Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, September 29, 2025 
Hovey 419, 4:00 P.M.
Call to Order
Chairperson Bonnell called the meeting to order and declared quorum. 

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

Oral Communications:
Potential Senate Presentation for November
Chairperson Bonnell: The first oral communication I have is a potential Senate presentation for November 19. This is something we’ve talked about, so I wanted to ask you all about it. This comes from remarks the provost made at the September 10 meeting. We were talking about how there is no place for violence in the community. When you mentioned that, I was thinking about something we have on campus through the Center for Civic Engagement which is Deliberative Dialogues. I talked to Katy Strzepek who is the director the Center for Civic Engagement and she told me that Andy Morgan, the Dean of Students, has all the SGA students go through deliberative dialogues. I didn’t know that, and I thought that was fantastic. To me it is just a fantastic program. Do you all know about it? I am going to read really quickly a few sentences about it: 

Deliberative Dialogues are guided conversations on a political or controversial topic. The model of conversation removes polarizing positions and one-sided lectures by simply asking who is supposed to investigate specific solutions to an issue through the help of an issue guide and a facilitator. People have to be trained. When I attended and at first, I wasn’t quite sure what I was going to expect, but I really enjoyed it. It was a Monday night, 7 o’clock at night and I was tired, and I really just wanted to go home. Then I attended and it was in Milner and the whole expanse of the southwest corner was filled with tables with little groups, and it was just a really fantastic experience. To me it seems like this is just one of those things that I think is great about ISU; we have the Center for Civic Engagement; we have these programs. I asked Katy and the associate director, Paige Bushman, and Paige is the person who orchestrates this programming. 

Senator Susami: We didn’t get trained we just worked in one. I have done 3 Deliberative Dialogues. We did one last year at the retreat for SGA, we did one this year at the retreat for SGA, so we just have trained leaders for the Deliberative Dialogue come in and work with us through it. It was great; I love them. 

Chairperson Bonnell The point would be that either Katy Strzepek and/or Paige Bushman would come in for 10 minutes and talk a little bit about it and encourage people to participate or request sessions. It seems in the world we live in we need more communication, and communication that is deliberative. When I say this to, what do you think about that?  

Senator Susami: The first one that I did was through a class. It was through IES 128 which is exploring career choices. I really enjoyed doing it in class and also from a good government perspective, it was very helpful to learn how to interact with people and really listen and not just respond with your own thoughts. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I enjoyed it too. The thing that Katy mentioned to me- it is not just about ISU campus, it involves the community also. In our group at the library, it included people from organizations who came in and we had a really rich conversation. It was not stressful or strange, it was just a really good experience. It made me happy to be a part of that and once again to be a part of ISU. The first date that would be free for that would be November 19 which is right before Thanksgiving which seems to me like a good time to do that kind of thing. Is that ok if we add that to the presentations? It would be 10 minutes or so. I really like Katy Strzepek and Paige is great too. We are ok with that? Thank you. 

Distributed Communications: 

From the Faculty Affairs Committee: Craig Blum (Information item 10-8-25)
06.04.2024.09 - Policy 3.4.8 Educational Leave, Administrative/Professional Personnel
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Senator Blum: We didn’t really do that much to it, we had some copy edits. This was updating of the educational leave from HR. They were concerned about some of the wording, like making sure people know it is educational leave and what it is for. You can see the edits towards that. Some of it is just re-editing and crossing things out and saying it in a more concise way. Clarifying dates and the path that it goes through and all that. It was actually pretty straightforward. 

Provost Yazedjian: In the section under the A, B, C, D, under “criteria and eligibility” it still says, “the appropriate vice president, the provost, and the president.” I think we need to strike “the provost” because this is educational leave for all staff and not all staff report to the provost. I asked Craig Gatto today and he said he talked to HR, and they also agreed that it should be “appropriate vice president” because later you actually have that. That is what stuck out. 

Senator Blum: What should it say? Just cut out “the provost”? I see what you are saying. 

Provost Yazedjian: Then it aligns actually with what you have later which is “appropriate vice president.”

Senator Stewart: Same sentence, this is incredibly minor but there is a stray space between “unit director) ,” There is a little typo there. 

Provost Yazedjian: In what document do we make changes? When I opened it from the agenda, I couldn’t make that change there. When I went to the ZIP file and it is only for me to see, but then there is Teams. Can we maybe have a refresher on where we put comments? 

Chairperson Bonnell: This is what I think, and I am going to look to Kevin. We were just talking about that too. In my world, what I have to do is open it up in the desktop. I open it up and I can’t make changes, then I open up the desktop and that is where I can make the changes. At least, I was able to make changes. 

