Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, October 27, 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.

Approval of the minutes from 10-13-25
Motion by Senator Susami. 
Second by Senator Blum.
Unanimous approval. 

Oral Communications:
None.

Distributed Communications: 
Advisory Policy 9.5.3 Electronic and Information Technology Accessibility
Chairperson Bonnell: This is one of those policies that we are told about when there are changes made. This is one of those policies that has been revised. So, it’s advisory to us. It’s now called Electronic and Information Technology Accessibility Policy. But it used to be called Procedures for Reading Website Accessibility Requirements. We don’t have a markup for this. The question is, is this advisory to Exec or advisory to Senate? Is this something that we put on that we share? 

Senator Valentin: Advisory to Senate. 

Chairperson Bonnell: This will be added to the advisory section of the agenda.

Policies 5-year cycle
Chairperson Bonnell: Most policies that we review are viewed on a five-year cycle. These are the policies that are up for review as of 2026. There are some other ones that had been up for review in 2024, 2023, and 2017. I brought this list up with to her and learned sometimes policies are paused for different reasons, and the latest reason was the CBA. These may all move forward for consideration and distribution to internal committees.

Let’s start with 2.1.30, Excused Student Absences Due to Communicable Disease. This one was last revised because of COVID, and it was something that was moved through quickly. If you followed the link, you’ll see that it was distributed to the executive committee on July 13, 2020. They were meeting during the summer to handle this. It was an information/action item within a week, and then it received presidential approval, so things were moving quickly. That didn’t go through a committee. In this case, I probably could have checked to see who it went through before, Excused Student Absences.

Senator Nikolaou: It should be Academic Affairs. We do anything absences related.

Chairperson Bonnell: 3.1.45 Recruitment. This is a really short policy. This last went to Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee. Does that seem appropriate? That one will go there. 

Distinguished Professors and the University Professors go to Faculty Affairs. Does that seem okay?

Senator Blum: That is where it was. We almost had a civil war. It was fine. Any time you change something, right? It has been that way for a way in a really long time and that was that. It ended up being some really close votes. But yeah, that’s where they belong. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Apparently, the University Professors, that one used to be parallel but they’re not anymore. That must have to do with what you were talking about with the distinguished professors.

Senator Blum: It should be coming up, is what you are saying. 

Chairperson Bonnell: It is past due. Apparently, there were some strong feelings about how things should change. I will wish you well as you review this. 

Senator Blum: We have had proposals to make it different than the Distinguished Professor. They used to call University Professors “distinguished-professor’s-light” which is a terrible thing. I don’t think it ever really got any traction, but the idea was to kind of make university professors more focused on teacher-connected sort of behaviors. That became, “well, we have the University Teaching Award.” This is the problem with this is like you just start to unravel things. We can just review it as a sort of this normal thing. I liked the idea at the time, because I remember this, trying to have sort of this distinguished professor, but distinguished professors are supposed to be faculty teachers too, right? So that it’s part of the package. But I like trying to create a different sort of acknowledgement that maybe didn’t focus so heavy on the scholarly end of it. There were people who made the opposite argument. There were people who said we don’t have enough research awards at ISU.

Senator Nikolaou: I think for the university professors at some point we were saying, we should have three university subcategories: university teaching professor, university research professor, university service professor. Then you have the distinguished who is supposed to be like for all three areas. So that you recognize like the three aspects with a UP. 

Senator Blum: Three different kinds of university professors. That’s a good way of doing it. Always the challenge I think with this kind of issue is the people who are already university professors don’t like what you’re changing because they came in under a different system. And they’re stakeholders, right? But that’s sort of what we’ve run into in the past. Are the people who have been of great service to the university and have done great things are used to it being one certain way. 

Todd McLoda: The DP was sort of that lifetime award for lengthy career achievement. The UP could be used for recruitment, retention strategies. When we hired Ani Yazedjian as a department chair, we brought her in as a UP at the same time to kind of sweeten that. When I was dean in CAST, I put one of my chairs forward for UP. It was kind of distinguishing. It should never be thought of as “DP light,” because they do serve different purposes, at least in my opinion. But it really did help us recruit Ani as chairperson, that we acknowledge all this work that you’ve done before, even though you didn’t do it at ISU.

