Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, September 15, 2025
Hovey 419, 4:00 P.M.

Call to Order
Chairperson Bonnell called the meeting to order and declared a quorum

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

Approval of the minutes from 9-2-25
Motion by Senator Susami. 
Second by Senator Stewart.
Unanimous approval.
 
Oral Communications:
Chairperson Bonnell: On September 19th we should be seeing two emails to the tenure line and the NTTs for the two positions: The AVP for Undergraduate Education and the AVP for Research and that is calling for volunteers. We think that will happen at the end of this week, the mass communication email. Please encourage other people to volunteer for those search committees. 

Distributed Communications: 
From Dimitrios Nikolaou: Academic Affairs Committee (Information item 9-24-25)
Policy 4.1.18 Credit Earned through Transfer, Examination, and Prior Learning
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Chairperson Bonnell: Am I right that this is the third time we have seen this in three years? 

Senator Nikolaou: This is the third time we are seeing this thing in probably a year or year and a half. Things keep changing when it comes to transfer students. If you look, the name changes are for associates degrees. The addition under “associate degrees,” the second clause, it clarifies that if a student is taking a course at community college and they took Math 145 and they passed it and they transferred it here, we cannot require the student to take a course that was a prerequisite for the course that they have already passed. That is what it clarifies over here. The next part where it says 1-5, this comes directly from the STAR legislation, so this has nothing to do with us. Amy mentioned that back in spring we had an audit and that was one of the things that came up. We need to include it and be very clear about the STAR legislation, so we are putting it in there. The last part is adding the credit for a part for businesses, so an alternative way that students can get credit for language courses. This was also something that was happening in practice. It was I think in the Languages, Literatures, and Cultures department website. It was not in an official policy, so now everyone will know exactly where it is. 

Senator Jannu: About the language courses it talked about, maybe this includes the transfer students’ policy, just to see that I was proficient in another language, they asked me to have a phone call session.… They tried to have a phone call session with somebody else just to see that I am good in this language. Would that be affecting this policy as well, or this is just for courses and classes? 

Senator Nikolaou: This is just for classes and how you can use a foreign language course to count as one of the language courses. This one is not specific to international students. What you are describing the only thing that comes to my mind is when we say that all international students need to have some type of exam to justify English proficiency. Then there is a certain grade that you need to receive, but then at least with the international office they have told us that sometimes if you have someone who hasn’t gotten that score; if you have an interview with them to verify if they have the language proficiency, even if they are say 1 point below a score that is needed, I don’t know if it is related. 

Senator Jannu: If it is not related, then thank you. 

From Angela Bonnell: Executive Committee of the Academic Senate 
Appendix II B: Faculty Affairs Committee
Link to current Appendix II
Link to markup
Chairperson Bonnell: At our last meeting on September 2, the idea was I would work with Craig Gatto and Dennis Weedman and Russ Morgan. We would work together and try to find language that we thought could make sense for Appendix II B FAC functions. Nothing of that was binding, it was if could we agree to language amongst us and then I would bring it back to this group to see what we wanted to do. Last time we had the document with 5 options but let’s talk about what happened in between. That was a Tuesday when we last met. Because of availability and someone was out of the office, we weren’t able to meet until Thursday, that is, September 11th. We weren’t able to meet until late in the day, so we met, but I only met with Craig Gatto and Russ Morgan because Dennis wasn’t there. They said, that is Russ and Craig said, they would meet with Dennis and confer with him. Dennis just happened not to be there. 

We met, we talked for over an hour, and it was a really constructive conversation. What I shared with them was the mockup language that we had talked about here. There was also the document where I talked about the motions we could through, whether it was MOU, or motion to rescind or motion to amend. We talked about those things, so they were aware ahead of time. We created a draft; Thursday night I then took all of the language that we had and sent that back to them Thursday evening. They then, Friday morning, reviewed that. It actually changed 3 more times. It was all very constructive. 

What are the things you are not seeing when you take a look at what you received in your packet? We don’t have any language that is addressing the idea of creating an overload or additional compensation. We felt like we didn’t need that because there is language in the University Workload Policy and also when Russ and Craig were talking, they thought we could maybe add language in the College Workload Policies. All the 8 colleges might see some standard language at the top that refers back to those things, which seems fine by me. 

We were talking about the scope. We had ourselves limited that scope, not for this Faculty Affairs Committee to be a committee of committees, not doing that but only that scope would be with Senate-related things. The language that we had that I had inserted was “External and Internal Committees.” There was a note that it could be other things, too. It could extend beyond capital E External and Capital I Internal. It could be other things, like search committees. We knew about that, and that was one of the first things we talked about. That is where we started. I think I am going to stop talking now and just see what you thought when you read this language. 