Kevin Pickett: You probably were able to make changes because you are Senate Chair. Editing privileges for the documents in the Repository are locked to the committee chair or the Senate chair. Only they can edit these things. When the committees or whoever is working on the documents, we usually encourage them to work offline on a copy and then the chair can update what is living in the Repository once everything is done. Were you able to leave comments or anything like that? 

Senator Nikolaou: For Exec usually we allow Exec members to add comments or make changes so that whatever we mention right now Craig would be able to directly see them. Then we don’t allow anyone to make changes to what we send out to the Senate. For example, the note that you had in 4.1.18, it shouldn’t go directly out to the Senate, that is for us here to see. It might be permissions were mixed up. 

Provost Yazedjian: That was the confusing part, because I was able to randomly leave that comment, but on this one it is showing up as read only. I could leave a comment and actually I was able to delete, but then it is read only. I just want to be sure I am doing it the right way. I can just bring my comments here because usually they are minor. I was just curious. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I know what you mean by that. With some things it can be really complicated, and you just want to leave the comment when you have the comment rather than writing it down somewhere else and then bringing it here. This is just me talking, maybe we can do a test. I love the idea of a test and send that out and see. Does that seem like an ok thing? We’ll just do that for next session, make some changes and see if they work. 

Kevin Pickett: I will say that SharePoint in general seems to kind of arbitrarily decide whether or not it is going to listen to the permissions that you set for it. Especially considering all of the folder swapping and permission changing that these files undergo throughout the course of the process. We can try. 

Provost Yazedjian: I think there is an option for review, to edit, to review, this and that. Maybe we can add comments. It doesn’t matter, I just wanted to make sure I wasn’t doing something wrong. 

Chairperson Bonnell: SharePoint can be weird. There is progress that can be made on this. We will work towards that. 

Senator Blum: I just edited the provost’s suggestion. Is that in there? 

Provost Yazedjian: Try to close it, because it might be read-only. You might be editing in your version. When you go to press save, what does it tell you? Does it tell you to save as a different document? 

Senator Stewart: On my screen, if you made the change like the comma change, that is not there yet. 

Provost Yazedjian: Because it is read-only. 

Senator Blum: Now I need to send it to you, so it makes sure it gets sent out. I’ll be sure and send the right one to Kevin.

Chairperson Bonnell: I think this is all very strange. Sometimes I wish it were back how it used to be 2 years ago sometimes. I understand why you want to work on something live; with versions it can be really confusing. 

Kevin Pickett: It is a little bit mysterious the way it all seems to behave.

Provost Yazedjian: I get it. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Maybe by the end of the year we will have found a path. 

Senator Nikolaou: Do we want to have, seeing as we want to clarify this educational leave at the very beginning, “the educational leave program” instead of “the leave program”? The very first sentence. 

Senator Blum: Ok. 

Senator Nikolaou: The other one was just before the last section where it says, “employees who apply for an educational leave paid or unpaid.” That last sentence before the administrative professional employee obligations. That last sentence I think should be a separate paragraph. That paragraph talks about unpaid educational leaves, and that sentence refers to both unpaid and paid. 

Chairperson Bonnell: It is actually the last sentence. It is funny, that whole paragraph is two sentences. 

Senator Nikolaou: The previous one is also one sentence, the workload one. Another one is in the very last paragraph where it was added, “goals and objectives.” It doesn’t seem that we need now to have the “purposes of.” Before it was saying “summarizing the purposes of the leave.” Now it says “summarizing the purposes of the goals and objective of the educational leave.” I can ask it on the floor too. It is either the purposes of the goals and objectives.

Senator Stewart: I had the same comment. 

Senator Nikolaou: I have a couple more that are more substantive, so I am going to ask them on the floor. 

Provost Yazedjian: There are some grammar and spacing things like “be awarded.”  


From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin (Information item 10-8-25)
08.15.25.02 - Update Senate Bylaws to replace AVP for Research and Graduate Studies with AVP for Graduate Education and Internationalization Initiatives
Link to current Bylaws
Link to Bylaws markup
Link to current Appendix II
Link to Appendix II markup
Senator Valentin: It is just replacing AVP for Research and Graduate Studies with AVP for Graduate Education and Internationalization Initiatives in the Bylaws. 

Chairperson Bonnell: You can all see my comments, right? Ok, good. I had some questions and these are just questions. For instance, for you it says, “and vice president and provost.” Should it be Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost? I am under Article II membership in the Bylaws. 

Chairperson Bonnell: We will wait until we get to the Constitution because I have some comments there too. Is it still called Chairs Council? 

Provost Yazedjian: No, it is the Academic Leadership Council. 

Chairperson Bonnell: That could be something we change. This is super pesky, and I think we have had this conversation before about I forget which one it was. Is it “deans’” plural possessive? It looked like I saw in other places it is “deans’.” 

Senator Valentin: Is it plural? 

Chairperson Bonnell: Where did we go through this before? It was the Deans’ List. We had that conversation last year. 