Chairperson Bonnell: And it recognizes somebody’s career work.

Todd McLoda: It might help us bring someone in.

Chairperson Bonnell: So that will go to Faculty Affairs. 

Next is 4.1.3 Textbooks. Is that okay going to Academic Affairs? Good. 

6.1.13 sound amplification. Last time it went through Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee. Are we ok with that going to the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee again? 

Senator Blum: I don’t have a problem with it, but wouldn’t it go to University Policy Committee? 

Chairperson Bonnell: Thank you! It could go to University Policy Committee. 

Senator Blum: It kind of affects everyone.

Chairperson Bonnell: Thank you for saying that because University Policy Committee was not around when this came through last time. Would you be okay with that?

Senator Stewart: Sure. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Okay, good. Thank you. I think the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee has a lot on their plate already, generally speaking. Okay, good. Thank you. 

7.2 Parking, it says it goes to the Parking and Transportation Committee first, then Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee. Does that seem okay? That will be that way. 

7.7.3 Course Material Fees, Academic Affairs? Thank you. 

9.7 Policy on Campus Mass Electronic Communication. University Policy Committee? The same with 9.7.1 Procedures for Use of Mass Electronic Communication.

Senator Stewart: That seems fine. From the names, it looks like maybe they should be revised together rather than one at a time. 

Chairperson Bonnell: That makes sense.

From the Academic Affairs Committee: Dimitrios Nikolaou (Advisory item 11-5-25)
Code of Student Conduct Report 24-25
Senator Nikolaou: There is nothing, it is one of the reports. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Do you remember if this went through Senate last time? 

Senator Nikolaou: It is an advisory item. Usually the reports we don’t put there. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Philosophically, I am a big fan of just moving it through unless it is duplicated in some way. Is there a reason why this wouldn’t be good to share on the floor? I don’t know. Is everyone ok with that being advisory?

From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin (Information item 11-5-25)
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: Yeah, and I believe we talked about these previously and then took them back to Rules. Article 2, this is just revising the membership bylaws, including the Graduate Education and Internationalization Initiatives AVP, and then also just massaging some language.

Chairperson Bonnell: These are the same as they have been?

Senator Valentin: Yeah. I believe in that first sentence under “membership” on Article 2, we added one non-tenure track faculty member to maintain consistency in this convoluted sentence, “…shall consist of 30 elected 10-year probationary faculty members, 1 non-tenure track faculty member, one faculty associate, 20 elected student members.” And then adding in Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost, just that. Other than the department chairperson or school director, not “permanent heads.” Then the second part, the Appendix II.

Senator Nikolaou: On Article 2, the second paragraph, second sentence, Vice President for Student Affairs. The other one I can ask on the floor for the ALC. Right now, it says “chairperson of the ALC or designee” which means that the chairperson can send anyone but that is not the intention for ALC. There was actually lots of heated discussions several years ago. The thing is that the representative from the ALC is a voting member in the Faculty Caucus because it is ASPT. ALC includes individuals who are not department chairs and school directors. That’s why I mentioned it on the floor. If we want to change the language and say like “a representative” in parentheses “(department chair/school director of the Academic Leadership council).” “Chairperson” is not accurate because there are two chairs. I can mention that on the floor.

Senator Valentin: I thought when we looked at this last time we added “or designee.” 

Chairperson Bonnell: Dimitrios, I see what you are saying. 

Senator Nikolaou: I could say I am the co-chair now, except I am going to send Todd as the designee for the ALC, but that is not the intention.

Senator Valentin: It might just be that we want to leave it alone, but the very first sentence says “tenured/probationary,” but then contrast it with non-tenure track. Do we use this term “tenured/probationary” frequently? Why is it that rather than just tenure track?

Chairperson Bonnell: Just as a style guide, I wish we had something for it. People use that term differently. 