Senator Blum: Number 11 about creation, that is a Bylaws issue. I’m not saying Faculty Affairs can’t look at it, but to actually remove it is an act of removing it from the Bylaws like any committee. We removed the Honor Council for example. The Bylaws committee did that and would have to do that because that is part of the Bylaws. Is there something specific you want to the Faculty Affairs Committee to deal with other than generic committees? How is that different than what the Bylaws committee is going to have to do anyway. 

Chairperson Bonnell: When you say the Bylaws committee…

Senator Blum: Sorry the Rules Committee. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I am going to go back to the language we had which is the language that was added, and it can get really confusing so I am going to try to be careful. The language that was approved in March was reviewed, “functions, membership, other…” sorry no, it was 12, “consider proposals for the creation or dissolution of university-level committees.” Are you saying the idea that was just limited to consider and there was no other actual item there. Is that what you are saying? 

Senator Blum: Just discussing it. For a new committee to be created, it would go through Rules through the Bylaws. For a new external committee of the Senate to be deleted it would also have to go through Rules in the Bylaws. The question is, do we need another layer of review beyond the Rules Committee? It’s not a “this is bad” type question, it is a question of “does it make sense to do that?” That’s all I’m asking. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I am going to intercede there for just a moment and say, that is exactly it. The three of us were at a disadvantage because we didn’t know. When we say “recommend an outcome for each proposal to the Executive Committee…” We just didn’t know. That was the comment I had, and they encouraged to just add the comment and see what you think. That is the same thing, because you are saying Faculty Affairs would have this function that they would consider those, so that is the question, too, who is going to be the person or body reviewing that policy? 

Senator Blum: Who is going be changing, whether you are adding or deleting? Either way, it is a function of the Rules Committee. 

Chairperson Bonnell: You would do a first pass, make that suggestion, then it would go to Exec and we would hand it over to Rules. That is how I am reading that, which is creating another layer. 

Senator Blum: When we got rid of the Honors Council it didn’t go through Faculty Affairs. The Honors Council decided that they were no longer needed. There was a whole history about why that came to be and why it was needed at one time and no longer needed now. They wrote a little report explaining that and came to Rules and Rules heard what they had to say and said it made sense. We voted to delete it then it went to Exec then it went to the larger body. That was the path, as a real-life example. For that example, under what this is saying is it would go to Faculty Affairs first, then you would hear about the Honors Council, then from the Honors Council to Exec, from Exec to Rules. You see what I am saying? Is there a specific function that we want Faculty Affairs to weigh in on? Are there more than just Internal and External Committees of the Senate?

Senator Valentin: I don’t think it’s more, but I think it is the idea that adding “Governance” onto Faculty Affairs, the whole point is to have some sort of process for the consideration of dissolving committees whereas Rules is not tasked with that. It is tasked with the role of amending, revising. If you eliminate a committee, we are revising the Bylaws. The committee itself is not a deliberative body about whether or not we should create or dissolve.

Senator Blum: If people feel that it is a necessary thing, it is an additional step. I don’t have a strong for or against, but if people feel like it might be a good idea I am not against it. It is adding a layer to it. In the Honors Council example, before it got to Senate that was so obvious. If somebody said, “Let’s dissolve CTE” I don’t think anyone would say that but that one, because it is such an impactful one across the university and is a body that is very active in decision making around the university, with that one you could say it makes sense. Maybe it is just too difficult to parse it all out. I am ok, we can leave it the way it is, I am just talking. 

Chairperson Bonnell: What you mentioned is something that comes up within another point, the extra adding of a layer. 

Senator Nikolaou: I will go a step back. The fact that we are talking about it, that is not the purpose of the Exec Committee. The Exec Committee is not here to elaborate on policies. The fact that we are talking about it means that it should be with an internal committee. Likely it is not a small change for the conduct. When we first saw it, I was under the impression that when we said there were inconsistencies between what we saw as an information item and what was an action item, my understanding was that what we voted in terms of the functions was different compared to when we had seen this as an information item. That is not the case. The only inconsistency is the number of members of the committee. For some reason it changed from 4 to 3. If that is the only issue, then it is pretty straightforward that we should do a motion to amend and say that it should be 4 instead of 3, period. If we have any other questions about the functions of the committee and everything, that can be reviewed. We can send it to the President can decide to sign or not sign it, but then the fact that we are talking about it right now means it should be with an internal committee. Also, the part where we say we are worried that some of the functions are too broad. If we look at other sections of the Bylaws, they are clear where they say that no provisions, of this section or any other section of these Bylaws shall be construed to prevent the Academic Senate from creating any type of committees. There is similar language where it says no provision of this section of these Bylaws shall be construed to preclude administrative officers from creating administrative committees or other administrative bodies, assigning them with duties and powers, and appointing members, etc. Our Bylaws already say that we are not responsible for all committees within the university. It says that if Ani wanted to create a more administrative type of committee, she can do so. The only limitation is that if it is an area that is within academics, there is going to be a faculty member. That part for the faculty would have to come from the Senate. The Constitution says that recommending faculty and administration members of all university committees…which are subject to review and confirmation by the Academic Senate. The Constitution itself says that when we talk about committees, we are talking about committees that are under the jurisdiction of the Senate. Say Charlie Edamala goes and creates a committee that has nothing to do with the Senate, it is not under our jurisdiction. 