Senator McHale: Since it is plural possessive? 

Senator Valentin: Yes, plural possessive. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I did a search through ISU’s websites, and in all of those instances, it was appearing as “Deans’ ”. I am not saying that every other instance was right, but I tend to go by what other people have done. You can think about that and there might be somebody who says, “no that is not right, Angie.” In that last paragraph, it is department chairperson or head. Don’t we have standard language on chair or director? 

Senator McHale: It is not always “director” is it? It is director for a school, and it is a chair for a department. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t know about a head. 

Provost Yazedjian: We don’t have any department heads in academic departments. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Something to consider. 

Senator McHale: This would be good because then we are not differentiating. We don’t have to differentiate between chair and director. 

Provost Yazedjian: I think you would put department chairperson or school director. 

Chairperson Bonnell: The thing I think about with everything that we do, there is so much language from one time to another and things change. In a perfect world, what I would do it I would read through everything in the style guide and change. 

Provost Yazedjian: If you are going to change “head,” you probably need to do a search and replace in the rest of the document. 

Senator Nikolaou: For Appendix II, the way that it is presented it gives the impression that the whole Appendix II is about External Committees, but the Appendix II is about the structure of the committees and external committees is just a subset of Appendix II. Right now, it says, “Appendix II: External Committees” at the top of the previous page. Where it says “Appendix II, External Committees” Appendix II is not “external committees” it is “structure of committees at the Academic Senate.” Then A is Executive Committees, B is Internal Committees, so C should be External Committees. It should be a subset of Appendix II, not Appendix II is external committees. For the membership that you were looking at, in addition to what he mentioned, it should be the Vice President for Student Affairs. I had a similar question with Angie, but not as much about the name of the chairs council. It says, “the chairperson” and we never have the chairperson coming in. We have a representative, similar to the deans’ council. If we didn’t want to say, “a representative” the Constitution says “the chairperson of the Academics Council or designee” for some reason here we don’t have the “or designee.” We should adjust that to either be “a representative of…” and I can give you the specific title of the sub-committee. It has to be an academic chair or school director, not anyone from the ALC. 

Chairperson Bonnell: That makes sense. 

Senator Nikolaou: In the very first sentence under “membership” probably we want to delete “faculty.” It says, “elected faculty, tenured/probationary faculty members.” 

Chairperson Bonnell: Get rid of the first “faculty”? 

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah. 

Chairperson Bonnell: In the version we have, the very first thing says membership is 16 voting. When you look down below it says 8 faculty representatives. If you look at what you’ve got there and you have got all the colleges listed including Milner, then there is a new break, so it says Milner Library. Then you see it says, “Dean of Milner Library or designee.” I double checked with Cooper, we don’t have two reps. I’m not sure when we ever did have two reps.  There are two versions. In the version where the names are listed, “membership” it actually says it is 15. If you look back further, another document says there are 16. I think the answer is really there is really 15. The Dean of Milner Library designee, we should strike that. Milner wouldn’t have two; that doesn’t make any sense. I did check with Cooper on this one. One says 15, one says 16; it would seem that we at the very least we should be consistent. 

Senator Nikolaou: But then, because usually in the APC if there is a representative from Milner, we always ask them if they consult with Milner. There is a specific section on the APC. Does it work? Would it be on the faculty member take that task and remove the dean’s spot? There is that section on the program review that talks specifically about Milner and how you collaborate with Milner in your program. This one should probably become, with the information that someone who is in a more administrative position within Milner would know, not one of the 8 faculty representatives from Milner. 

Chairperson Bonnell: My experience when I was a liaison for KNR, they would communicate with us usually a year or two ahead of time and I would work with them. That is my experience. It would be the subject librarian who would be doing the work on that. If they did not work with the program review that would be a problem. At this level I don’t know that. There are two separate pieces, I think. To me it is two separate pieces. 

Senator Nikolaou: That is my question. The person where we say 8 faculty and one is coming from Milner. Would this person know the information about the collaboration with Milner? I am assuming that is why there was a separate position for the Dean of Milner. The dean or designee would know you met with, and KNR and Chad met with Econ, let’s say. The Dean of Milner would know how all the different programs worked, and they could bring it into the APC discussions. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t know. I happen to think that is one way it could have happened. I think the other thing was that frequently Milner is not recognized as being a college. I think at one point it could have just been we were separate and then somebody, who knows it could have even been me, could have said “why aren’t we listed with all the other colleges?” You don’t know why that is. Milner is small enough to know anyone who is serving on APC and we would know to just ask. They would communicate with us. I don’t care which way it looks, actually. It just should be consistent. We need to remove one of them. 

Senator Nikolaou: That is one for the floor because it is more substantive. 

