Stewart, for talking about the values, because when I saw this list and explaining how those were reordered; it made me a little sad to see academic freedom move down to number nine, but that makes sense what you explained. Also it made me happy to see that shared governance was number three. Thanks for explaining the process through that.
From the Academic Affairs Committee: Dimitrios Nikolaou
11.03.2025.08 - 2.1.30 Excused Student Absences Due to Communicable Disease
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Senator Nikolaou: All right, so this policy is part of its regular five-year review process. Even though you will see there is a lot of changes in the second and third paragraph, it’s literally putting them together and mirroring the language we have in other policies that talk about student absences related to university sponsored events. We’re just mirroring the language across all these policies. The other change is that wherever it was referring to self-isolation, now it only refers to “isolation,” and that is a recommendation that came directly from the Student Health Services Office. And the other change is in the third paragraph, where previously it was referring specifically to international students, and it was referring only to the CDC. But now we broaden it so that it covers all students. And also to make it clear that we might have some directives that may not come directly from the CDC, so they may come from the Illinois Department of Public Health. And that’s why the change happened. We checked with the Dean of Students Office, we checked with the Student Health Services, and they were fine with these changes.
From the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Kevin Meyer
11.03.2025.04 - 7.2 Parking
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Senator Meyer: Policy 7.2 deals with parking. It’s relatively simple in our viewpoint. Mostly updating policies to the new way in which parking is tracked with reading license plates instead of physical permits for the most part. It’s nothing exciting or explosive like getting you out of parking tickets. This has already been through the Parking Office and we want to thank Rebecca Gossard for going over initial changes with us. We’ve already went through General Counsel with Jenna Finigan and then it went back to Parking again where General Counsel suggested a couple of changes, Parking approved it and then the AABC voted unanimously to forward this to Executive Committee two weeks ago. We think it’s a simple straightforward policy with updates. What we are concerned about is are we missing anything? So please let us know. We do have some answers if you’re curious about what “drive lane” means or what they say about backing into a parking space. I’ll be happy to entertain any questions except those on grammar, punctuation, vocabulary. We have a special, select subcommittee set up in the Founders room to field those.
Chairperson Bonnell: Thank you, Senator Meyer. And thank you also for mentioning that I had asked specifically, asked about a “drive lane.” Do you want to talk about drive lane? You helped me out, I learned a lot.
Senator Meyer: A drive lane is the same place where you’d pull into a parking spot. The idea is that with the virtual readers, the people going around determining whether you should be parking there need to be able to see the license plate from that center drive lane. If the license plate were only up against say a wall, they would have to go back in there and probably be able to see it anyway. The policy itself doesn’t deal with backing in, and in Illinois where we have plates on both the front and backs of cars, it doesn’t matter your license plate would be facing the drive lane, but for cars maybe registered out of state, if they were to back in, it’s possible that the only license plate would not be showing in the drive lane. That is language that they consider common and standard. It matches what’s in the parking brochure that’s distributed to parking permit holders, and it’s also something that General Counsel approved.
Senator Nikolaou: I’ll have a follow-up on that. Then that means that all the covered parking garages right now, because they say, “no backup parking is allowed.” If someone has the license plates front and back, they can backup in the parking? If we make that change, if someone backs in a specific parking spot, they will still be able to see the license plate.
Senator Meyer: Yeah, this policy actually doesn’t deal with the backing in. They, enforce or strongly discouraged backing into a parking space. That’s particularly problematic if you’re in a slanted parking stall. And there are signs up in some parking garages about not backing in. I kind of wonder in my own mind how diligent they are about a straight parking stall. If you’re backing in, I certainly see that happening some, but you’re not supposed to back in. It’s just not an issue that’s addressed in this policy.

Senator Nikolaou: I can see a situation if someone ends up parking, like, backing in, then they’re going to refer to the policy and they’re going to say, “well, you can see my license plate. So you should not give me a ticket.”
Senator Meyer: Just because they can see your plate doesn’t get you out of the ticket.
Senator Nikolaou: It seems there is a disconnect between what is posted and what the policy might be saying here.
Senator Meyer: This policy is just that you have to have a permit and they have to be able to see your license plate to match your permit with your license plate.
Chairperson Bonnell: I’m going to add, I have to think parking lots can be really dangerous. It doesn’t matter where I am, I feel like I’m really cautious, and people zip by. I can’t even imagine in the slanted lots like you’re talking about backing in, how dangerous that would be if you’re trying to finagle your way in and then somebody’s swiping through. I don’t know if that helps, but I can see why they have posted signs in the North University Garage, they have the posted signs saying no backing in. That makes sense to me not based on where the license plate might be, but just the fact that it’s just a dangerous thing. 
Senator Nikolaou: I guess you can see someone can make an argument that vehicles must park with the license plate facing the driving lane. If I park in a way that is facing the parking lane, assuming that situation happened, why am I in violation and potentially getting a ticket? In that sense. I’m not asking you directly. It’s more something that, the Parking Committee they may want to look at. Or it might be that they need to add something in that specific sentence, just to clarify that backing in is still not allowed.
Senator Meyer: Yeah, this policy, though, is only about permits, right? The backing in would be covered by some of the links that used to be in the policy. That’s elsewhere in their regulations, where they say how you would have to park.
Senator Schmeiser: I think that matters because I don’t know, but I think the backing up part, some of it has to do with the fact that they don’t want people to back up into spots because then they can’t be towed as easily. But I think you answered my question at the end. That’s not what you’re dealing with here. Your point is that they’re in links down below.
Senator Blum: I’ve never seen a sign that says don’t back in. I never do that. I’m not thinking where I park. I park in a couple of parking lots all the time. I’ve never once seen a sign. ever, right? Now, in full disclosure, my son who goes to U-High, just got ticketed for this very thing. For myself, I am a little curious, I guess you’re saying there are signs out there. I park over behind where they take care of the money. There’s no sign over there that says, “don’t back in.” I don’t do that but I mean someone that did, I don’t know. I don’t know what to say about that but it does seem like it’s not especially clear. I actually thought my son got the ticket, because he didn’t have the license plate on, and that’s what they implied. My son’s going to kill me. This is going in the Senate record.