Provost Yazedjian: Does every committee the provost puts together that has faulty have to come to the Senate? I didn’t think so, but the way you said it made it seem like I would need to come and get the Senate to vote on faculty members. There are committees that have been coordinated or convened by the Provost’s Office that have Senate representatives but not necessarily all of that can come from the Senate. 

Senator Nikolaou: That sentence continues, it is a long sentence. “…shall be subject to the procedures set forth in the Bylaws.” If it is a committee that needs a senator, it would have to come to the Senate, but then if it is that then let’s say you need to select another faculty member, that doesn’t have to come to the Senate. That is not what the policy would say, or what our Bylaws would say. 

Provost Yazedjian: One of the examples I talked about at the fall meeting is DFWs. This is a recommendation that came from a faculty member. Why not have a group of all faculty members who teach these high DFW classes get together and talk about solutions? In that situation would I need a representative from the Senate on that committee? 

Senator Nikolaou: No, if you decide that a Senate representative is not needed, it is a committee that you create. That is the part where they say that none of these parts of the Bylaws can be construed to preclude administrative officers from creating administrative committees. 

Provost Yazedjian: Ok. 

Chairperson Bonnell: That is where we came up to in the Thursday meeting, was the idea of what has happened in the past. There is nothing preventing, if that has happened in the past it would continue in that same process. It is that same idea of a layer; we wouldn’t be creating another layer through the Faculty Affairs Committee. That was the conclusion; that is why we didn’t add any other kind of fuzzy language outside of external or internal committees. We didn’t include ad hoc or the four types of committees that we have through Academic Senate. 

Senator Nikolaou: I am ok if we want to revise the functions, but if we focus on the process the issue is that for some reason the number was mixed up. This is the only thing we should be talking about as Exec. Do we need to revise the number? If we say now, we want to change the functions, someone should submit an official item to the Senate that the functions that we voted on should be revised then Exec would assign it to the appropriate internal committee. 

Provost Yazedjian: I have one point of clarification. I thought this came up because General Counsel provided feedback. At what point did they provide feedback? Was that feedback supposed to have been incorporated, or was it after it was voted on? Where did that feedback come into play? That would impact what the president would do. 

Chairperson Bonnell: This what I don’t know, I don’t know what happened in February and March. Presumably General Counsel was involved, they saw this come through but there was no feedback then? 

Senator Valentin: Yeah, this feedback came in over the summer. 

Provost Yazedjian: After it was voted on. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Then when it came through it was very confusing also because trying to find out, it was really difficult to find out what was going on and finally it came through, the questions about 8, 10, 11, and 12. That is all that we got until August 18, two hours before we met here when I finally had a chance to meet with Dennis and Craig when it was revealed just a little more about 8, 10, 11, and 12. That is August 18; it was the first I learned what was truly going on with these things. General Counsel never noted that there was a difference in the 3 or 4 members, the only reason we know about was because I was double checking my work with the priority memos and that is when I noticed there is a difference because I thought I had made a mistake in assigning 4 people to Faculty Affairs when it really should have been 3. That is what was changed on our website. That is a completely separate issue. General Counsel never did, I don’t think they truly care about that. They only care about functions 8, 10, 11, and 12. It looks different because we changed things around. 

Provost Yazedjian: I think procedurally you are right. It really is just correcting the number, and then General Counsel can advise the President on not signing it. They didn’t give the feedback when they had an opportunity to review it. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Two weeks ago, we talked about the idea. You can rescind something and that becomes something that we do. We say “alright, we are aware that there are problems.” The other idea is the MOU and what we talked about was the idea “if we do the rescind, we are doing the work for General Counsel and the President. If the MOU is the way we are doing it, that is on the president and that is on General Counsel. They have to articulate what is going on. What I have learned since then, why would we do the work for them? What I have since learned is, and I am not sure if any of you looked at the only MOU that I can find, and that dates back to 2021 with the College of Engineering, that vote. I was not on Senate at that time, but the Senate voted not to…

Senator Blum: There was the first two parts they had voted on, I forgot what the third one was, but it was the third one that was controversial because of something else. President Dietz’s rationale for invoking that was twofold. One- that there two successful votes, the other was there was wide support across campus, and it was just sort of a situational vote on that third one, and I think rightfully so. Once all that died down, everything sort of went through. He pontifically cited, it was broken down into curriculum and dean, and then college or something like that. Two votes had already taken place, so there was only the third one left. It was almost nonsensical the way the vote went. That is how he came up with that rationale for overriding that. 