Chairperson Bonnell: If you look at our website, there is two different versions of this. That is what I sent to Cooper. He said one is with the membership, and that is the one where it has 15, the other is with the listing of who is on the committees. Does that make sense? Kevin and I looked at this beforehand. 

Senator McHale: You don’t think that it would be good to have the head of the library as a member and you think one is sufficient? 

Chairperson Bonnell: I say this for really practical reasons; we don’t have enough people as it is for our service responsibilities. The only time we have had two is when there have been so many program reviews that they need to pull in another, so there is the A team and B team. That is a different occasion and they are working separately. 

Senator Nikolaou: You say on the website there are two different versions? The one I see on the website is 16 the way it appears here. 

Kevin Pickett: It is the membership page. You will see 15 there, but if you go to this other page, it is 16. 

Senator Nikolaou: The Bylaws say 16. It might be that we updated the Bylaws, and it just didn’t change in that website where we adjusted the members. 

Chairperson Bonnell: The Bylaws have 16. I talked to Cooper and we both agree that that is wrong. I guess the point is we need to track back, but there haven’t been two members for a long time from Milner. This is a mystery that we need to solve. There is the practical piece of it, then there is the Bylaws site. 

Senator Valentin: Should that be attached to this? 

Chairperson Bonnell: Why wouldn’t we fix it? That’s what I think. I am working from the assumption that it was just a mistake. I talked to Chad Kahl, and he said we haven’t had two reps in a long time. 

Kevin Pickett: It seems odd because the faculty representatives on that committee are also dean-appointed, they are not volunteers or elected. 

Chairperson Bonnell: If we were able to strike “Dean of Milner Library or designee, voting” that would be one way to agree with what is going on at the other colleges. 

Senator Nikolaou: Just for structure, should we say, “8 faculty representatives, one from each college, appointed by each college dean”? Right now, it says “8 faculty representatives from each college.” 

Chairperson Bonnell: That makes sense to me. To me, it helps the reader.   

From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin (Information item 10-8-25)
8.15.25.01 - Update ISU Constitution to include AVP for Graduate Education and Internationalization Initiatives
Link to current Constitution
Link to markup
Senator Stewart: I will register a more general point. It is not just about titles; it is also about policy numbers that keep changing or getting deleted. It may be unavoidable, but it seems unfortunate that we have to edit all of these documents over and over and over again as titles change, or as a policy number changes. I wonder if some committee at some point might think about whether there is some way to avoid this. There may not be, but this eats a lot of…

Senator Blum: Maybe one to think about it like if it was just a change in title or number, I don’t know how far you would want to go. Maybe there is a way to put something like that on the consent agenda.

Senator Stewart: That would be a possibility. I guess I also wonder if in some cases language like “appropriate AVP” rather than shoving in the actual title, because then you don’t have to update it every time the title changes. That may not work, there may be problems with doing that. 

Senator Blum: I see what you are saying. The title changes and then the Constitution has to change. It creates a domino effect of changes. I get where you are coming from. That is a good point. I am not sure for this go around. 

Senator Valentin: I think it is a longer term. It is also an interesting idea that maybe a name change could be shunted to consent agenda or something. 

Senator Blum: Right, we would have to put it in the Bylaws that way. A name change might be more sensitive than a number change. When they change the name, they are changing it for a reason. It is not just “we want to call it something different.” There is a functional reason to help direct people in a certain way or not. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I like that idea. There are a lot of words in the policies, and Bylaws, and Constitution. 

Senator McHale: It is almost like a second language to me. 

Chairperson Bonnell: The other thing I wish sometimes, too, is I wish we had a style guide so we would always know. It is the same with people using “tenure track,” they use “tenure line” on the floor of Senate. There is a real difference between some of those. Sometimes it is not used that way. Next is the Constitution. Rick I’ll let you speak to this.

Senator Valentin: It is just amending the language. Replacing AVP for Graduate Studies with Associate Vice President for Graduate Education and Internationalization Initiatives. 

Chairperson Bonnell: That has been needed to be updated in a long time. I think it was Graduate Dean for a long time. 

Senator Valentin: The paragraph before, under “graduate school” where it said, “advising the Graduate Dean?” 

Chairperson Bonnell: Yeah. 

Senator Valentin: Yeah. 

Chairperson Bonnell: There are a lot of weird typographical elements with the Constitution. With changes to the Constitution they have to be noted in the minutes before they are approved. There is specific language in our Constitution about making those amendments. Then it goes to the Board of Trustees. We can make these changes, but we know we will have to make other changes later to align with the collective bargaining agreement. What do you think? Do we send this through with these changes that are really specific and later on in the year, once we know what is going on and we make those changes because of the collective bargaining agreement, do we do it again? I don’t know what to think about that. Do we send it twice? 

Senator Nikolaou: Do we know when we are going to have anything from alignment? 