Senator Valentin: That is potentially the right thing to do, is just not worry about it. 

Chairperson Bonnell: But I agree with you on that. I say “tenure-line.” 

Senator Blum: Tenure-line is the one to use. That eliminates whether they are probationary or whatever, it doesn’t matter. 

Senator Nikolaou: Probably this mirrors the language in the Constitution. 

Senator Stewart: That is what it is. 

Senator Valentin: We could switch it to tenure line, but then we’re going to have to go through everything. I too think that is a good path to take, but maybe we should put that off. 

Senator Blum: If I put it into the Constitution, it doesn’t really matter whether the policies are right. As we go through then you just update them. 

Senator Valentin: It’s part of the five-year review cycle. 

Senator Blum: The Constitution means the same thing. It is just a better way of saying it. You can say “tenure-line” and cover a lot of people, otherwise you have to cover this and this, then it gets a little wordy. 

Senator Valentin: The last time we looked at this, it was just the revision for Graduate Education and Internationalization Initiatives. Coming up with the conflicts where you’ve got the eight faculty representatives, Milner Library under that, then also Dean of Milner Library or Designee Voting, and then the membership count is 15. I believe I know what happened with that. It looks like in 2023 there were massive Appendix II changes. Looking through that, it looks like the current copy and then the markup for this section had a discrepancy. The current copy already had the revised Milner Library underneath faculty representatives and Dean of Milner Library removed. But then the markup for that item had, it looks like it was maybe did a file compare off of other language which had the Dean of Milner Library and didn’t have Milner Library added in. That markup had both, had Milner Library put in and then Dean of Milner Library included. There was an administrative assistant listed as previously, or in the current copy, as a member of the committee, and then they were removed. Move down to the note about officers, administrative assistant doesn’t have voting privileges. That subtracted one from the voting count. The addition of Milner Library Faculty Representative pushed that count back up. And then, because the Dean of Milner Library was still included, the count was then updated to 16. Basically, I think what happens kind of what happened with the Faculty Affairs count last spring is that basically some older language got added back in and then went through. That’s why there’s an extra voting member, 16, why that number was up to 16, and then the Dean of Milner Library, was still included in the list.

Chairperson Bonnell: I talked to Cooper about this and Milner does not have two reps, except when there’s the A and B team. That’s when there might be two reps because they have so many program reviews. In this case, everything here reads the way it should be to me with the number and crossing off Milner, it’s just we’re reflecting the current practice. Did everyone see that the same way? Okay. 


From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin (Information item 11-5-25)
8.15.25.01 - Update ISU Constitution to include AVP for Graduate Education and Internationalization Initiatives
Link to current Constitution
Link to markup
Senator Valentin: The core change is again the AVP of graduate education, adding that language in. Then we sort of expanded this out to do some editorial changes within the document. Some of it is even formatting stuff. This is a question actually. Right now, the Constitution, the format of it is a little sketchy, I would say as someone with a design background. I haven’t gone through and made any kind of major changes to the formatting other than getting rid of page breaks, line breaks and things like that. I guess there’s some room for discussion of whether or not we should be reformatting this document. Indenting numerical lists and things like that. Right now, Rules did not go there. Okay, and then some other changes. Article three, Section two, the reference to ASPT, the ASPT document. Section 2A, there’s a parenthetical, C, our ASPT document, January 1st, 2000, section 1A, page 5. We decided to modify that, remove the date and page number from that, and then also, rather than calling it the ASPT document, calling it what it is: the Faculty Appointment Salary and Promotion and Tenure policies document to reference that. Later on in the document, next paragraph, there is a reference. The definition of the three types of faculty appointments is included in the university policies and procedures website. Adding “faculty, faculty appointments, salary and promotion and tenure policies (ASPT document).” We decided to do the parenthetical reference for ASPT in this location rather than in the first mention because in the first mission above is in a parenthetical, the C document. Putting a parenthetical within a parenthetical makes sense to me as a computer programmer, but not as a designer. That was the change in that. Him or her, them changing that terminology, administrative assignment including that of department chairperson or head, no department heads, so we’re moving that. Article four, Section four, C and D that’s the AVP for graduate education, changes. Article five, Section one, C, this is just adding a slash in C Officers, “the Officers of the Academic Senate, shall include, chairperson, vice chairperson/student body president. That aligns with a number of bylaws. Just adding the definition that the first chairperson is the student body president. One small thing that I didn’t make it into the edit: Article three section one B five, “faculty members, obligations to the community, like their rights within the community cannot be less that with those of any citizen.” That should be “than.”

