Academic Senate Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, April 8, 2026
7:00 P.M. (Hard Stop Time 9:00 P.M.)
OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER

Call to Order 
Chairperson Bonnell called the meeting to order. 

Roll Call 
Senator 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 3-4-2026 and 3-25-2026
Motion to approve 3-4-2026 minutes by Senator Susami.
Second by Senator Shourek. 
Unanimous approval. 

Motion to approve 3-25-2026 minutes by Senator Pettit. 
Second by Senator Trader.
Unanimous approval. 

Chairperson’s Remarks
Chairperson Bonnell: Good evening. We have a lot on our agenda, so I’m going to try to keep this brief. I have two major comments- two areas. Again, this is our second to last meeting in the 25-26 Academic Senate. The first comment that I have is a reminder that there will be no internal committee meetings on April 22nd. That’s our next meeting. The work of the internal committees is now complete. Thank you for all your hard work over the last year. And faculty, this is a note specifically to you. I want to remind you that on April 22nd, we have a special faculty caucus meeting for the 2026-2027 faculty senators to choose the nominees of the position of chair, secretary, and executive committee. The meeting on April 22nd will begin at 6:20 in the Founders Suite. Also, faculty, remember, that the 25-26 Faculty Caucus will most likely also meet after the full senate on April 22nd so that we can run elections for external committees. So those are two things. That’s probably the weirdest meeting that we have, the second to the last meeting. 
Also, a note about tonight, we have a hard stop time of 9 p.m. Faculty Caucus will meet, but the only agenda item we have is to approve the minutes, so we’re going to do something different. That different thing is we will adjourn Academic Senate, but, faculty, we are not going to take a break. We will convene Caucus immediately after determining that we have a Caucus quorum, so no break. We will meet just to approve the minutes and adjourn. As you know, that should take about a minute. I know that there might be some noise, there might be some disruption, but I just wanted to let you know that we are doing that. And that’s mostly just to save your time. So you will be aware of that. We will take no break in between Senate and Faculty Caucus. 
Okay, the second comment I have is, as you know, I feel strongly about our Redbird community and a sense of belonging. As of this morning, the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees Local 1110, a union representing buildings, grounds, and dining service workers, they went on strike. I’m going to quote Wendell Berry, and this is from an essay that appears in many of his anthologies, including Another Turn of the Crank. Berry states, “I believe that the community, in the fullest sense of all its creatures, is the smallest unit of health and that to speak to the health of an isolated individual is a contradiction in terms.” 
We are all each of us in a community together and it actually seems especially apparent coincidentally if you happen to see images of our amazing pale blue dot earth from Artemis II seen from outer space that we’re all in this together. And I just want to share a little bit that I came from a working-class family and my parents were trained, actually apprenticed to work in printing. They didn’t earn enough to send me to college. I had to work my way through. And the thing about college was mostly what I wanted to do is I wanted to study and learn and go to classes and sit in a library to read, write, and wonder about things. But with my federal work study awards, I worked a lot of those hours at a variety of campus jobs working around my class schedule. Over the course of the first two years at college, it could have been in the mornings at 6 a.m. I worked for facilities, cleaning faculty offices, and residence halls, lounges, and restrooms. At midday, I might be working for grounds, picking up litter around the quad. Or in the winter months, I might be chipping away at the ice on the sidewalks, wearing my cheap inadequate Keds tennis shoes. In the evenings, I might be working at Chapin Hall Commons, the college cafeteria. And I worked in the dish room, washing dishes, and pots and pans until nine or ten at night. The tasks of my student jobs were at minuscule compared to the responsibilities of the full-time staff I worked alongside, but it was enough for me to form a deep appreciation for them, and in my lived experiences, for their dedicated work and their generosity that they expressed towards me, and so I learned a lot from them.
Given all the jobs I had prior to becoming a librarian, I have a deep appreciation for all, for all who work diligently and with purpose, and toward the goal of the good of the cause. And that includes many people in this room. I hope the strike will be resolved quickly for the good of the Redbird community. And I’m going to go back, return to Wendell Berry. I hope to work in a community where all of us enjoy the dignity found in our work. And to be explicit, I mean all of us whether we work under collective bargaining agreements or not. The dignity found in our work as the Redbird community prepares diverse, engaged, and informed members of society through collaborative teaching, scholarship, and service.
Student Body President’s Remarks
Senator Susami: Good evening, everyone. I hope you’re all doing well as the semester continues to fly by. My name is Emma Susami, and I’m the Speaker of the Assembly for the Student Government Association. Unfortunately, student body President Zagal was unable to make it to tonight’s meeting, so I’m giving her report. SGA put on one of its final events of the year for students with the Redbird Market on the Quad, both yesterday and today. The Redbird Market is a way for students to support each other by selling items such as jewelry, art, clothing, plants, and crafts. Shout out to SGA’s very own Senator Schleder and the Redbird Market Committee as a whole for putting on such a successful event. I hope you’re all able to take a peek at some of the students’ talents. And if not, look out for it next year. We plan on running this next spring semester as well. Finally, Student Caucus is also working hard on the Student Code of Conduct and are on track to approve it by next Wednesday. Thank you.
Administrators’ Remarks
· President Aondover Tarhule
Senator Tarhule: Thank you, and good evening. I’d like to tag on to what Chairperson Bonnell, has said. Regrettably, despite much efforts and negotiations, obviously, you’ve seen the administration and the AFSCM were unable to come to an agreement. I have instructed the administration team to be open and available for continued negotiation as opportunities arise in the hope of reaching a mutually satisfactory settlement. 
Last week, we had the continuation of our President’s Forum. We invited Michio Kaku to campus. I think those of you who attended that event, hopefully saw it was very well attended- over 850 attendees. This was pretty exciting and this is only the second time we’ve had that event. We are trying to bring it back to campus and we’ll have another one in the fall so I look forward to that once we announce it. 
The week before I was in Washington, DC, where I met with our congressional leadership advocating for legislative support for many of the bills that the federal government would be considering related to higher education generally, but especially those that specifically impact our university. I was fortunate to meet with all of the senators and people who represent our district, and I think we had some really productive discussions. As part of that visit, we also advocated and looked for funding, continued funding, for the STEM building that we’re considering building. I thought that was a very helpful and a very productive visit. Thank you all, and I will answer any questions.
· Provost Ani Yazedjian 
Senator Yazedjian: I’m excited to announce that we have a new AVP for Undergraduate Education, Dr. Marko Dumančić who, coming from Miami University; he’ll be here June 1. Then Dr. Kristian O’Connor as our new AVP for Research coming from the University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee. He’ll be here June 8. Also, I want to take a moment to thank both Dr. Amy Hurd and Dr. Craig Gatto for their work. They’ve been great partners in their time at ISU, and I’ll be sad to see them leave, but I wish them well in whatever adventures lie ahead. Thank you for your service to Illinois State. [applause]
· Vice President for Student Affairs Levester Johnson
Senator Johnson: Evening everyone. I just wanted to start off with a word of thanks for a great discussion that we had at the last Academic Senate meeting. The feedback, discussion, thoughts shared related to safety in and around campus was very helpful. Then a quick shout out to the student senators and student government association for their follow up immediately after the meeting with Chief Woodruff as well as Director for Emergency Management, Eric Hodges, and wanting to pull together a group in order to have further discussions, not just within the campus community, but with the Town of Normal and their safety leadership as well to come up with some additional solutions and working together in order to solve some of our challenges as relate to this area. Kudos to you all as well. Shout out as well to some of the senators here, Senator Lucey as well as Senator Porter, who volunteered time as well in order to support the efforts. I think they’re meeting next week on the 13th. So again, thanks for your effort and that’s what this group is all about. I appreciate the feedback.