Chairperson Bonnell: It should be this year, shouldn’t it? 

Senator Blum: There is no reason why not do it twice. That is the first thing. Sometimes it is easier to do the simple things first, then do the more complex things. The things that are aligned with contract in some ways those are going to be the most straightforward. This is what the contract says, so this is what it needs to say. I don’t even know what changes are necessary because of it. Because the Constitution has all these timelines for changes and things you have to circulate around and all that kind of stuff. My suggestion is, you get something ready and then you are going to go through that process, I would just get it done. Those timelines are not going to go away. If there is something else holding it up… 

Provost Yazedjian: I want to add to that. The Board only meets 4 times a year. We missed the October deadline, so really you have February and May. There are two options, two dates. I understand your point, but if you are already going to be waiting until February, by February you may know what you might be able to do with the other things. You might decide to just wait until the May meeting and send it all together. If by February you realize there is still a lot of work, then just submit it through the normal way or as a consent agenda item. You have time is what I am saying. 

Chairperson Bonnell: When you think about what we are doing here though, this is another question I have. The things we are doing are part of the appendix in the Bylaws. Do you make those changes and have those other ones hanging out in the Constitution? Is that weird? If we waited, do we put this on the agenda, the Constitution? 

Senator Nikolaou: In theory we should change the Constitution first. Especially when we talk about the membership. The Constitution specifies the membership. We cannot change our Bylaws for the membership because then it is not going to be consistent with the Constitution. If it was the formatting or changing some small things here and there, then that would be fine. Otherwise, we could either move forward both or wait for both. 

Chairperson Bonnell: What happened last year, in my brain, I think we were trying to bundle Appendix II and those changes, thank you again Rules Committee for all your hard work, then there was the problem with the versioning. We look back and again I blame Microsoft on that. That would be something I want to avoid. Rick, what would you want to do? 

Senator Valentin: If we start clumping large numbers of changes together, that also sort of fuzzes up the focus on individual changes. I think the process of, once we have gone through each section’s revision individually, clump them together collectively as a revision after the fact, I feel like that is problematic. 

Chairperson Bonnell: To do one big fell swoop? 

Senator Valentin: I guess you have to. It is more a technical thing, creating a combined change out of 4 or 5 changes and then applying that change. I don’t know. This revision is a minor revision to update. If we just wait until we have more revisions, I would say we should have just a formal review of the Constitution. We could make these changes a part of it, combining the editorial changes. With the collective bargaining changes, that to me is a major change. 

Senator Nikolaou: Other than last year, when we were revising the Senate Bylaws, I don’t remember us having separate items. If we would just say we are revising the Bylaws, and actually the three of us were in the sub committee to revise the whole Bylaws, and we were revising the whole Bylaws we were not doing one section and move it forward, one section move it forward that we did last year. We have lots of things on the Bylaws in our issues pending. 

Senator McHale: How long would it take to deal with these in the Rules Committee? Is that part of your question? 

Senator Nikolaou: I am thinking if it is, let’s say, the one that we rescinded. Then let’s say another item and then you are done with all the Bylaws items, it could come as one thing- these are the revisions to the Bylaws. Instead of saying this meeting we are going to do Appendix B, this other meeting we are going to do Appendix A, in this other meeting we are going to do the membership. That is where mix ups might happen. We voted on something but then it might not be reflected on the other one. If we are doing Bylaws, just do all of them, even if you are done with your work on that section. Then we just present all of the changes in the Bylaws at once, and we have one common document where all the changes are. 

Senator Valentin: So collective Bylaws revisions through Rules. 

Senator McHale: The only counter I would suggest about that is that some things that are more controversial or need more discussion might get swept underneath the rug. If we have a bunch of procedural things, the language is obvious, and you are saying your committee can probably deal with a lot of these changes quickly. Then if we could just do those, get them out of the way, and then when substantive change happens later on that demands debate, it won’t get lost in the shuffle. That is just my thought.

Chairperson Bonnell: When you are saying that, what I think is when we worked through ASPT, there are certain things we just work on. In my brain I can see Dan Holland and Martha working through things and saying this is what we are going to talk about now. When you organize it that way, and you make sure you are accommodating the procedural things; this is just this part. Then you make sure you are ready and prepped for the things that require a lot of consideration and debate, you can have that ready. 

Senator McHale: It’s 12 of one, a dozen of the other. It is a question of whether some things are just procedural or if they are substantive, then we need to talk about that substance. I hate for the substance of things to get lost in the shuffle of a bunch of clerical things. 

Chairperson Bonnell: No, I would not want that at all. I agree with you. We need to discuss these things. This is really important, but how do we do it? This is what I heard you say, work on it in one block? Rules will be working on it, for instance the Bylaws or the Constitution, but work on those. It would be one common document that the floor would see, is that right? 