Now, there’s something that’s not in the edit. Article 1, section 1, second paragraph. “By law and appointed by the governor by and with the advice and consent of the Illinois Senate is directly responsible to the governor and the General Assembly for the management, operation control, and Illinois State University.” Tom Hammond found this. That sentence doesn’t make sense. I went back, I looked at the 2003 version of the Constitution, the sentence is intact. It’s the same. I went to the library today and looked at a 1987 Constitution, just before the Board of Trustees. That had the language, “The Board of Regents established by law and appointed by the governor by and with the advice and consent of the Illinois Senate is directly responsible to the governor and the general assembly for the management, operation, control, and maintenance of the Regency University system.” It looks like the sentence was sort of amended from a previous Constitution, but then at some point it got mangled. In fact, this whole paragraph in the Constitution aligns with 1987.

Senator Blum: The Board of Trustees established and appointed in accordance with Illinois law. This is going by the governor. All of that is in accordance with Illinois law. I don’t know. Definitely the Governor with the advice and consent of the Senate and directly responsible to the general assembly for management and operation control of the university. 

Senator Valentin: The sentence is clumsy and could be revised, but I would argue that that’s kind of been the established terminology for 40 years now. For at least it looks like 20 years the sentence has been incorrect or badly constructed, but I guess my argument here is that we should make an editorial change and then go back and start revising language in the Constitution. I think we should do that more, but that should be a more involved process. I guess I’m arguing this is an editorial change.

Chairperson Bonnell: At the last meeting we talked about the sequencing or how things need to move through to get things to the Board of Trustees if it’s the February meeting. If we want something at the February meeting, then we have to get it to Susan by mid-January. Today’s actually, in theory, the last day when we can send something to Rules without rushing something through. Can we put an asterisk or something on that? Because you would like to think as this goes through, and I’m a little bit confused whether it goes through the Office of General Counsel or if it goes through them and also the attorney for the Board of Trustees. Do both bodies look at this Constitution? 

Senator Stewart: One brief thing on page 14, “in order to ensure that the academic programs of the university remain viable, the provost shall require their periodic review.” I’m just wondering, is it really the provost that requires that it seems like we’re just trying to require it in the Constitution?

Chairperson Bonnell: Academic Planning Community. Is there reference to that or not, like broadly speaking?

Senator Nikolaou: This seems to be the standing language. I think it went to a different page and then got deleted. 

Senator Stewart: So, that’s not a change. Fair enough. And I still find the language a little odd that it was the provost doing the requiring, rather than we’re just requiring, but fair enough. 

Senator Valentin: But that is extant language, it was a formatting error. I think I had to retype that in order to delete the page break.

Senator Stewart: So that’s a Word issue. 

Senator Nikolaou: Probably you can accept the change.

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

Chairperson Bonnell: We have from Rules, the change for AVP, and those changes for the Constitution and the Bylaws. The question that we posed is, do we bundle up all the changes in the Constitution, whether it’s editorial or formatting, or the changes like for AVP that would also include the Staff Council. The question is, can we bundle the information items so we talk about those? And then at a certain point, we then have action items for all the things we’ve approved with the Constitution so that when they go to the Board of Trustees, we can take them all together. On the floor of the Senate, we’re seeing all those changes. Normally, we do it in one set of meeting information and the next is action, but there could be a delay so that we can have all the Constitutions in one place.