· Vice President for Finance and Planning Glen Nelson
Senator Nelson: Thank you. I have nothing in report tonight, but happy to answer any questions.
Senator Meyer: To revisit my question from a couple of Senate’s ago. Did you have an opportunity to give me a price tag for the AI spending? 
Senator Nelson: Still looking for that. I’ll get back to you.
 
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 Sociology and Anthropology – Sociology BS – Link to FIF
· Department of Sociology and Anthropology – Sociology BA – Link to FIF
· Department of Art – Studio Arts BS name change proposal 
· Department of Art – Studio Arts BA name change proposal
· Department of Theatre, Dance, and Film – Film BA – Link to FIF
· Department of Theatre, Dance, and Film – Film BS – Link to FIF

Motion by Senator Schleder. 
Second by Senator Trader.
Unanimous approval. 

Action Items: 
From the Academic Affairs Committee: Dimitrios Nikolaou 
06.04.2024.03 - 4.1.22 Recording in Instructional settings (new policy)
Link to clean copy
Motion by Senator Nikolaou. 
Unanimous approval. 

From the Academic Affairs Committee: Dimitrios Nikolaou 
02.04.2026.01 - 4.1.18 Credit Earned through Transfer, Examination, and Prior Learning
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Motion by Senator Nikolaou. 
Unanimous approval.

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
Motion by Senator Paolucci. 
Unanimous approval. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I would just take this special moment to thank everyone for all their work on this, especially Dan Taube who couldn’t be here, our Chief Information Security Officer, but he was invaluable to us as a committee. So I want to, even though he isn’t here, I just want to let the record state that I think the committee really appreciated his work on this. And thanks to everyone in Planning and Finance.

From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin 
10.23.25.01 - Appendix II – Remove Academic Facilities Priority Report
Link to current Appendix II
Link to markup
Senator Valentin: These are editorial changes to Appendix II of the Academic Senate Bylaws; these edits are the same as what we saw previously as an information item with the exception of the removal of 5B from the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee functions relating to the AIF report. Changes in committee functions in response to the new budget model will be reviewed and addressed in a separate request rather than in this editorial revision.
Motion by Senator Valentin
Unanimous approval.

From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin 
08.21.25.01 - CAST Bylaws
Link to current Bylaws
Link to markup
Senator Valentin: These are the College of Applied Science and Technology Bylaws that we saw as an information item last meeting. There are some minor updates to the language in response to suggestions from that meeting. These have been reviewed by General Counsel and approved by the College Council and Rules Committee.
Motion by Senator Valentin. 
Unanimous approval. 

From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin
11.12.2025 - CAS Bylaws Update
Link to current Bylaws
Link to markup
Senator Valentin: These are the College of Arts and Sciences Bylaws. There are a few updates in the language and response in the comments from the information item last month. Those changes can be seen in purple in the markup document. These Bylaws have been reviewed by General Counsel and approved by the College Council and Rules Committee.
Motion by Senator Valentin. 
Unanimous approval. 