Senator Valentin: I think that would be good. Then logistically, Senate Action Requests. That is the thing, the more stuff that needs attention, to me that would be a separate action request. This is just logistical stuff. They are already running that through as a separate item and then you would have to submit or is it that it feeds into this collective edit to the Bylaws and the Constitution. They are separated in this case, and they should be. They are parallel, but they should be separate. Once you change the Constitution, then you need to follow up by changing the Bylaws.

Kevin Pickett: Regarding compiling multiple changes into a collective document, that is part of what got us into trouble with Appendix II: Faculty Affairs Committee. We took three separate changes and compiled them into master document, and that was part of what contributed to all of this. I think it is a little bit more work, from an organizational perspective and keeping things in order, I think keeping them as separate items is better. 

Senator Blum: I am not quite clear on if these are straightforward changes that have been passed out of Rules, with Senate I am not sure how they would react. Usually when it comes to constitutional language, they are not reacting to the things you change, they are reacting to other kinds of language, like this language is dated in here. Pronouns and things like that. It has been my experience, they read the paragraph, and they ask why does it say that.  I don’t have a really strong opinion about this. Kevin’s point is a reasonable one about, as you start throwing things together and things get more convoluted, it is easier to make an error. 

Senator Stewart: I almost read it the other way, where what happened was a newer version didn’t import the correct language from the old version and overwrote it. 

Kevin Pickett: We had three SARs, all for Appendix II all at the same time. We thought it would be easier if we presented one document to general counsel, so we did and we said, “this document is the same for all three of these SARs.” We updated the language on the website, and then one of those three ended up not being signed by the president, but the other two already had. Then we had this problem, we had presented this language to the president, and he signed it for two of the documents, and both of those signed documents had the problematic language that they are referring to. The problem is that the SARs that he signed those for were not relating to that section, but those changes were still present in the document he signed. 

Senator Nikolaou: Then we should have one SAR which is “revision of the Constitution.” Then we do revisions to the Constitution then we are done. We have one SAR which is “revision of the Bylaws,” we do the revisions for the Bylaws, and we don’t have SAR for Appendix B, SAR for Appendix A… Even if right now we have three SARs, I am assuming we can remove them and introduce a new SAR where it is going to be Bylaws revision. 

Chairperson Bonnell: That seems straightforward to me. 

Senator Nikolaou: Then for the Constitution we might run into the problem that Ani mentioned, that it might be that we do these revisions now and we are waiting for the Board to approve in February, and then we hear about the language that we want to introduce in November and we have voted on that one, and we need to do additional revisions, so we are going to have a problem. Even in theory when we look at two pages for the Bylaws, we should have the whole Bylaws and show that everything else has remained exactly the same. These are the only things that changed. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I agree. 

Senator Nikolaou: When we revise a policy, we don’t say, “here is the subset that I am going to review.” We have the whole policy. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I think you are right. In theory, people read the whole document. That way it can be good. I don’t want to bring it up, but this idea of “What are we approving? Why did you approve this when there is a thing over there that avoids that situation where someone comes in and says, ‘60 some sets of eyes looked at this thing, why didn’t you change it?’ ” Are we in agreement that it would be the core documents that we would go through one SAR for the Bylaws, one SAR for the Constitution, and the Bylaws and the Appendix II. Does that make sense? For the sequencing the Constitution would be done first. 

Senator Valentin: So then future revisions to the Bylaws, let’s say next week there is something else that needs to be revised in the Bylaws, how would that get run through if we have the SAR which is just the whole Bylaws? We are editing, revising, the Bylaws. There is no run through for specific changes. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Are they time sensitive then? 

Senator Valentin: This AVP change it is just a technical change. That is the idea, is a generalized yearly request for Rules to review and revise Bylaws.  

Kevin Pickett: We don’t really have a way of stopping people from submitting. Somebody could submit an SAR for a constitutional amendment or a Bylaws amendment who is not in this room. Anybody on campus can submit SARs at any time. We could, as a committee, agree “this is our SAR for the Constitution,” but that doesn’t stop a dean or a vice president from submitting a request and now all of sudden we have another constitutional SAR. We could then take that and delete it so that we don’t have them piling up and import that in, but now we are talking about completely working around our entire process. 

Chairperson Bonnell: For specific things- I am still reminded of how this is parallel to the ASPT where there are certain changes that are being made and those kind of piled up until they were reviewed on a cyclical basis. The Constitution seems the same way to me. I don’t want to be reactionary to what we just experienced. Maybe that was such a weird thing that would never happen again, but I am on high alert. I want to avoid any of that for a thousand different reasons. I think that is really confusing and disruptive. 