Senator Nikolaou: Why don’t we just wait until we have all the changes to the Constitution and present them as one? My concern is that if we are just doing the changes to grad education and internationalization initiatives, we are going to show to the Board of Trustees these specific subsections. If we make changes throughout the document, the Board of Trustees is going to start looking at the whole document and say, for example, “Why is this there? Why is this there?” because you open the whole Constitution for the discussion. And then if we have not discussed the whole Constitution in its entirety, that defeats the purpose. If we say that we have this change and then the Staff Council and then the ASPT, it doesn’t make sense to show the Constitution to the board three different times. The idea for the Constitution is that we wait until the time to review and make a holistic review of the Constitution not just like a piecemeal.

Senator Valentin: I feel like what’s going on with the Constitution is this is the editorial changes, the review, the sort of bulk. We’re adding in the ASPT you mentioned. The idea of packaging, bundling, and waiting, that’s fine. For what’s happening now with the Constitution, that idea shouldn’t wait for editorial changes, right? Those should be done beginning of every year, right? With that reverse timeline, you know, going through the calendar and it’s kind of like we have to do this now to get it into the Board of Trustees for the end of the year, right? 

Chairperson Bonnell: We have to have it as an action item by our December 12th meeting.

Senator Valentin: Yeah, that idea of bundling and waiting. I feel like we’re doing this so that this is the editorial change, a bundle. AVP of Graduate Education, that’s an editorial change.

Chairperson Bonnell: Do you think the Staff Council is editorial to you? I think it is.

Senator Valentin: I looked at it and yes, I think so. I’m adding that in. Then the idea of delaying…

Chairperson Bonnell: We don’t have to delay. The thing about it is, I think these are finite. And I think that’s what you’re saying, Dimitrios. These are finite changes that we can point the Board of Trustees to.

Senator Nikolaou: Pretty much it was the AVP and the Staff Council. Then we said, okay, we are looking at this, and this, and this section. That’s all. Yes, we know that there are all these other editorial changes throughout the document, but these ones we can do them when, have we heard anything about the alignment with the CBA and the institution? Because either way, they would review the Constitution at that point, the whole document. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Exactly.

Senator Nikolaou: So, all other editorial changes, they would happen then.  

Senator Valentin: I don’t think we should be doing it. I don’t think we should be doing targeted changes. I’m saying that this should be expanded editorial changes. We should not be sending to the Board of Trustees just the AVP for Graduate Education Change and then nothing else, which is what I think you’re saying. You’re saying to separate them out, separate out the editorial changes to these other changes and have the Board of Trustees only look at… 

Senator Nikolaou: Well, these are the changes that we’re making. Otherwise, we say we are opening the whole Constitution for review. And at that point, everything is game. We cannot say that, because literally at that point, if we say that we are making editorial changes, I’m reading the first article. If I have comments for the first article, the Senate needs to take into consideration all comments for the first article. We cannot say, oh, it is only in the plural sentences because we opened the Constitution.

Senator Valentin: Then how are we ever going to be able to do editorial changes to the Constitution? If the editorial changes to the Constitution require opening up the whole Constitution review of the whole Constitution, right, that to me says that we’re going to have to delay any editorial changes until we do a whole…

Senator Nikolaou: Well, I think we have a different definition of editorial changes. Because Graduate Education, yes it is an editorial change, but it is not grammar/syntax. It’s a bit more substantive.

Senator Valentin: But I feel like it’s just changing the title, right? 

Senator Blum: We can’t just amend something on the Constitution on the floor the way we can other things. Once it’s gone through Rules, whatever change it is, we’re going to change the first word in the paragraph, the spelling of it, just for discussion. You haven’t opened the whole Constitution up. There’s a whole process which you have to go through to get to where you can even change the spelling of that word. You can’t go through that process and then go on the floor and say, oh, we’re going to amend the spelling of the words below, or we don’t like the pronoun we see or we don’t like. You can’t do that because there’s all these rules about how you have to go through Constitutional change and announcing it. It starts with Rules. then it goes through and then there’s a circulation process, right? It has to be announced. Then it comes before the Senate. Then the Senate kind of either accepts or rejects. There’s a debate about that. There’s information and then there’s all the timelines before you can actually vote on it, right? Even if you have whatever changes you have that if somebody wants a new change, it can’t be changed. It’s not like a policy that we can take an amendment on the floor. You have to go back through the entire process to start over.