Information Items:
From the Academic Affairs Committee: Dimitrios Nikolaou 
06.04.2024.17 - 3.3.12A - Faculty Responsibilities to Students
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Senator Nikolaou: As you may have seen, the last time this policy was reviewed was in 2007, so we are at almost 20 years. Several of the changes, they reflect new policies that we introduced and also aligning more with what we are actually doing in practice. We added the first paragraph to clarify that the faculty responsibilities applies to all the different types of instructional modalities because we introduced the new policy 4.1.21, and it refers to online distance education in person, hybrid, synchronous and asynchronous courses. We added then scholarly and creative activity to represent what we do for our ASPT. When we refer to academic integrity, we made explicit references to the Code of Student Conduct and Policy 1.8 about integrity in research, scholarly and creative activities. We also refer to the artificial intelligence tools; about their appropriate use. Under item three, we just make an explicit reference to the two anti-discrimination and equal opportunity policies. Under item four, we make it clear that any courses that are being taught, they are going to be consistent with curricular expectations as they have been approved by the official university curriculum process. 
Under item five, we did some moving things around to make some of the sentences read more clearly. Also, we added that we are going to have a required statement for SAAS that we already know. We also added the policy that we just passed, the Recording in Instructional Settings. We also added for the Academic Integrity policy. Under item six, we made explicit references to the policies that have to do with grading, so the final exams policy, the 4.1.5, the grading practice 4.1.6, the final course challenge policy, the equal opportunity policies, and also we added that, even though we all know that assigning final grades is a responsibility for the faculty, it was not really explicitly stated in the faculty responsibilities. That was an addition under item six. Under item seven, we added the reference to the early progress feedback reports. For a couple of these items, I’m going to make some comments at the end because we had some feedback from the executive committee, so we made some language changes. I’m just going through the things that you see in front of you. 
Under item eight, we clarified that like the duration, the location, the modality of the classes that faculty have been assigned, they should be honored. We made a reference to the Dean of Mennonite and of Milner Library because before it was only talking about departments and schools. Under item nine, we clarified about faculty accessibility that they need to be consistent with collective bargaining agreements. On purpose, we kept it general. We didn’t refer specifically to ISU UFISU because we have our tenure track and our non-tenure track faculty. So that’s why it refers to CBAs. Clarifying that if a faculty member has specified office hours and they are conflicting with the students because they have other classes, they should try and do alternative accommodations to meet with the students. Under item 10, we added about making clear what are the communication channels that students can use to contact their faculty and that this information should be included on the syllabus and with response times. Item 9, it was just like, rephrasing it to make it a bit more clear. Item 11, similarly that the pedagogical practices they should be consistent with one’s academic disciplines. Item 12 is making reference to if we have SAAS approved reasonable accommodations, the students faculty should follow them and they should also employ accessible course designs based on the new law that passed. 
Item 13, we added that, especially when it comes to labs and fieldwork that faculty have the responsibility to inform their students about health and safety. Item 14 does some clearing up and then adding the reference to the information security requirements and the protection of the student records. Item 15, just some rephrasing about student exploitation and also making it clear that if we have students who contribute to scholarship, research, creative activity, they need to be acknowledged consistent with disciplinary practices and with our other university policy practices. This is what you see in front of you. 
Based on the Executive Committee, we had some comments. The first one was what you see in front of you under item two. We refer to the academic integrity violations. But then under item six, we were talking about grades. So it made sense to put them together so that, uh, it talks about the final grades, but then we might have cases where there is an ongoing academic integrity case and we are going to have the conduct case working on the one hand, then we are going to have the faculty who is trying to assign the grade on the other hand, and these are going to be working in tandem. It made sense to move it under item six. Under item six, the wording hasn’t changed. At the end, after we refer to the final course grade challenge, we are going to have “In cases involving alleged academic-integrity violations, final grade submission may be contingent upon completion of the university’s student conduct process.” Then it is what was already under item 2, which is moved here, where it says, “Academic-integrity violations are addressed under the Code of Student Conduct. with faculty imposed grade outcomes, and university conduct processes working in tandem, including circumstances in which a grade of incomplete is assigned pending resolution.” This is the one change. 
The other change is under item five, and that was standing language. The standing language, it said that faculty shall provide students a written syllabus by the first day of classes. But then we had some feedback that in some courses, it might be a topics course and the faculty, they want to talk with their students and decide what are these topics that are of most interest to them, and they want to adjust the semester-long schedule accordingly. They may have alternative types of assignments and they want to work with their students to decide which type of assignments are going to be included in the course. What we are going to do instead of saying “by the first day of class,” this is going to be replaced with “within the first week of classes (and no later than the university established course withdrawal date, see the 2.1.14 withdrawal policy).” Which means that it needs to be done within the first week of classes, but it cannot be after the withdrawal policy. Because students, they have pretty much the first two weeks of classes to withdraw from the class without a WX showing on their transcripts. So that was the second change. 
The third one is for item seven that referred to faculty should provide meaningful early progress. Our intention was to say that faculty should be submitting the early grade report, the early alert. But then because we’re talking about meaningful, there was some confusion as to, well, what if my more meaningful assignments, they do not happen until later in the semester, what kind of feedback can I give? So we’re going to adjust it. Item seven is going to read as: Faculty are encouraged to submit university requested early alerts and progress report grades to provide students with timely information about their academic standing and to support student success.
Instead of referring to meaningful and non-meaningful, it’s just that we are encouraged to submit early alerts and the progress reports. Other change is what you see in front of you, we had item 10 that talks about office hours specifically. Under item nine, we were talking about emails. Under item nine, we were talking about the office hours and how they need to be consistent with the CBA and consistent with what its department has specified. And under item nine, you see that we already have “other means of student consultation appropriate to the teaching assignment may be used.” Because we had emails as a separate item, it appeared that we are requiring as one of the means of communication to be necessarily emails. But then we got feedback that, well, in some cases, you have faculty who are obviously they have their office hours, but then they stay before and after the class and this operates partly as they’re responding to student questions. In other means beyond their office hours. To make it clear that email, it’s not necessarily a means of communication if faculty member has established that there are other ways. Under item nine, we have “other means of student consultation appropriate to the teaching assignment may be used,” which is existing language, “including email, the learning management system, or other university approved channels. Faculty, shall inform students ordinarily through the syllabus or the learning management system of the primary means of communication and availability and if applicable of typical response time frames and any exceptions.” 
Pretty much we say that other means of communication include email, or you might say, well, it’s not going to be email, it’s going to be the inbox function that you have on canvas. Or it might be, we have this other part or other university-approved channels because it might be that you have decided to use Teams and within Teams you have the chat function and you’re using it to communicate with your students through the official Teams for your class. Then making clear that faculty should include on the syllabus what is the primary means of communication so students know. 
And I promise I’m almost done. We added an item. This is because even though at the very beginning of the policy, we refer to the distance ed policy. Since the last time we reviewed it in 2007, we didn’t have as much online or distance ed courses. And once we approved the 4.1.21, it is explicitly stated that for this type of classes, we need to have regular and substantive interaction with students. We added for clarity for the faculty to know and it treats as a separate item. 
In online and distance education courses, faculty shall provide regular and substantive interaction with students, consistent with university policy 4.1.21, Instructional Modalities and Distance Ed. And the last one is under 12, before we had the wording “are encouraged to employ accessible course design practices,” but then because of the new law that we have, we are just removing the “are encouraged to.” We have that faculty shall implement SAAS approved accommodations and shall employ accessible means, accessible course design practices. And these are all the changes. We are open to any feedback that you might have so that we can work on it again next year.
Senator Meyer: Okay, I do appreciate a couple of the changes that you just filled us in on because I will admit when I first saw this, I was experiencing a lot of psychological reactions. I think there’s a big difference between when you’re recommending good practices and when you’re trying to mandate it. My question is, and you can correct me if this is something that you said has changed, kind of multi-part, so you can get them in whole or piecemeal. My question is, what recording statement exactly. First, do I have to submit, you know, is there a particular statement or option of statements like with the AI statements that are available to us, to include in  syllabi or, you know, is there a particular statement like the SAAS statement that I have to put in there or is it just that I make a statement in the syllabus if I have some kind of a restriction on recording?
Senator Nikolaou: So CIPD right now has recommended, because it is not required right now, it has recommended syllabi statements, and they have different categories where they say, for example, for the AI, where there is one version where it says that it is not allowed and then there is one where it says it might be allowed. So for this one, we are going to leave it up to the faculty to clarify what is their appropriate use of AI. But then there is a language on the CIPD website. For example, for the recordings in instructional settings, they also have two, maybe three different versions, where again, it is like the most restrictive, the least restrictive, and there’s something in between.
Senator Meyer: So does this mean that my syllabus has to say something about recording?
Senator Nikolaou: For the recording yes, because it is a new policy that we just passed. The students should know if it is that you say that it is allowed, it might be as simple as a one sentence that recording is allowed. If it is allowed for certain cases, then it should be specified on the syllabus.
Senator Meyer: All right, so next question. This is on number nine about the office hours. The word should, I think, is part of my problem there. It says additional appointment time should be set outside office hours. If we say, here are my office hours, say 11 to noon Monday, Wednesday, Friday, or other appointments by arrangement. Does that satisfy this policy?