Senator Schmeiser: They need the sign because if you have a car from a different state and you back in, they won’t be able to read your plate. They can’t ban somebody. from having a different state, right? They have to put that, and then number two is there’d almost be no way that they could tow that car out of there if they did. They just need to make sure that it’s clear somewhere on the website what the penalties are and why.
Senator Stewart: Yeah, to try to address this, I found parking.ilinoisstate.edu/citation/price and five says “in proper parking not included in other violations” and actually says specifically “back-in parking when no back-in parking is allowed: $15.” There is something, it’s just in a different place, and in a big list of potential parking violations.
Chairperson Bonnell: And at this point to the fact, again, in North University Garage, they do have signs. 
There are other places where apparently, according to Senator Blum, there are no signs. There’s a difference in where the parking lots.
Senator Blum: If there’s no signs, then it’s not against the rules. That’s correct?
Senator Schmeiser: That’s correct because they have deemed it possible to tow those cars easy.
Senator Nikolaou: These are small ones. Do we want, instead of calling the policy “Parking” to call it “Parking Permits” since everything that is mentioned within the policy is about the parking permits? Then the other item is do we really need to list the address at the end of the first paragraph? Because usually we do not list the addresses of buildings in policies. We just say, “The Office of the Parking and Transportation.”
Senator Meyer: Regarding the address, Parking wanted that and General Counsel approved it. Is there anything that says we can’t? Having it there?
Chairperson Bonnell: Do you know why they wanted the address? I’m confused by that as well.
Senator Meyer: I think their point is if you want to permit, here’s where you would go, or you would go to the website and probably just in the interest of being as transparent as possible about how you would obtain a permit.
Chairperson Bonnell: It seems oddly specific. Okay.
Senator Meyer: Regarding the title, the subtitle’s “parking permits.” I mean, we can change that if we wish. Is that the desire? It links to the website, it used to link to a variety of sections of the website like citations, but they don’t spell all that out in this policy.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, the only reason I mention it is because what is referring to the policy is specifically about parking permits. It seems that it is a policy about parking permits, based on also what you said earlier. It’s not about parking in general. That’s why. Either way, it’s fine.
Internal Committee Reports:
Academic Affairs Committee: Senator Nikolaou
Senator Nikolaou: The Academic Affairs Committee met this evening. We talked a little bit about some changes in the new policy about recording in structural settings. We approved policy 4.1.18, Credit Earned through Transfer Examination and Prior Learning, which is going to be going to the Exec. Then we continued our discussion on the Code of Student Conduct.
Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Meyer
Senator Meyer: Okay, this evening we heard the Academic Impact Fund report. We had the privilege of being perhaps the last AABC to hear such a report because this has now gone away. We will be discussing what we would recommend in our report to the Executive Committee regarding how or what that task looks like moving forward, because that’s a part of our bylaws. There may be some bylaw changes for our committee coming as a result of changes in how the funds are distributed for tenure track lines, et cetera. We heard that report. We want to thank Dan Elkins for delivering the report and answering all of our questions. We were very quickly able to update where we’re at regarding policies, including the parking policy that you heard tonight. And then we went into executive session and came out right before this meeting.
Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Blum
Senator Blum: We met tonight and we completed our alignment of 4.1.9 Disestablishment of Academic Units with the CBA agreement. Over the past two weeks we’ve had Keith Pluymers and Ashley Farmer come to the committee and meet with us. We’ve completed our work there and we voted on that and we’ll be sending that to Exec.

Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Paolucci
Chairperson Bonnell: I’ll report that Planning and Finance met tonight. We just barely had quorum. We walked through all of the great feedback that you had two weeks ago for 9.2. Within, again, about the 17 questions that you had from the last session, there were about 10 changes that we’ve made, and we should be able to get that through, hopefully, although General Counsel will have to review some of those changes. 
Rules Committee: Senator Valentin
Senator Valentin: The Rules Committee met tonight and also barely made quorum and we reviewed and approved revisions to the College of Arts and Sciences bylaws and we’ll be forwarding those to Exec.
University Policy Committee: Senator Stewart
Senator Stewart: The UPC did meet tonight. As presented earlier, we approved some very small changes, additional changes to 1.17 and 1.17A, also some very small changes to 3.2.9. We continued our discussion of 6.1.13 amplification, but in light of a conversation that I had with legal in the last week, and in light of that information, we’ve decided that we’re going to stop working on that policy for now. 

Communications
None.

Adjournment
Motion by Senator Shourek.
Second by Senator Schleder.
Unanimous approval.
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