Kevin Pickett: I understand that the Appendix II revisions were pretty cumbersome last year; I think we ended up having 8 individual Appendix II SARs by the time the year was over. It was a lot of what I submitted to the president last year. It doesn’t bother me as the one who submits them, but I understand. I think from an organizational perspective, just having a separate SAR for each individual change that is requested can help us keep track of things, instead of presenting this whole big block that has to be signed all at once and it all has to be approved. If there is a piece that general counsel or the president doesn’t agree with, where does that leave us when we submit that giant piece? 

Chairperson Bonnell: I would hope not to get to that. There should not be such an occasion. That would not be something I would want; we should be having conversations the whole way through. If there is something they don’t agree with, that should not be happening at the end. We are communicating with people. Can we move on and talk about the other things we need to talk about and then talk about the agenda and see what we want to do once we get to the proposed agenda? I am now just kicking the can to move along…. 

Senator Blum: We don’t have to decide today. This is something we can think about next time. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Don’t we have to decide what the agenda will be? 

Senator Blum: In that regard. Let’s say next week we all come in and say let’s all do it at the next meeting. If you want some time to think about it and reflect on it, there is time. 

Chairperson Bonnell: There is always time. 

Senator Blum: Not always, but this time. At this point in time, there is time. I would give everybody some time to think about it. We have to decide if it is going to be on the agenda for next time, but if you wanted to table the issue. We could agree that we can think about this for two weeks and come back to it. 

Senator Valentin: As I’m thinking about it, the kind of editorial changes, having that in a collective task. Editorial changes. This AVP for Research and Graduate Studies, to me that is an editorial change. Maybe that would be the approach, is we clump those and then more substantial changes like the Faculty Affairs Committee changes which we are going to talk about, to me that is a substantial change so that is a separate change. Maybe this idea of running through these constitutional changes, the editorial and Bylaws changes that are more editorial, that should be clumped in a collective edit change that is a yearly responsibility to go through. 

Senator Blum: When you put it on the floor you can frame it that way. This is coming from Rules. These are some editorial changes and here is what they are. Then people will look at that. Sometimes they say nothing, but they might say something. I always felt like I got more comments not about the stuff that we were changing, it is all the stuff that was already there. Then they are reading the Constitution for the first time, and they are wondering why that is there. I felt like that was what I got. Then sort of this more substantive stuff which sounds like it is coming down the pipeline, then we can, to me there is a logical organizational principle of time, but it is not my committee. 

Senator Valentin: In my mind, this is a simple editorial change. The position has changed, I guess there is an importance to change that.

Chairperson Bonnell: And that one that has been wrong for a long time. Any other final thoughts before we move on? I really appreciate this conversation. I think we are in a different place now because of all the changes that are happening.

Name change proposal for Consent Agenda
Chairperson Bonnell: This is one of those things that is unfamiliar territory for me in the sense that it is a name change. In my world, I think about what has happened in the past process. Those name changes won’t be coming through Coursedog, and Coursedog is not ready. I am going to look to Kevin and Kevin can make that change, can include the paperwork as a pdf and include it on our agenda. It can be folded into the consent agenda absent Coursedog. When you look at this, are you ok with that method? That will follow past practice. I had said in our very first Exec meeting we won’t be seeing any Consent Agenda items until Coursedog is ready, but this is a different kind of thing. We are ok with that? Ok, so that can go on the Consent Agenda. That is exciting, because we haven’t had one of those this season.   

Senate Action Requests
5.28.25.01 - Minor ASPT change to date in Appendix 1.B (dist. to Faculty Affairs)
The committee agreed to assign this item to Faculty Affairs. 

10.25.2024.01 - Appendix II B: Faculty Affairs Committee (dist. to Rules)
Appendix II B: Faculty Affairs Committee (Approved Action Item from March 26, 2025)
Appendix II B: Faculty Affairs Committee (Approved Action Item from December 11, 2024)
Senator Blum: I have a suggestion, and you guys can take it or leave it. If you do decide in the end to move Appendix II to Faculty Affairs, move it to Faculty Affairs. So, you don’t have Faculty Affairs reviewing Appendix II and then it goes to Rules. If that is what Rules sees fit to do, take that part of the Bylaws and assign it to Faculty Affairs. Don’t have Faculty Affairs review the committees and then go over to Rules and have them review them again or keep it. The way it was temporarily set up was that Faculty Affairs would do a review and then Rules would go through and do a review. I just didn’t see the logic for doing two reviews.  

Senator Valentin: Having Faculty Affairs review? 