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah. If you say that I have like Monday, Wednesday, 10 to 11, or by appointment. that’s satisfied because you make yourself available outside your regular schedule and then the appointment. The idea was primarily here if you have students who have classes Monday, Wednesday, 10 to 11 and they can never make your office hours, they should have a different way to have office hours with you. Then the “by appointment” gives that option to the students.
[bookmark: _Hlk226984094]Senator Schleder: Going along with the should/shall, I just wanted to make the comment provisions one through six are pretty consistent with the edits changing it to “shall.” It was originally “should.” And then seven through the rest of them, there’s some “should,” there’s actually a lot of them. So I was just wondering why that is.
Senator Nikolaou: Seven, now it has no should or shall because that’s one of them that we changed. So this is the one that says faculty are encouraged to submit university requested early alerts and progress report grades. So eight it has “shall.”
Senator Schleder: I’m looking at number 11 as well.
Senator Nikolaou: Oh, 11, okay. Yeah, so 11 because it is more broad because it talks about pedagogical practices determined by the academic disciplines; that’s part also of the faculties academic freedom. So if they have decided that there is a pedagogical practice from a different discipline that made work better for the type of the course that they are teaching, if we said “shall,” then they would not be able to use that pedagogical practice. That’s why over there it has remained as a “should.” And that’s why similarly to like if you look at the one that says faculty members shall prepare adequately for its class, because this is an expectation, or this is a requirement, but then “should” cultivate the student’s motivation to excel? Well, we are expecting to cultivate, but we cannot really say that, okay, we are going to mandate you to do it. I think all the other ones are shalls.
Senator Meyer: Okay, so along the same lines, can we take a look at number 10? It mandates a two business day response and uses the word shall still if I’m correct.
Senator Nikolaou: So that one, it’s out. The way that it is going to if you look at number nine, kind of middle of the paragraph where it says “other means of student consultation appropriate to the teaching assignment may be used, including email, the learning management system, or other approved channels; faculty shall inform students ordinarily through the syllabus or the LMS of the primary means of communication and availability, and if applicable of typical response time trends and any exceptions.” So the idea for that one was that you may have the office hours, you may have other means of communication, which might be email, no matter which one you’re going to choose, the shall is maintained for the part where it says “faculty shall inform students of the primary means of communication.” Students should know is the primary means of communication through the office hours? Is it through email? Is it through Canvas? Is it through Teams? And then if applicable, so if you decide to do so, then you could also specify like “I usually going to respond within 48 hours or within 72 hours or don’t expect me to respond during the weekends or during holidays,” but that one is left up to the faculty to decide if they want to include it or not.
Senator Meyer: Okay, I think what you just said belays my concern, but just to clarify, I do not have to do a two-day response. The way that you’re re-wording, I think, the confusion is what I’m seeing is very different than what you have in mind.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, that’s totally different. It just says, “including email, the learning management system, or other approved, or other university approved channele.g.,aculty, shall inform students, (ordinarily through the syllabus or the learning management system) of the primary means of communication and availability, and if applicable, of typical response timeframes and any exceptions (e.g. weekends/holidays.)”
Senator Mohammed: Does this policy address the digital accessibility also?
Senator Nikolaou: Yes, that is item 12 where it talks about SAAS, and then the second clause where it says, “and are encouraged to employ accessible course design.” That’s the part where instead of saying, we do not have the “are encouraged to,” because now it is a mandate. It is the same, like item 12, it just does not have “are encouraged to.”
Senator Schleder: I just want to ask, is there anything in this policy concerning like class conflicts with office hours with professors? If you can’t attend those office hours due to another class, does a teacher have to make an accommodation to host a different time for you? Is that required?
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, so this would be under item nine, where it says, Ordinarily, this will mean announcing and observing a reasonable number of regular office hours during faculty members will be available for student conferences, “when student schedules conflict with the regular office hours, additional appointment time should be made available at a mutually convenient time for faculty and students.”
Senator Meyer: So in other words, it is up to the faculty member to figure out that schedule and say, “should” not “shall” issue, correct?
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah. We were talking about the shall and should. And then we’re thinking about the case where, what if you have a student who says, I can only meet on Wednesday at 8 p.m. Well, we cannot say that you are going to have to meet with the student at that specific time. So that’s why it should be mutual time. That’s why it is a should not a shall.
Senator Meyer: Number 14, confidentiality. I want to ask about a couple things here. Wouldn’t there be exceptions in the case like mandatory reporters, other campus personnel on a need to know basis, inquiring about probably more like grades, academic progress? And how related that are any views or beliefs expressed during classroom discussion, part of a public space and so therefore not confidential. Are we talking with this confidentiality things that like the instructor knows from conversations with the students such as during office hours as opposed to what they know during a class discussion where it is overheard by other students and such. And also, why is there not reverse language in here to protect like the faculty from students disclosing about the faculty’s beliefs or views?
Senator Nikolaou: So this, the last part, it is because this is the faculty responsibility to students. That’s why it doesn’t talk about like the reciprocal part. The first part where you said, about the confidentiality and what can and what cannot, that would not be for this policy as well. Because this policy just says that we need to honor the confidential nature of student information, and then there are the other policies, like the ones that are listed at the end, or like FERPA, that we need to honor. What constitutes confidential information, it’s not like this policy that’s going to determine this is confidential, this is not confidential. It says that faculty know based on the trainings, based on the different policies that we have in the university, what is and what isn’t confidential, you need to honor that confidentiality. I don’t know if that addresses part of what you were asking.
Senator Meyer: Yeah, it addresses most of it, but I guess I don’t have an answer on is classroom discussion considered confidential or not? I grab a whole class discussion is what’s said in there if a student reveals something, you know, it says beliefs and views in here. Is that confidential or not? Once it enters the public classroom discussion space.
Senator Nikolaou: So the way that it is phrased right now, I mean, we can check with Legal and see if it’s going to be covered by that. The way that I’m reading it, it’s because it says “acquired through this instructor-student relationship, I don’t read it as something that is happening in the class. So if you have a student who comes to you and tells you about their religious beliefs or their political beliefs and they are talking with you in one-on-one basis that these would be on the confidential side of things that we cannot share as faculty. But I can check with Legal, I don’t know what, if it would be counted as confidential.
Senator Lucey: So I’d like to talk about item 11 concerning instructional quality, reflecting effective pedagogical practices, et cetera. First of all, we have instructional freedom at this university. So I’m really concerned about this comment, also the comment about instructional quality. Instructional quality is a function of the nature of the content about the professor and about the nature of the students, the way that students learn. And when we talk about pedagogical practices and we talk about the fact that all of our academic content is interdisciplinary connected, we need to recognize that instructional freedom is the essence of this university, that the professor not only is an expert on the content, but also an expert on how the best way to communicate this information to the students or have the students experience this information. That’s why we have lectures, that’s why we have labs, that’s why we have field trips, that’s why we have other forms of communication in the classroom. I would ask that you rephrase item 11 that the matter of instruction is not specific to content. It’s something that’s universally related as an instructional process. and it relates to the nature of the students and how the students perceive the content and how the instructor perceives it as the best way to communicate the information.
Senator Nikolaou: We can do that. Thanks.
Senator Oreski: I had a similar reaction to item 11 and my thoughts were more like the language of that item. The word quality kind of my ears up in relation to academic, this sort of subjectivity. I thought, I don’t know whether it meant methods and then also the word “effective.” The idea that these things are going to be easily agreed upon I think is what the problem is. Or it could be an issue of language, but it also could be an issue of just maybe the statement is a bit of an over-extension of what the policy needs to do.
Senator Nikolaou: And Senator Lucey, Senator Oreski, if you have language recommendations, feel free to send them my way. It’s to make sure that we’re capturing what you have in mind. Or even if it is that you recommend removing item 11 altogether.
Senator Oreski: As an aspirational statement, I like the idea that our goal is to cultivate students. motivation, right? I like that word whether we’re doing it or not is maybe the question, I think there’s something appropriate about that, but it doesn’t specify how that’s done and what it means. Those were the issues.
Senator Barrowclough: I’m just curious, a lot of this is very subjective, right? It’s very opinion-based, right? You say a reasonable time frame, for example, number 10, right? Or narrowly within two days. I think number 10, or number 2, you mentioned earlier, I thought it was a while ago. Something has to, I think you forget the topic, something it should be in I just like a soft deadline. The final deadline is by the day of withdrawal. A lot of this is very subjective. What happens if I just say no as a faculty member? I’m kind of curious about that. I don’t know.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, I don’t have an answer to that. What’s going to happen? But to clarify item 10, it wouldn’t be there. That’s the one that we changed. 
Senator Yazedjian: I mean, I’ll start by saying that the committee worked on the policy. This is something that is coming from your shared governance colleagues. It’s not something that is coming from the Provost Office. But what I will also say is as someone who served as the associate provost for several years and dealt with student concerns, I appreciate a lot of the sentiments in this. It is not meant to be a tool to come after faculty who are, you know, not answering an email in two days. That’s not the purpose of this policy, but there are a number of issues that I dealt with when I was in that role where there were less than ideal behaviors from faculty and the faculty would say, well, where is the policy that says I have to do that for students? Where is the policy that says I need to respond and, you know, et cetera? 