Chairperson Bonnell: In that letter when you read it, it is a nice letter but there are also some sticking points, maybe gently or not gently stated. When you read that MOU, they controlled the message. The President controlled that message. The same would be true in this case. If there is going to be an MOU written about this, it will be this whole section. The MOU would control the message. If we did a recission, I could then say at Senate, “We are rescinding this language that was approved for these reasons.” In that case I get to say what is going on and why we are doing it. I would get to provide that rationale, and it would offer context and be Senate-friendly. 

Senator Blum: It would be the Senate taking control around it. 

Chairperson Bonnell: It would be, “This is what happened, things changed.” With the MOU the idea from what I learned Thursday was that letter would maybe be pointed. It would not make the Senate look that great because it could point out things that 61 people voted for this thing when there are all these different issues, and they would point out all the different things that happened. That is the thing I had not thought about before until Thursday. 

One of the things, I don’t know the answer to, is function 6. It was to “provide oversight and receive reports annually from the University Ombuds Council.” That doesn’t exist anymore. And “see procedures section for Policy 3.2.12.” That was removed in February; we voted to remove that policy because there is no council. What I don’t know is, does that mean Faculty Affairs doesn’t have oversight over that because there is no faculty Ombudsperson?   

Senator Blum: That is true; it is now part of the administrative structure. 

Senator Nikolaou: It is a different thing. Here it is talking about a university Ombudsperson Council. The University has an Ombudsperson; it is not a council. In theory, if Senate decided to create an Ombudsperson Council, they could, but it doesn’t make sense to do that. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t think I’m making myself clear, because I don’t understand what your point was right there. 

Senator Nikolaou: Here it is talking about an Ombudsperson Council which is different from the Ombudsperson that we have now, if we want to go really technical. It might be that Senate decided that we are not going to have a Council anymore, so we don’t provide oversight and receive reports. It is a function, but because we don’t have it we are not doing this function. In the future we might have a council and then we are going to have this function.

Chairperson Bonnell: At that point we already knew we didn’t have a council, and we didn’t even have a policy 3.2.12. 

Provost Yazedjian: If the Senate were to rescind, which version of the policy stays in effect? And effectively by rescinding it you send it back to the committee. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Correct, it would go back to Rules, and they would determine what you want to proceed. That is in theory why you sent me to work with Craig and Russ. What are you comfortable with here and not? The language that we came up with is what they were comfortable with. They generally agreed to it. 

Senator Nikolaou: Why are we skipping over option 3 which I think is the one that we have done before. Pretty much it is that we can do a motion to amend, change the number, send it to the President. Option 3 is the one where we said we can tell the President that we know there is these functions that may need to be worked, but it is not small things. As long as we have the language ready, we can expedite it so he can sign it, we expedite it, and we do the correct process. As we said last time, it seems that we are trying to do the “dirty work” of someone who was supposed to have given us feedback. They didn’t give us the feedback on time, and now they are reviewing the policy and they say, “by the way we are going to recommend not to approve it.” 

Chairperson Bonnell: If we could employ that method, that we have done before, which is approve it quickly and then within two weeks it would come through if Rules agreed to the language. The language we have here would have to work through your committee. 

Senator Blum: That is the downside of that. It’s going to put a lot of pressure on Rules to run through this. The motion to rescind, the benefit of that is it actually changes it back to the number it is supposed to. What it does, procedure-wise, is that when you read Robert’s Rules motion to rescind, then you can substitute new language which would be this. It takes it out of the queue, you could say. Right now, it is in the queue, but if you rescind it, it would go to the old language, there would be no new language to sign. Then, you would take this work, go to Rules, there would be no pressure or this question about whether the president doing what his legal rights said. You remove that out of the equation, and now we have this for added information. It goes to Rules; Rules takes a look at it, and they do it under the normal order at that point. Then it goes through the regular process and comes back. The situation is that something came up over the summer, right? There was in-between and the Senates changed… While we are kind of in this in between where President Tarhule hasn’t signed anything, these issues came up, other than the membership number 4, the rest of them are substantive, right? That is why I wanted to motion to rescind to begin with. What happens when you do a motion to rescind and people vote for it, that is affirmed that it puts us back on the course for the regular order. Now things are sort of restored to where they were. We do know that these changes need to happen. Then these can be sent to Rules and whoever needs to meet with Rules can meet with them to talk about them. Then, that will just journey back through the process in hopefully not too long. This way we don’t have to say in two weeks we will have it done. Rules is doing more than hanging out over there. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Last time we met, I told you why I didn’t do that on the floor, because I didn’t like the optics of that and the precedent it would set. It occurred to me after the fact, I can use the words “this is extraordinarily unusual that we are doing this.” I can build in that this is not just something we did. I can count up the minutes we spent talking about this, we have spent hours talking about this. This is not something we are doing lightly. 