Chairperson Bonnell: Can I read that section, too? I think it’s really important. “A proposed amendment shall be submitted at a regular meeting of the Academic Senate and be distributed in the Senate minutes…”—we’ve had that in the past, so thank you again, Kevin, for being very timely with your minutes; I appreciate that— “…Senate minutes, and be voted upon at a regular Senate meeting following distribution of the minutes. If the Academic Senate shall approve the amendment by a two-thirds vote,” —which we would— “of its members, the amendment shall be transmitted to the President for concurrence and recommendation to the Board of Trustees for approval. Unless, within 10 days of its promulgation, a petition signed by 10% of the students currently enrolled at the University or 10% of the faculty at the University shall call for a referendum. All students and all faculty are entitled to vote in the referendum. An amendment approved by a majority of both the students in voting and the majority of the faculty members voting, shall be transferred to the President for consideration. If the President approves the amendment, he or she will forward such amendment to the Board of Trustees for final consideration. If the Board of Trustees approves the amendment, such amendments shall become part of the Constitution.” This is what I think is interesting then, because we talked about a two-step process with the Board of Trustees. Here’s the next paragraph: “…an the amendment to the Constitution of the Illinois State University may also be initiated by the Board of Trustees,” and then that follows that path, which talks about needing two readings. The Senate, we go through a process, and, that’s done at the Board of Trustees in one meeting. That’s how I read that. But if the Board of Trustees wants to make a change to the Constitution, they follow a separate process, which makes sense because they’re not going through Senate. “An amendment to the Constitution of Illinois State University will also be initiated by the Board of Trustees upon motion, duly seconded and passed, a voting member of the Board of Trustees may introduce an amendment or consideration by the full board. Such amendment shall then be published for the first and second readings at consecutive public meetings of the board for a final action by the board. The University community shall be afforded the opportunity to comment on any board-initiated amendment to the Constitution for a final action of the board.”

Senator Blum: So, the Board could just change it.

Chairperson Bonnell: Oh, no, I don’t think so.

Senator Blum: I thought they could just decide.

Senator Nikolaou: But that’s why in the past, we have been very careful with revisions to the Constitution. Because once we send the Constitution to the Board, it is an invitation to look through the whole Constitution and potentially make changes that the Academic Senate has not ever been aware of. And that’s where I’m coming from. If it is like, if we open the Constitution, that’s fine. We can open the Constitution. But we would need to be ready to look at all sections of the Constitution editorial or not because we don’t want to be in a situation where we say, oh, we view the Constitution, we bring it forth to the Board of Trustees. And then we think that something should have changed. And then the Board of Trustees make an amendment that would be totally different from what we wanted to do.

Senator Valentin: So then other Constitutional changes in the past have only been targeted to one section of the Constitution. Every time we run changes through to the Constitution, that opens up, right? I guess I’m trying to understand what’s the problem with what’s the process we’re going through now. We’re adding in editorial changes to the Constitution.

Chairperson Bonnell: I’m still confused on what we should be doing, changing he/her to them or their. 

Senator Valentin: I’m just trying to understand what happens? How can you run changes to the Constitution through without that? 

Chairperson Bonnell: Those two changes need to happen. Those are two finite things that seem clear to me. Dimitrios, you’re saying we shouldn’t include the they/them gendered edits….

Senator Nikolaou: When I say “targeted” is that you direct the Board of Trustees and you say, the change is happening in these and these and these sections. They are not going to go and read the whole Constitution from beginning to the end because they know that the change is happening in these sections.

Senator Valentin: It’s a social engineering. It’s a strategy to avoid having the Board of Trustees look at the whole Constitution. 

Senator Blum: We can tell from that.

Senator McHale: I mean, they can look at the whole thing. We propose specific changes and then the process happens. And does it go, is it really a time when it’s open for any changes for the Board of Trustees at that point or do we have to go through them at all?