Senator Blum: Appendix II, the committees. That was a suggested change. I’m ok with Faculty Affairs doing that, I don’t think that is a problem. Let’s not set it up so Faculty Affairs goes through all those. If that is what we are going to do, assign that portion of the Bylaws to Faculty Affairs and then it will come directly from Faculty Affairs and it will go the normal route through Exec and the Senate. Or the old-fashioned way which was it stayed with Rules. I don’t have a strong opinion except for I don’t think it is good to have two committees do the same thing. It just creates this extra level of review. If Rules feels ok, I will back you with the idea we can move Appendix II to Faculty Affairs. That is fine. Just say that is part of the Bylaws that Faculty Affairs deals with. All the other parts of the Bylaws, Rules is going to deal with, in terms of our Senate Bylaws. It is just a decision; you guys can talk about it. That is my feeling about it. If you want Faculty Affairs to review these functions of the committee, it should begin and end with that, so we are not having them go through and then Rules again go through it. It creates this layering process. 

Senator Valentin: Logistically, can Rules assign? 

Chairperson Bonnell: There are some other things too. I am glad you mention that. There is another layer Kevin and I talked about. One of the things that changed under Faculty Affairs was that the replacements for external committees would also be done by Faculty Affairs, but right now what is happening is Kevin has a master list of all the people who volunteered in the past. You then work through and contact people. It is the same kind of thing, that is another extra layer. To me, when you get to that point where you are talking about these things, to me it is, “Kevin, what do you think about this process?” It is about the logistics. I am thinking about what is Faculty Affairs going to do? Are they going to have the list of volunteers from the previous spring and you are going to start contacting people? It seems to me the process is working now. I am not trying to do that to you, but it seems like it is working efficiently. 

Kevin Pickett: I understand your concerns. When you are soliciting volunteers to fill a vacancy on an external committee, if this is something you handle in committee does that mean that you are going to send them an email to ask them if they are willing to serve and then reconvene two weeks later and see if they followed up? Who is going to be doing this work outside of committee time? 

Chairperson Bonnell: It is one of those things where there are some efficiencies here. 

Senator Blum: I think for the logistics piece, if you want to put something in there that says there is a place there is a decision to be made. It could even just be decided by the Senate chair, that you can just look at it and say, “this needs to go to Faculty Affairs” and consult with the chair of Faculty Affairs.” I’m stumbling over my words, but something along those lines. It can be done this way anyway, I think the senate chair has the authority to say, “as chair of Faculty Affairs what do you think about this?” I think that can be done anyway, or Exec for sure could do that. All of those committees have things that can be assigned to them, including this. If you wanted some kind of language, I agree with the logistical thing- emailing deans… I think most of the time we are lucky to have someone fill it. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Well, there is that too. 

Senator Blum: There is no decision to be made.

Senator Valentin: Putting that into the Bylaws, the logistics? 

Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t mean that part of it, I am talking about, to think about you have language and how is that going to play out? In my world, I am just saying it seems like it is working now the way it is working with Kevin. To me that wouldn’t be a function that would become part of the Faculty Affairs. That is a discussion for people, for Rules. I am just saying, maybe talk to Kevin. It always comes down to how do these things play out in reality? I am not talking about adding procedural language like step A, B, C, and D. I would not do that; that’s not what I meant. 

Senator Stewart: If you follow Craig’s suggestion and decide that you want to reassign that portion of the Bylaws to a different committee, you may need to reopen Rules Bylaws and take it away from them. 

Senator Blum: Yes, you would, you are right. That would be in the internal committee functions and wherever else. There may be other places to look through it. That is the place I can think of right off the top. Take it away from Rules and put it into Faculty Affairs if that is what you want to do.

The committee agreed to assign this item to the Rules Committee.

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

Adjournment
Motion by Senator Susami
Second by Senator Sweedler
Unanimous approval

Proposed Academic Senate Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, October 8, 2025 
7:00 P.M. (Hard stop 8:30 P.M.)
OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER

Call to Order 

Roll Call 

Public Comment: All speakers must sign in with the Senate Secretary prior to the start of the meeting.

Presentation: 
Operating and Capital Budget Request to the State
Vice President for Finance and Planning Glen Nelson

Approval of the Academic Senate minutes of 9-24-25

Chairperson’s Remarks

Student Body President’s Remarks

Administrators’ Remarks
· President Aondover Tarhule
· Provost Ani Yazedjian 
· Vice President for Student Affairs Levester Johnson
· Vice President for Finance and Planning Glen Nelson

Action Items: 
From Dimitrios Nikolaou: Academic Affairs Committee 
Policy 4.1.18 Credit Earned through Transfer, Examination, and Prior Learning
Link to current policy
Link to markup

Information Items: 
From Craig Blum: Faculty Affairs Committee 
06.04.2024.09 - Policy 3.4.8 Educational Leave, Administrative/Professional Personnel
Link to current policy
Link to markup

Internal Committee Reports:
Academic Affairs Committee: Senator Nikolaou
Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Senator Meyer
Faculty Affairs Committee: Senator Blum
Planning and Finance Committee: Senator Paolucci
Rules Committee: Senator Valentin
University Policy Committee: Senator Stewart

Communications

Adjournment
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