Senator Blum: Also, it has been run through Exec, Exec has thought about it a lot. We have talked about it a lot, some people more than others. Exec’s job is to set the agenda and to move things like in this case through. It is kind of an unusual deal, it is not just, “hey here is the new policy, let’s send it over to Rules.” It is kind of a unique set of circumstances. I think, to me Exec is doing its job here. Because of the complexity of the matter, it is not a simple deal. It is just a question of deciding what people want to do. 

Senator Nikolaou: When we said that we know these changes need to happen, we don’t know that these changes need to happen. That is what we think might happen. The Senate has already voted and approved that these are the functions for Faculty Affairs. If there are second thoughts that something needs to change, why do we want to rescind something that the Senate has voted on? If we think that additional information came in after we voted on it, and it is not a pressing issue, it is not a compliance thing that we need to do quickly, then the formal process that we have for all policies is that we assign it to an internal committee, the internal committee decides if any changes need to be made. Rules might discuss and say, “No, the functions that we voted in the spring are the ones that we are going to have in there.” We assume Rules is going to say, “We are going to change it.” Which is fine. It might happen and then it is going to go through the regular process.

Senator Blum: Yes, I agree with you. We don’t know what Rules is going to do, but we know. I don’t think it is any question at this point. The president is getting legal advice that I don’t really know what it is, but it seems like it is not going to agree to this. Other than the number 4, there is this way of rescinding. We don’t have to do it. I think either way it ends up with this, like many things would, in front of Rules. The question is, if you don’t rescind it and then the president feels like whatever numbers, 8, 10, 11, and 12, those have to pulled out. We don’t have an ombuds council, all of that is going to have to be detailed out. Yes, there is going to have to be a case made for this in front of Rules one way or the other. Rules is not just going to out of thin air write this up. They write things up for a reason, because someone called something to their attention. 

Senator Nikolaou: I think it goes back to what you mentioned where you said if Legal advised the president. We don’t even know that part. Did Legal say that there is a problem with the functions? If yes, what is the specific language? That is what we talked about last time, and we asked Legal to give us specific language and they didn’t. We are we doing the work of Legal, when Legal says there is a problem, and they are not telling us how we can fix the problem and they leave it up to us? That is why I don’t agree with rescinding it. I don’t know from where this information comes that there is a problem with 8, 10, 11…

Chairperson Bonnell: What you just said doesn’t quite agree with what I’ve known to happen. I feel like what we decided two weeks ago was that we decided we were going to take it back. Initially I wanted Rules to take a look at it or Faculty Affairs, but it was decided that Angie would go and talk to Russ and Craig and Dennis. What I don’t understand, this is the part that I think agrees with what you are saying, which is why Dennis was removed out of that picture. I don’t know, I just know that when I talk to Craig and Russ, they said to me that what we determine is what Dennis will agree with. In a way you are talking about Legal not sharing what is going on, but what it really is, is that Russ and Craig were the ones saying, “These are the problems we don’t like with this.” That is what I think is happening. 

Senator Nikolaou: Who is the “we”? When you said, “these are the problems that we don’t agree with.” 

Chairperson Bonnell: Craig and Russ. 

Senator Nikolaou: But then isn’t it coming from Legal? Isn’t Legal advising the president not to sign it? That is the disconnect over here? We say that Legal advised the president not to sign it, but now we say it is Craig and Russ who do not like the language? These two things are not consistent. I don’t which one it is. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I think they were informing Legal. That is what I think is happening. That explains some of the confusion. This is all conjecture. Why wasn’t I getting responses from Legal when I was asking what is going on? I wasn’t getting that. I don’t know, it makes a little bit more sense that he was receiving information from probably Craig, I don’t know. To me that seemed to be what was coming up in the Thursday evening meeting. I am going to go back to what we decided two weeks ago which was I would work with them, we came up with language that they could agree with. Whether or not they took it to Dennis, I don’t know. Dennis was included in some of those emails, but it was always Russ and Craig giving feedback on Friday morning about this. I guess I am going to take a leap that it is ok with Legal at this point, this language is. 