And there were no written policies to be able to ensure that faculty are fulfilling their professional obligations to students. I think what is happening is the members of the Senate on that committee are determining from the perspective of shared governance what are the expectations, what are the appropriate expectations for faculty towards students and it’s a mechanism that you know allows us to do something if there are situations that are outside of those bounds. It’s really not an opportunity to go after a particular person, but it is if there is egregious behavior, there is an opportunity to do something about it. I would say going back to the question about effective practices as well. I think that is also something that is decided within the department, right? Because as faculty, you evaluate each other every year through the ASPT process and you make decisions about effective teaching. The policy itself is not determining the specifics that go into that. That is in your ASPT documents, but this is just saying that there is an expectation that people are continuing to develop their skills. I mean, that goes back to the code of ethics from before, right? That people are continuing to develop their teaching skills and doing their best for students in the classroom. I don’t know if that answered your question.
Senator Barrowclough: Yeah. I’m just always curious about what we have on these policies and say, well, what is the educational impact?
AVP Craig Gatto: I would say in my former role, and speaking for AVP Russ Morgan, getting the policy and what your expectations are by the 10th day, WX Day, is to protect the students in, you know, “oh, there is this 35-page paper you have to do and now it’s too late to drop.” What I would advocate for in that context, if you missed that date, is I would extend the WX date and allow a student to say, “well, they missed this. I really don’t want to write that paper.” And I would give them a WX. So that would be my advocacy for students. You didn’t, the faculty member wasn’t clear by the withdrawal date. Now you up the ante, they should still have the opportunity to withdraw from that class.
Senator Barrowclough: Yeah, I mean, I appreciate that. And what you said, Provost, we just, I have similar questions about like the IRB, right? Like, I’ve never gotten a straight answer with, what if I just don’t complete an IRB and I conduct my research? What’s the, what’s the outcome, you know? I don’t mind being that guy that’s going to ask that question.
Senator Tarhule: Please don’t do that. [laughter]
Senator Barrowclough: Maybe another day. [laughter]
Senator Meyer: I do think it’s a good point that the policy came from faculty on a committee. I guess I would encourage the committee to really carefully consider how you’re phrasing this because while I don’t disagree that a number of the sentiments in the policy are appropriate and aligned with what I might personally do, I mean, I give students my cell phone, I’ll answer it any time, day, night, weekend, whatever. You know, I always have the syllabus out before the first day of class. But I understand that I have colleagues that have different reasons philosophically and pedagogically for the things that they do, like not publishing a syllabus before the first day of class. There’s someone in my department that will not respond to a student email unless the email phrases it as a question. If it’s just a student saying, hey, I’m going to be gone. Well, he’s not responding to it. And I get the logic behind that. I don’t think that the policy should be phrased in a way that triggers psychological reactions and then our reactions like, you know, maybe I’m all in favor of that. And then you tell me not to do it, now I’m gonna do it. You know, it’s like, “don’t eat your broccoli.” Well, you know I’ll eat my broccoli because you’re telling me not to do it. I think you have to be very careful with that phrasing.
Chairperson Bonnell: I have a question. And it’s in number eight. It’s the last sentence, which is a long sentence, which is “Faculty members who are absent for any reason other than illness, including but not limited to attending a professional meeting shall complete a faculty notice of absence from scheduled duties and file it with their department…” so on so and we’ve talked about this in Exec. Would you be agreeable to something like, in Milner, we don’t complete that form. We have a different form. Could you add language something like “or some other comparable absence form?” Would you be agreeable to that?
Senator Nikolaou: And I think that’s something we need to ask AVP Bonneville. If there is a certain reason why they need to complete the faculty notice of absence that is posted on HR, or if any form that includes similar information can be used in its place. But if it is allowed, then we are okay with changing the phrasing. 
VP Janice Bonneville: That form doesn’t come to HR.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, it stays within the department. Yeah. So as long as we can use a similar form, then we can adjust the language to capture what others might be doing. 
Senator Schleder: I just have a friendly amendment for provision number eight, discussing absences for faculty. There’s nowhere in this provision that states that they should notify their students. And I will tell you, there’s been times where I show up to class and no one is there.
Senator Nikolaou: So actually this form, it includes what other alternatives, what accommodations are made in place. So are you going to, let’s say, move to online for that day, or you’re going to have another faculty member cover, or it might be like a reading day for your students. If someone fills the form, they have said what are the alternative that they have for missing the class. But I can see your point that he doesn’t like explicitly state it here.
Senator Porter: If you’re going to allow other notices, they may not have all the information you’re just asking about.
Chairperson Bonnell: Okay. Good questions. This is a philosophical one again in number eight. First sentence, “Faculty members who are absent from their duties due to illness” and so forth. The question that I have is again, I’m thinking about Milner faculty, if they’re absent from their duties, it says they will contact their department chairperson. But again, the question is, and I’m just asking this because I just don’t know, could we add instructional duties? We have a form that we would fill, but because we have 12-month contracts, I don’t know how this applies. Is this specifically for instructional duties, or can we add that or not? 
Senator Nikolaou: I think that was the intention because I was talking about, and before, because before it was not talking at all about Milner, so everything would be like instruction related. For Milner then do you have something? We’re talking about the recording, and we talked about the consultations that you have which are similar to office hours; would that fall under instructional duties?
Chairperson Bonnell: I’m going to read that again. “Faculty members who meet their assigned classes are scheduled….” Then you have those duties. “…Faculty members who are absent from their duties due to illness shall report the absence immediately to their department chair…” school person, or deans for those things. I guess I’m thinking about the form that we fill. It seems like a lot of paperwork for us.
Senator Forbes: I mean, I think some people just send me an email to be honest with you. Is that okay?
Chairperson Bonnell: And that’s what I’m asking as well. What at what point, and I guess that doesn’t come to what?
Senator Forbes: This is not like does it need to be a form or can it just be communication to your department? Notification.
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, an email would be enough because it says faculty members who are absent, shall report, and it doesn’t say that they are going to submit a form. For the next part who are absent for any other than illness, since we are going to change the wording, we can replace it in a way where we say that they are reporting it. In that case, probably, we need to list what kind of information should be included at a minimum. If we don’t refer to a specific form, so going back to the notification to the students, then we would have to explicitly phrase it in the policy.
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Senator Valentin: These are revisions to the College of Education Bylaws. The markup you see here has been reviewed, revised, and approved by the College of Education Council and reviewed by General Counsel and reviewed and approved by the Rules Committee. We have the dean of the College of Education, Dr. Brian Zugelder here, to help answer any questions you might have about these revisions.
Senator Nikolaou: I can send you some of the more editorial kind of stuff. One question was for the composition of the COEC, where it talks about the faculty representatives, and then it says the majority of representatives from each unit shall be tenured line faculty. So given that there are four faculty representatives, it means that pretty much only one of them can be a non-tenure track faculty. But then later on, when it talks about how the faculty are selected from the different schools within the college, the Bylaws say that each department or school is going to determine the way that they are going to select their representatives. So in theory, all units may bring forward a non-tenure track faculty. This is not allowed based on the composition of the COEC. So that’s where I’m thinking because the way that where it says that there are going to be four and based on the wording only one of them can be a non-tenure track faculty. But then there are not specifics about how each of the departments are selecting. You might be in a situation where all the names that are brought forward are NTT’s. And then what would be like the process would then the college go back to the department saying, “no, run the elections again,” because we need to have three tenure track and one non tenure track. So that’s the like one big question about clarification somewhere in the Bylaws.
Dean Zugelder: Good evening. Senator Godwyll, you can help me out here if you’d like because you serve on College Council. The way that we have been interpreting this language is that there are four seats in each unit. The majority of each of those seats, the majority of the seats in each of those units should be occupied by tenured or tenure track faculty. For example, if there are 16 faculty represented in the School of Teaching and Learning, if there are four seats, then the majority of those seats would be tenure track faculty. I see what you’re saying in terms of, you know, if there are four seats, then technically three of them would have to be tenure track and the other could be NTT. Historically, I don’t think we have encountered an issue because this membership makeup has been in practice for quite some time, but I think we could probably address that and make that language a little better.
Senator Nikolaou: If you would add a clause where it says, the majority should be tenure track faculty within each of the college units, that would automatically address it. Because then the units also know that when we are electing, we need to have the majority tenure track instead of saying that you can elect faculty members and have, let’s say, teaching and learning send you four non-tenure track names.
Senator Stewart: An extremely minor point. I’m just wondering that the actual title says College Council Bylaws, but the very first sentence says it’s College of Education Bylaws. And so are these the Bylaws of the College Council or of the College of Education?
Dean Zugelder: It’s supposed to be “College of Education Council Bylaws.”
Senator Stewart: Let me just read the actual first sentence. “Preamble, The faculty of the College of Education hereby establishes these Bylaws to serve as the primary governing policy for the College of Education.”
Dr. Brian Zugelder: Yeah, they are somewhat interchangeable because these are the Bylaws that operate our shared governance for the whole college and we do that through our college council. But you bring up a good point that we can always improve that language there.
Senator Nikolaou: Article 8, under section one, there is the new item B where it says, “For college council committees, without a designated chair, the committee will be temporarily chaired by a non-voting ex-officio representative of the dean until such a time when a member is elected.” I think the intention was to be under before you start talking about the different committees. because that’s not specific to the CFSC, because by default the dean is the chair of the CFSC. They cannot be someone else temporarily assigned.
Dean Zugelder: Yes, that was discussed in the Rules Committee about where that language would be placed, and I believe maybe Rick, you could help us recall why you put that language in that spot.
Senator Valentin: I did not put the language in that spot. We did ask why the language was in that section and should it be moved up higher and then it was said…
Dr. Brian Zugelder: I’m trying to find the article here in this document. I’m sorry.
Senator Nikolaou: This statement, it makes sense for all other committees. Where it says that if there is no chair, then we can assign a non-voting ex-officio until we find a new chair. And that’s why the easiest problem is going to be where is this article eight? Then have these go immediately after that before you start talking about any of the committees. In that statement, also make it clear- excluding the CFC because the dean would be either way the chair of the CFSC.