Chairperson Bonnell: Let’s back to the second paragraph, which is if they see there’s something they want to change, they could do it. But that’s separate, I don’t like that. To me that seems like an odd thing. Why would they do that unless there are problems with something?

Todd McLoda: All of that language speaks to an amendment though. And nothing that Rules is proposing is an amendment.

Chairperson Bonnell: I think when they use the word amendment, I think they mean edit. 

Todd McLoda: I don’t even take it that way. I think an amendment, think of the US Constitution. An amendment would be pretty significant change to the verbiage.

Senator Blum: Amending the Constitution is any change. Even if you changed the US Constitution by one word, you’d be amending it. 

Todd McLoda: Maybe that wasn’t the best example.

Senator McHale: I don’t know that our Constitution is the same, you know, a sacrosanct document.

Todd McLoda: I withdraw the example, but I’m just saying that it really felt like they were talking about significant amendments and Rules we talked about, “Okay, the title of this person changed. We need to reflect that.”

Chairperson Bonnell: I’m going to go back a paragraph, which I did not read, but now I’m going to read. I read article six on C, amendments, section two. “Amendments are defined as changes in either the Constitution or the bylaws for which it provides. All amendments to the bylaws shall be subject to the approval of the Academic Senate and the President.” I think that they’re saying there’s two paths. That’s how I’m reading.

Senator McHale: Aren’t those distinct though. When we changed the Engineering did that have to go to the board?

Chairperson Bonnell: Yes.

Senator McHale: I just want to be clear about that. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I should have read that from the beginning.

Todd McLoda: It does really open it up.

Senator Blum: Yeah. I think they have the power anyway, and I think they know they have power. I’m saying where the power lies. I just think this discussion here is about power. And then who has it? They have it all the time. They don’t really have to ask us anything.

Senator Stewart: But I think Dimitrios is making a different point, which is if we do a them/their edit throughout we’re inviting them to review the whole document. That’s very different than if we say, this specific section is the only thing we’re changing. So maybe that’s a way of making the cut is don’t do the their/them stuff. Just do these really focused title change, Staff Council name change. 

Senator Nikolaou: Then all of the other editorial ones, either way we’ll have to do it to align with the CBA.

Todd McLoda: That’s probably why that one sentence hasn’t been changed since 1987. No one wanted to touch it.

Senator McHale: Don’t they have the process then that if they find a different thing they want to change, then they’d have to go do that process, right? And they could do that whether we do this or change it. And you could identify where you want, they rather than him.

Senator Blum: Rather than debating whether it opens it or closes it or not, how important is it? To me, that should be the determining factor. If it’s an important decision, if it’s important things of the university, if it’s important for our Senate to evaluate, and it’s important for everyone, then I don’t think I don’t have a problem with putting it through for the Board. If it’s unimportant, if we don’t feel that it’s crucial to change it. They know they can change it any time. I trust the Board of Trustees. I do, I don’t really know them. I do have a sense of trust about them because of your name, trustees, because the governor appointed them, right? They haven’t done rash things in the past. There’s a reason for that. I’m not worried about that as a thing. When I was involved previously, we chose not to mess with the pronouns because we were dealing with so many other things and we were revising the bylaws. I said to the Rules committee, we’ll let some other Rules Chair. [laughter]

Senator Valentin: That’s the thing is it’s just kicking the can down the road. So next time there’s a major or not, not editorial but also not major, some in-between zone of change that needs to go through the Constitution. It’s going to be like, well, okay, we can’t do any of these editorial changes because it’s going to draw focus again. And it’s kind of like, well, when? If not now, right? That’s what I was talking about last time is like at some point, you just got to do it and put that through, because you could just argue that you just put it off forever.

Senator Blum: They can reject the pronoun change, by the way. Right? They can accept all the other ones and say, well, we don’t really want to change the pronouns. They could just say, no, that’s not it.