Senator Blum: It is a little confusing about the source of the need for language change. I will concede that. How it all got to where it is I am still a little perplexed on that myself. Would it help the discussion if we knew if it was Craig, Russ, and Dennis? Or was it really a legal concern or some kind of mix? Maybe it was both. I’m no attorney, I have no idea why these would be concerns.

Senator Valentin: General Counsel said they had flagged that language as problematic. In all the discussion I have had with General Counsel about policy and evaluation, they give suggestions, but they don’t say, “You have to absolutely make these changes.” Unless it is specifically related to a legal statute. It is advisory, it was just that it was problematic because at the university level it opens up this whole Pandora’s box that this committee is going to regulate every committee at the university. That is not the intent. I think that is the simple thing is that advisory role. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Yes, there are the two things. First there was the fear it would open up the overloads and compensation, but that disappeared. 

Senator Valentin: That was not Legal. Dennis did not talk about that, that was Craig. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Exactly. That was really off the table. The point it seemed that remained was the scope. That was the language here and that is what we did. When we started looking at these on Thursday evening, that is when we changed things, but we all recognized, the three of us in the room, that this was beyond the idea of a motion to amend. Our language changes were way beyond what somebody could do; there are just too many changes here. Then it became rescinding or the MOU, and that is, to me, where we are. Dimitrios, you are saying let’s put the other one through, have the president sign it, then immediately move that language in? 

Senator Nikolaou: We also had 3 last time. Last time we said that we don’t want to do the MOU because it is not, like, a big thing. If the concern is about the scope, then I am going to say to whoever has the concern to refer back to the Constitution. It is pretty clear where it says we are responsible for recommending faculty to all university committees which are subject to review and confirmation with the Academic Senate. The Constitution clears that. The scope of how it is written for Faculty Affairs doesn’t apply to all because we follow the Constitution. The Constitution says it is about committees that are under the jurisdiction of the Academic Senate. It is in other parts of our Bylaws. It might be that Dennis didn’t read all the Bylaws, and he doesn’t know that there are these other sections that talk about that we are responsible for specific committees. Item 3, we had it as an option because we have done it before. Especially if it is not a legal concern, it is just someone does not necessarily like the way it is written, I don’t know why Legal can’t recommend signing it to the president, but if it is not a legal issue I don’t know why Legal would want to get into the business of approving something and after the fact hearing from whoever it is that we don’t like the way it is written and we have to redo our work. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I know what you are saying. This has been such a long process. It’s like when people talk about putting toothpaste back in the tube, or the genie in the bottle. There is too much. When we met last Thursday, it was the idea of what is the language that makes the most sense here? That is what I am about, regardless of the posturing, of who is doing what and what are the optics that are going on. What is the language that makes the most sense? Honestly, when I read 8, 10, 11, and 12, there are things that were really confusing. We approved these and I am one of those people, one of the 60 who approved. I’m one of the 60 who approved 6 even though it doesn’t really make sense. That was some of what was coming across is that language that we have isn’t great. They can create an MOU that picks apart all of this section, and for me that is probably what changed my mind to moving toward the rescinding or if we could approve it quickly and move the other one in. That is what it came down to for me. When we were talking about these things, there were so many questions about what that language was about. That is where I stood. At this point it is a matter of what is the decision and what do you want to do? You can say let’s talk about this two weeks from now, but I am hoping that we don’t do that. I’m so acutely aware of everyone’s time. It seems like there is one of three options. Am I right? It is either rescind, MOU, or there is no guarantee that if we asked the president to approve this and use this language, I can ask but we don’t know what will happen. That is where we are right now. 

Senator Blum: I don’t think there is a consensus, so maybe we should vote about how we want to put it forward to the body. By the way, it is up to the body to decide. They cannot rescind it. This debate could go on much as it has here. I don’t think it will, but it might. Why are we rescinding something? That is the philosophical question, right? Why are we rescinding something that a different Senate did? To me, we change things all the time that different senates did, the only difference is the president signed them. We do it quite frequently actually. It is technical. The reason this is in Robert’s Rules of Order is that sometimes there are things that come up. A body needs to say, “whoops” or “that wasn’t quite how I thought it was going to be” or something. That is why it is there. There are two ways of doing that. One is to amend something previously adopted, the other way is to rescind it. Both are a modification. Unless there is a rule in the Bylaws of a given body that forbids that, it is part of the power of the body to be able to change their work. I get the philosophy, but to me, my argument for the motion to rescind is that it puts us closer to the normal order. Then we can come back, put it into the appropriate committee, consult with the appropriate committee, and it does that in the most efficient way. It also corrects the number from 3 to 4. To me, that is efficient, and it restores the order, which is what we are debating. We are debating the way to best establish that. 