Dean Zugelder: Okay, I see it now. I do now remember that discussion. Thank you. That does need to be placed in a section outside of the CFSC.
Senator Nikolaou: I think I guess that’s a question that we also asked for the CAST Bylaws. For the officers for the COEC, because the way that it’s phrased right now, it implies that it can be a faculty, student, and staff member. So my question is was that the intention? Later on when you discuss the chair selection and the assistant and the associate dean, it says that the chairperson of the COEC is going to be in these selection committees. That’s why I was wondering if that was intentional that it can be a faculty, a staff, or a student because they are automatically, for example, in the assistant and the associate dean’s searches
Dean Zugelder: To go to repeat what Dean McAvoy said, we believe in shared governance, so any seat could technically be filled that way.
Senator Nikolaou: All the other things I can send them to you and copy, Senator Valentin, because the other ones are more like, add a comma here, there is a typo like one committee meeting should have 10 instead of nine. So the other ones are pretty straightforward. 
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Senator Blum: This policy is about the disestablishment of units. It’s a very important policy, and it also interacts with the CBA. Just a background that when you read it, it talks about Article 23 and 24 of the CBA. It talks specifically about this policy. Kind of, they’re connected. Just like often we refer in one policy to another policy that works sort of the same way. It begins talking about that, and specifically Article 23, and the CBA has to do with all of this stuff that’s regarding disestablishment of units and 24 is more about what we have to do if we have to cut faculty or things like that. So it addresses those kinds of things. So you have a frame of reference in terms of those. 
There are a couple of things that we didn’t manage that we talked about tonight. I don’t have the correct title for the UFISU agreement. So that’s like the thing we’re gonna fix. A lot of it is still the same. I want to draw your attention to something that is really important. I talked with Faculty Affairs about this tonight and we agreed we wanted to solicit feedback on this point. It’s actually in  “proposal to disestablish an academic unit.” It goes through how these things can originate and you get to B. It says, “an academic unit is defined as one of the following, a college, department, school, or an IBHE established program.” So that language is, I don’t know if it’s exactly, but very close to what’s in the CBA. Then this, what it is a change from what is traditionally done, says what’s crossed out is a program is defined as a major minor sequence or certificate. Now, there are many majors in particular or sequences that would be encompassed under what an IBHE established program is. Not all majors would fit under that. That’s the most fundamental difference than before. 
I’m going to talk about some of the other changes. I think when I’m done with that, we can talk about that. I think that B is really important. It is a change in how we do business. Faculty Affairs we talked about this tonight, we’d like to hear what the body thinks about that. There’s a lot of stuff in here, and our first job, when we went through the first time, was just basically aligning it with CBA. So you get down here the initiation of the PDAU process, and there are some specific requirements in the CBA that that ask for certain things, like certain kinds of data and different kinds of things. So that’s what that is right there, right? It just, we didn’t restate what the CBA said. We cross-referenced what it was. We went ahead and put that in there. In theory, it could have come later, but we sort of felt as a committee that it would be better do what the CBA says right away. Because in the old language there was no CBA and there was no reference to it. 
We did speak to the union; they came to a couple of meetings. We talked about this particular stuff. There was a fair discussion. We started out with working days, which was kind of the old policy language. We changed it to “business days.” Faculty Affairs actually thought that was a better way of doing it. Because working days means that also there’s many units including my own that teach on Saturdays. So technically that’s a working day. Just to keep it clean, right? And that’s actually how policy language across the university is, we use business days. That makes it kind of universal. There can be these responses, there’s time. Like most of this, like the 20 business days, that is the same as it always was. There is some language here that kind of came up about different units have different shared governance structures, about who responds and so it really kind of is I mean at that point, a unit is responding to something; they’re gonna have their own Bylaws. Whatever process they’ve spelled out is how that’s going to respond. 
In my department, we have a very detailed voting structure about how the entire faculty makes decisions, right? That would include something like this. But we also acknowledge that some departments may say the curriculum committee does it for us. So that, I mean, that’s their choice. It was really just kind of to make sure that that part of the governance and responding to these things is really up to the department’s Bylaws. There were places where the GCC And UCC weren’t separated. All of that’s fixed now. One committee actually asked for 10 business days, and then once they did, we just changed everything now to that. There were places in here where their response time was like five business days. The committee felt that a five business day response when people are going to have to meet just wasn’t really realistic. So once one committee asked for that, we just carried it through. 
Before in the old policy, stuff was there, but it wasn’t really explained in detail. So that you would have, for example, you’d have this process and that If the APC, everybody agreed that there was no need for further investigation, it didn’t really explain what happened next. So now in the new version of that if that happens. So in the old policy it said, you couldn’t appeal that decision. That is still the same. Okay. But that you do have an avenue that to bring it back to the Academic Senate. You can’t change the decision of is there going to be a further investigation? That was always not appealable if there is agreement. But what you could do is after that point, you could change the decision, you know, the merits of the decision and bring that process back to the Academic Senate. That just sort of mirrors the process if there is a further investigation. All right. On that point of further investigation, it was suggested that we change that to “further review” from “investigation.” That was a change that we didn’t get in before this draft, but the Faculty Affairs committee thought that was fine, just “further review” versus “further investigation.” 
So a lot of this language down here just adds detail that wasn’t there before, as you work through the different options in the different policies. It would sort of say something but not really explain it, right? The Executive Committee identified some of these things and then just added that detail in there. The appeals process is also a lot of it’s not really changed. The 10 business days, instead of five working days, all of that is the same. One of the things that is different is that in the previous version that it gave the Senate 30 working days to react. Well, basically, in the old version, what could happen is that an appeal goes to the Senate two weeks before Executive and meets, and it would just be sitting there and the clock would be ticking, even though Exec has no way of addressing it. Now in the new version, the clock doesn’t start till the first Exec meeting after that. So that the 30 days, that’s about six weeks, that actually gives Exec some time. Do I want to refer it to this committee first, like Academic Affairs, for example, or maybe I don’t? Maybe I want to go directly. So there are some options and that kind of keeps from eating all your time away, sort of having a dead time.
We chose that approach, because 30 days is probably six weeks, that’s probably plenty of time for the exec to work it in and figure it out, or maybe sometimes exec pushes things right through. They may not go to a committee. I think it gives them time to evaluate exactly how to approach it. As you get down to the President’s recommendation, this is where the CBA kicks in again. The CBA has its own process, so it goes through all of this other stuff, further investigations, all these other parts before it gets to this waiting period. That actually is before it actually goes to the Board of Trustees. That’s part of the CBA that is mandated. At that point, recommendations are forwarded to consideration. It goes through the Board of Trustees. 
There are some references to the CBA, some of which was just improvement language down at the bottom. It is worth noting that nothing can be disestablished until it is approved by the Board of Trustees and Illinois Board of Higher Education. So even if it went through all of that stuff, the Illinois Board of Higher Education could reject it in theory. You wouldn’t treat a unit or a program as disestablished until that happened. That’s kind of the basic process, I want to come back to this fundamental piece which I think is the most different. So the Faculty Affairs Committee was fine with the language that was in the CBA which is what that reflects. But I do want it to note it as a fundamental different change because it takes away this idea of major minors and sequences as being covered here.
Senator Meyer: I think this relates to me, what if we have two majors that are then merged into one under the direction of, say, the head of the department or the school? 
Senator Blum: Under the current policy, if you were getting rid of each major? 
Senator Meyer: No, no, I’m talking two majors merged into one.
Senator Blum: The way it was explained to me by Craig Gatto was like, you would be disestablishing something and creating something new. You would have to disestablish the old right now. I do want to specify that that’s under the policy now. As the language is here new, it would depend if the major is an IBHE program. If it was an IBHE program, you’d have to go through all this. In your example, let’s say neither one of the majors was an IBHE program, then under the new proposal, that it would have to go through the standard curriculum process, but it wouldn’t be mandated to go through all of this.
Senator Meyer: Yes. Can I clarify?
Senator Yazedjian: If I could just provide some clarification and then if you still have a follow-up, just a couple of things because I think it can be a little confusing. to keep track of all of this. 
The IBHE approves degree programs by CIP code and certificates. We also have sequences and minors. Those things do not go to the IBHE for approval or, you know, deletion. But minors, sequences do go through a process of review based on shared governance at Illinois State through curricular committees, right? So the creation of a sequence or a minor goes through the department curriculum committee, the college curriculum committee, the university curriculum committee, similarly, if one of those things is going to be removed, that goes through that process as well. 
In the case of two IBHE degree programs that have CIP codes, if they are going to be merged into a new CIP code, or if one is going to be subsumed into another CIP code, and this is just an identification code that the IBHE uses for, let’s say, all human development programs or all philosophy programs or all English programs, they have codes, right? This is not something we make up. Those could be merged together without disestablishing one or the other, right? There’s a reasonable and moderate extension program that happens through the Illinois Board of Higher Education that we submit to them. They review it. They say, yes, we approve this kind of reconfiguration or merger. So I think that gets to the question of if you have two programs that are becoming one program under a new CIP code, or one is being subsumed into the existing CIP code. That would go through IBHE. Without necessarily, I think invoking kind of this disestablishment process it’s just a reconfiguration.
Senator Meyer: Well, I guess it sounds to me like if two majors are merging, whether it’s under the current policy language or under the proposed policy language, the unit, the school, or department would have to really check this out as to whether this policy affects those majors.