Chairperson Bonnell. Am I right, there are three. The option is to rescind, the option is to let it stand as it is and it is then in the president’s hands to do as he would, we know with whatever guidance he has been given by Legal, that is an option, and the other is to try to request the president sign it and share this language. We actually haven’t talked a whole lot about the language that we did. The idea that it would be something that the president signs and this is immediately moved into that place. Am I missing another option? 

Senator McHale: I am not clear on the difference between 2 and 3 and why do we not have the ability to just amend? 

Chairperson Bonnell: The reason we can’t amend it is because the changes I would argue are far too drastic. That is way beyond the scope of what Robert’s Rules says you can do with amending something previously adopted.

Senator McHale: You have prohibition, you amend it, you get rid of prohibition. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I’m not sure what you are saying there. 

Senator McHale: The constitutional process is based somewhat on Robert’s Rules and if the body decides on a big policy, then later on they can go back and amend that and get rid of that policy.

Senator Valentin: We are talking about small scale amendments as opposed to… 

Senator Blum: Generally, if it is possible, we try to give it back to the internal committees. There are expedited things. Last time we had something that came directly from Exec, it didn’t go to committee. It is usually a legal question, a state law change… We have to write something in there that makes it align with state law. We had information/action, it was the exact same kind of deal. That is the exception to that rule. We are not even sure if they are legal or not. The etiology is not clear to me, where concern came from. To me, that argues for sending it back through the regular order. While we do have to rescind, the chair can explain that it is unusual and why we have to do it, and maybe some of the things will eventually get to Rules or wherever it is going to get. Faculty Affairs? 

Senator McHale: Doesn’t that make it incumbent on us to do more research to make sure we get it right the first time? 

Chairperson Bonnell: I agree. That is what we talked about in the Thursday evening meeting. Whatever we want to do, we want it to be right and good. Regardless of where it is coming from, we want it to make sense. I agree with you on that. 

Senator McHale: Previewing, researching before we make those big bold moves seems like there should be more responsibility and we should take it, so we don’t run into these problems later. 

Senator Blum: I think most of the time we do fine. 

Senator Valentin: The multiple options, I think there are only two options. I don’t think that third option, amendment, I don’t think this falls with the changes.

Senator Nikolaou: The motion to amend could be just to change the number from 3 to 4. 

Senator Valentin: We don’t need to, that is the one thing we don’t want to change. The mistake, that to me is the thing that would fall under amendment, but it is the one part we don’t want. 

Chairperson Bonnell: When we talk about the amendment, we are really talking about the thing that has happened in the past which is, the president knows something is up and then signs it very quickly knowing that language is not going to be in the books for very long. It probably wouldn’t even make its way to the web page. I follow the rules, that is what I want to do. This is not about trying to do something weird or skirt things. That is not what I want to do. 

Senator Montoya: A quick parliamentary question, for the motion to rescind, does that require a second and two-thirds of the senate? 

Chairperson Bonnell: Yes. We talked about this at meeting number 1 that sometimes it is just majority, but in this case, it is definitely two-thirds. 

Senator Blum: It is Bylaws. 
 
Senator Valentin: If Exec shouldn’t be considering this anyways, I would say it is one choice which is for us to decide whether or not we should put this in front of the Senate to rescind. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I can see what you are saying there. I am going to go back to that original point I made which is I would craft something in such a way. I would run it past everyone here if you wanted to read it. It would be something that would lay out the argument of “this is what happened, and this is why we are doing it. It is extraordinarily unusual, but we feel like we need to do this for these reasons.”

Senator Blum: You don’t have to run your speech by me. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t know if we need to a do a vote, what is your pleasure on this? I am hearing rescind. 

Senator Valentin: I think rescind. I see Dimitrios’s point, but I think rescind makes the most sense here. 

Senator Nikolaou: I am going to vote against the rescind because I don’t think it is the appropriate action. Rescind is if we did something and we think that it was wrong, and we want to rescind it. In that case we had someone who didn’t provide feedback, they provided feedback later on and they want us to do the rescind for them. 

Senator Valentin: There is something that we want to do. The number is wrong. We do want to rescind that. 

Senator Nikolaou: If it is only the number, then this is a motion to amend. 

Senator Valentin: I see. And General Counsel did not request this change, they advised. 

Senator Nikolaou: That is my confusion. I don’t know why we have been talking about this if literally General Counsel didn’t request the change. 

Chairperson Bonnell: They are requesting the change. 

Senator Nikolaou: You just said that is the confusion, we don’t know who is requesting what. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I guess at a certain point you can talk about who is doing what and it doesn’t matter, maybe it does matter, if it is coming from Legal, whether or not Legal is being directed by AVP Gatto or Russ Morgan, it would seem it would be Gatto who is the one who had the most to say about this in our Thursday meeting. It seems like he would be the one who would be writing the MOU as well. He seemed to have the words at the ready. 

Senator Blum: Can I make the motion? 

Motion by Senator Blum to put the motion to rescind on the agenda at the next Senate meeting. 
Second by Senator Valentin. 

Senator McHale: Is it possible to make the vote to rescind or amend? 

Chairperson Bonnell: I would not do that. I think I would not want to make that suggestion, but we can talk about what you think. I am going to go back to what I have been reading and that doesn’t work with what I understand from Robert’s Rules. It is clear, when you see all the red here, that doesn’t make sense to me. 

Senator Blum: Putting it on for the Senate to consider rescinding. It is just to put it on the agenda, not to do it. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Yes, everything has to go through that. Senate could actually decide they don’t want to. 

The vote passed by majority.  

From Angela Bonnell: Executive Committee of the Academic Senate
Code of Student Conduct
Link to markup
Memo to President
Chairperson Bonnell: This is something that we saw two weeks ago too, but we decided we would not put it on the floor of Senate. They made changes to reflect the anti-hazing Act 118-173, and then also some Illinois state laws. That is what you are seeing here. When you read that, that is what those changes are. They are all based on compliance issues. What I learned also is, this is just for this version of the Student Code of Conduct. There is something that is going through right now, but I don’t know where that is. I asked when we would get to see that, and I can’t get a timeline on that. 

The other thing, there was a question at Senate about what is 10.2.1C actually do? I have read that several times now. They put something forward and it is in the books and in compliance. If something happened, the president approved all these changes including this, but now we can, let me find that sentence: “If the policy is implemented prior to the completion of review by the Academic Senate due to a short implementation time frame coupled with an external deadline, the Academic Senate may propose and approve modifications to the policy through regularly established processes for the revision of policies.” When I say that, this could be an information/action item again and we could make suggestions like we did last time. Does this come through as an information item and then for review another time through action? It seems like there is nothing about this that seems, at this point, time sensitive, and could go to Student Caucus?

Senator Nikolaou: It is already in effect. The law has been signed. It is not like we have been given a second deadline from the state where it says, “You need to comply by this date…” and we didn’t do it. 

Chairperson Bonnell: The deadline to comply with the policy was actually June of 2025. 

Senator Nikolaou: Based on the sentence that you read, it says that it goes through the regular process. 

Chairperson Bonnell: That is how I read it too. This seems to me more complicated and worth more discussion. When you see this, what action are you thinking about this. Where does this go? The only things they were changing had to do with the compliance laws, the two Illinois laws and the federal law. 

Senator Valentin: I thought when I looked at this before it did only have those compliance changes. Now I am seeing this version I’m looking at now has stuff about changing names of registered student organizations? 

Chairperson Bonnell: That is part of it. The law changed the definition of “groups.”

Senator Valentin: Ok. 

Senator Susami: Student groups include groups that are officially under the university body. For example, a couple years ago there was a fraternity that was removed from campus, but they are still active underground. It is not an official chapter, but they got removed from campus because of hazing. Hazing is still going on these student groups. It is an overarching clarifying term to still include groups on campus of students to help protect them. 

Chairperson Bonnell: It is defined by the federal law, so that opens it up. No one should be doing any hazing, obviously. That is why you see all those changes. What do people think, where do they want to see this? Do they want to see it on an agenda? No? You want it to go back. 

Senator Nikolaou: It says, “follow the regular Academic Senate process.” Which means it has to go to an internal committee. Since we are going to be seeing the Code of Student Conduct, we should have had the Code of Student Conduct last January. They should send us the Code of Student Conduct and then these changes can be incorporated in there. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I am seeing nods. When we get to approving the agenda, we are going to remove it and I will communicate with the Dean of Students saying, “By our understanding of 10.1.2C, if there is some compliance issue, you have done what you needed to do with the president but it still needs to go through the process.” I will cite that last paragraph in 10.1.2C.

**Approval of Proposed Senate Agenda– See pages below*
Motion by Senator Susami. 
Second by Senator Jannu. 
Unanimous approval

Adjournment
Motion by Senator Sweedler. 
Second by Senator McHale. 
Unanimous approval. 
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