Senator Yazedjian: I don’t think it affects this, I don’t think it would invoke this policy. Because they would go through the curricular process, right, where it goes through the department curriculum committee, the college curriculum committee, the university curriculum committee that approves the new structure, and then that goes to the Illinois Board of Higher Education, which approves the reasonable and moderate extension or change to the program. Unless your department is saying we are going to disestablish one of these majors, then that would, this policy would apply. But if it’s that we are reconfiguring these majors into a new curriculum, a new major, that’s different.
Senator Blum: There’s the CBA, right? And the CBA says one thing. We can add more, and I’m not encouraging a pro or con for this. We can add more. They represented in a lot of what our meeting was about content related to the CBA. This language in B is very close, to the language. So that’s that. To me, it’s just a question. As Provost Yazedjian said, you just can’t delete a program. No matter what, it’s going to go through a curriculum process. What this is about is about disestablishment of units and IBHE programs, the way it reads now. Prior to that, the majors, minors, and sequences were also included. That’s how it’s always been. All I’m really saying is that’s a difference. And the Faculty Affairs Committee was fine with that difference.
I really want people to know that this is an institutional chain. We’re doing something different. Maybe it may help things around. It’s not like things are just going to be waved with a magic wand away. But what this disestablishment policy does is it forces a certain set of appeals, process, and review processes through shared governance. It forces that. This, the other way, this way uses our standard, what I would say, curricular process without it. If you’re getting rid of a major, you’re still going to have to go through a proposal process to get rid of it. It’s going to have to go for, if it’s undergraduate it’ll go through the UCC, if it’s graduate, it’ll go through the GCC. This process sets up things for what if it’s a mixed program of graduate and undergraduate? It has a place in here to deal with that, right? Without that, if that was true of a major, and it wasn’t an IBHE program, it would just go through the curriculum process. There wouldn’t be this kind of joint committee, that did it. 
I just want to make sure that this is what the people around this table believe is the right thing to do. We talked as a committee about this and everything, but I want, it’s a decision, and I think it’s important one, but I think it’s important that you recognize that that’s an important decision you’re making.
Senator Meyer: OK, so on B, you got rid of the second sentence. I understand you’re conforming to what the CBA says. But by deleting that sentence, it seems like you’re not going above and beyond what the CBA says to do at a minimum. And you said your committee supports this. Tell me why. Like what’s your reason for thinking, deleting the sentences is a good thing. I’m not arguing that it’s not. 
Senator Blum: Okay. And the Faculty Affairs Committee can jump in. We discussed this at length. First of all, deleting the sentence doesn’t mean that if someone wants to get a major it can just be deleted, right? It’s going to have to go through the shared governance process. So that’s one thing. Two, there are some things as the Provost pointed out that would be covered still anyway because they’re in IBHE established programs. I really don’t know anything about codes. The generic idea I had is like there’s this universe of things that still would be covered. There is universe of things that would not be covered. There’s some kind of intersection, right? The discussions we had on the committee were like, well, it’s not like you’re eliminating shared governance as a process to get rid of these things. 
What you’re saying is this specific, which is a very spelled out, thoughtful process about, well, is it going to go to the Academic Planning Committee? What are the appeals rights that all of those kinds of things, what are the timelines? So that’s what this PDAU has developed. And what we talked about, and I talked about with the committee about it on a number of times. This policy is designed to ensure that faculty get a voice when this happens. Okay, that’s what it’s for. If a department decides “We want to get rid of a major. It’s just no longer useful.” A few years ago, Special Ed got rid of a bunch of certificates. They had outlived their usefulness. They’re still available in the state. It just didn’t make sense and it wasn’t sustainable. So we got rid of those, and we dissolved those things. The department looked through it. We went through our process. We took a vote. It was a very strong vote. In fact, I think everyone voted in favor of it. So that in that kind of sort of bottom-up situation, I don’t think there’s going to be a lot of controversy. They still had to go through this exact process because that’s what the old policy said. 
To get rid of that, even though the faculty were all on board, everybody was on board, right? The department was on board, the dean was on board, everybody’s on board, right? Then they still had to go through this because that’s what it said. Now, and I think this is what, you know, we kind of discussed is like, that could happen, right? And it would still have to go, all have to go through an extensive curricular review process, which we have just as part of our standards. That wouldn’t go away. So it’s still there, it just wouldn’t have to go through this. That was kind of our thinking, but that it wasn’t, there’s not, it’s not like somebody can just come and anoint this major as gone. All right, that you would still have to go through that process. 
Another thing that I want to mention to you is that going through this process I think is important, and has a degree of protectiveness. So it goes through all of this because there’s Academic Planning Committee’s rights appeal, all these different things that are built into it. If a provost makes a decision and it can go through all of that, and it may not change anything. Now I believe in this process because it’s not just a program we’re talking about, right? It could be getting rid of a college. It could be getting rid of a department. I don’t mean to diminish the role of the program or minor or whatever. Those have impact, too. But that’s also a very important piece. I mean, because you’re getting rid of a department, that’s a really big deal. You’re eliminating a college, that’s a really big deal. Now, thankfully, a department, so I don’t know how many of that’s ever happened before, that programs is a regular thing that happens here. That hopefully we’ll never have to do with dealing with financial instability in a college that it’s terrible for me to think about. All right. For those things, right, we want to make sure that this process is there. So that’s if anyone from the Faculty Affairs wants to add to that?
AVP Craig Gatto: More directly to Senator Myer’s question, in your example, where SED eliminated several certificates, and it went through the process. Theoretically, that could have come to the Senate, and the Senate could have said, I think those certificates are pretty cool, and SED, I know all your faculty said you should do away with this, but oh no, you’re going to teach them. So that is what could have happened. So to take the decision away from you, your faculty would be best knowledgeable on whether these should continue. But the current process would allow the Senate to say, oh no, you’re going to keep teaching this.
Senator Tarhule: A couple of questions, Craig. Is disestablishment the same as discontinuation or putting a program in abeyance? Let’s say the department or dean decided, we’re not disestablishing the program. We’re going to put it in abeyance for some time. How does that factor? How does this policy deal with something like that? That is one thought. And the second is, let’s say the university were to declare financial exigency. Basically, the university says, we don’t have money to teach this program. How does this policy deal with that kind of situation? Because it has aspects related to investigation and appeal. You could go through all of that, but there’s still no money to run it. 
Senator Blum: It does both. Thank you for your questions. So the first one, and the way I understand it, is just like, we’ve done this before that we’ve had something that just kind of was dormant for a while, right? And so what happened to us is that eventually it became, for a variety of reasons, we didn’t want to teach to that, okay, or admit students to that. And then, since it was one of these programs, we eventually had to get rid of it, okay, in the old policy through this process. But I mean, I think there’s also an issue of like keeping things in the catalog that are dormant. If you don’t teach the classes that they get removed, is that correct Senator Hurd?
Senator Hurd: Well, we’re supposed to get rid of those classes, but it does not automatically happen. The departments have to do it.
Senator Blum: So that would be kind of that. I mean that the second part is there’s not enough money, right? So you could go through all this and just like, honestly, everything that we do around here. It has an advisory element to it. So you go through this process and you as the president and the provost and the team that is around the leadership around this and the financial team, you know, look at it from the lens of the university’s finances and you know, you could still make that decision. I mean, there’s like any part of this that, for example, for whatever reason, all right, that one of these committees or even the Senate would disagree with the Provost’s initial recommendation, that recommendation would go, you know, that you, the provost, and anyone else involved would have an opportunity to hear what was discussed on the Senate. Ultimately, you would make a decision, you know, it doesn’t force a decision, right? You can still make a decision that is alternative to what the shared governance body said, just like you can’t with sort of anything. What this really does is it forces the process, right? Doesn’t really, and then the stuff with the CBA that’s just like about the 30 days after all you go through all this, that’s just stuff that was negotiated into the CBA. And ultimately, the example I use a lot, because we have a program for that vision and blind teachers to train them. And it’s small. It will never be big, ever. All right, it’s that having that program is important for society. It’s important for people in Illinois. So we might be in a situation, we’ve never been in that situation because we’ve always had a provost and a dean. All right, we’ve always supported having that.
Chairperson Bonnell: Senator Blum, I’m sorry to interrupt you. We’re at our hard-stop time. How would you like to proceed? I know you’re answering the president’s questions and maybe there are other questions. And I really appreciated Senator Myers’ question, too, about what is the support of this. Could we create maybe a document from the questions that have been asked here? And when I say that I’d be happy to work on that with you, knowing that the internal committees’ work has been completed tonight, does that seem like something that you and I could work on?
Senator Blum: Yeah, can we? Did I answer your questions sufficiently?
Senator Tarhule: I think what I was really getting at is, as written, the policy applies to something that could be a philosophical debate. That’s what you were describing. We have a philosophical question as to whether we want this or that’s a completely different part from an instance where there is no money. I’m wondering if that’s the part, if, let’s say there is no money, is it still valuable to go through all this input and further consultation and analysis and knowing that at the end of the day there is no money. So that’s where I’m wondering do we want to have those two together? Do we have an instance where there is financial exigency? Is that a different pathway that considers? That’s what I was trying to get at. The example you’re giving about low vision and blindness program, that’s, yeah, we know that the program is never going to be large, but it is needed. That’s a philosophical question. That’s different from a question about when you have no money to run it. What do you do? And that’s what I don’t know that we have separated out. The different factors that could cause the department or the university to begin the process of either putting a program in abeyance or disestablishment. I think those factors are all lumped together and we’re trying to develop one policy to cover them and that could be challenging.
Senator Valentin: I just wanted to make a comment. I believe in issues of financial exigency. There is a separate set of policies and procedures and committee for addressing those issues.
Chairperson Bonnell: Yes; there is committee in that event. We are past our hard stop time. Internal committee chairs please submit your reports to the Senate Office.
Communications

Internal Committee Reports:
[The following reports were submitted by email for inclusion in the minutes.]

Academic Affairs Committee: Senator Nikolaou
The Academic Affairs Committee met this evening. We approved revisions to Policy 3.3.12A, Faculty Responsibilities to Students, and continued our discussion of the new Code of Student Conduct.

Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Meyer
Our AIF report was passed (6-0) and given to Exec. Our by-law revision suggestions are contained in our AIF report. We spent most of tonight’s meeting in executive session. We finished, approved, and sent our Presidential Commentary to Exec. Next year, AABC really needs a permanent meeting room with a door that closes because we had to trade rooms with Planning & Finance several times this semester (thank you to P&F for their gracious flexibility!). We have 6.1.37 (naming) ready to go so that AABC can finish it first thing in the next legislative season. We did some work on our Fall Break task but are not recommending action at this time and believe this could be an issue for AABC to take back up in the near future. Though we spent a lot of time on 3.2.15 and 3.3.6 this past Fall, we were asked to table those and are hopeful AABC can resume that work next Fall. We are mostly a budget and report committee, it seems, as we don’t handle as many policies (nor do we have time to in Spring) as other committees, but we did complete 7.2 (parking). We also received and reviewed the Athletics budget as well as the Operating Budget/Annual Capital Budget. We revised the Presidential surveys and suggested revisions to the VP surveys. Finally, I want to thank the members of AABC! They were fantastic to work with and of tremendous help to me in my first year on Senate. I could not be prouder of them and would love to work with them again. Oh, and by the way, we never failed to make quorum or pass minutes or avoid public comments…just in case you were missing those critical updates.

Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Blum
Faculty Affairs met to discuss 4.1.9 Disestablishment of Academic Units Updates and the External Committee Slate.

Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Paolucci
Planning and Finance met to discuss policy 9.2 and policy 1.7. 

Rules Committee: Senator Valentin
The Rules Committee did final review of the Action Items up for consideration in the Senate and reviewed the outstanding 

University Policy Committee: Senator Stewart
The UPC did meet. We discussed and approved revisions to policy 3.2.4 Salary Adjustments. That draft now needs to go to HR and then OGC/Legal for evaluation. It is not ready for Exec yet. We approved a draft to keep things moving but expect we will need to revisit when we hear back from HR, etc. We also discussed notes related to 1.17/1.17A and 6.1.13 to be left for the next iteration of the UPC. And we approved minutes from the 3/25/26 meeting. 

Adjournment
Motion by Senator Barrowclough.
Second by Senator Beaseley. 
Unanimous approval.
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