Chairperson Bonnell: When I talked to Katy Killian and Susan Lynch and the President, there was some confusion. Katy and Susan came joined my meeting with the President. Everyone was in agreement, that whatever we send to the Trustees needs to be clean and clear. What we wouldn’t want to be doing is sending one change in February and then sending another change in May. What you were just saying Craig is, we know that we will have to go back through and look at the CBA. That’s just going to have to happen. If we send all the editorial changes, plus the two specific changes through so they can see all that, by the time we actually get to the CBA, who knows when that’s going to be? Those are big, those are significant changes. That might not happen for a couple of years, truly, given the pace that we’re going with everything else.

Senator Nikolaou: I think they said they were going to do it this year.

Chairperson Bonnell: Oh, I don’t think it’s going to happen. At the coffee hour, I spoke about the role of the Academic Senate, and the Board Chair Bohn came up to me shared that they review things very carefully. If you want all the changes to the CBA done this year, it has to be in, we have to be distributing it to Rules as of this meeting. 

Senator Nikolaou: That’s what I’m saying, and that’s why I asked you if we know when the CBA is coming. If you said that, yeah, they may send it, let’s say, I don’t know, in January, then it would make sense to hold everything and just send changes which is all the editorial stuff and the CBA for their main meeting because they would see it only once instead of seeing it February and May. If you say that the CBA is not coming for sure this year, that’s also a different story.

Senator Valentin: You do the timeline backwards from February, and then they have to look at it again, right? 

Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t think they have to look at it again. 

Senator Valentin: This was the whole thing is this was the blob, right? We needed to get it through because stepping back in the timeline, we had to get it to them by January before the February meeting, right?

Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t think we’re going to get the CBA. I think those are just too complicated. Those are really thoughtful changes. We’re just talking about name changes. There’s nothing to argue about with those things. Imagine doing the CBA and actually digging through the text. Do we—because we’re still discussing the agenda—do these, do your changes come through as an information item or not? Are we pulling this again as an information item? If we hold this, it’s still okay, because we still have time at the November 19 meeting. 

Senator Nikolaou: Either way, I think we should be clear what we expect from senators. If we make all the editorial changes then we should tell the senators, we are just proposing the editorial stuff. We are not making substantive changes, so that people do not treat like the whole thing like we are doing a Constitutional revision. If we are doing a Constitutional revision, we need to be really clear that you are reading from start to end because we need to revise the whole.

Senator Blum: Do we need to call a question on this or are we having consensus? I’m asking. I just think we’ve kind of circulated on this a bit and that I’m sort of trying to positive nudge that we need to either say we’ve got an agreement here or if we can’t come to that; we need to take a vote.

Chairperson Bonnell: I’m going to go back to we’re still under the agenda item. That to me is the question. Are we pulling this as an information item? That’s to me where we are right now because we’re going to hold off.

Senator Nikolaou: Because depending on what we decide we need to adjust the title of the item too. Because if it is editorial sense to the Constitution, we should present it like that and not just updates to include AVP for Graduate Education. 

Senator Stewart: Yeah. I think that controls the discussion a little bit.

Senator Valentin: In terms of timing though so now we can. 

Chairperson Bonnell: We still have one more meeting. We still have this Staff Council which we haven’t even talked about. We still have a lot we still have a lot more to talk about tonight.  

Senator Blum: Rick, do you want to wait one more meeting?

Senator Valentin: Yeah, and then we can put in the Staff Council’s thing.

Senator Valentin: The Appendix II, the bylaws revisions though, they’re tied, connected to the Constitution. 

Senator Nikolaou: We can send them.

Senator Valentin: Yeah, the bylaws.

Chairperson Bonnell: That seems confusing to me.

Senator Valentin: Okay. 

Senator Nikolaou: It might be more straightforward, because we say we are going to do our bylaws and in a separate meeting we are going to focus just on the Constitution.

Chairperson Bonnell: But we’ve talked about this before. We know that we need to change the Constitution. That’s the thing that matters. The Constitution is priority over…

Senator Valentin: Okay. Then we’ll have more Bylaws changes, probably next time. 

Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t think we should do those. I just think we should not. Are we okay with not doing that? When we do it we can focus, we’ll be focusing.

Senator Nikolaou: If we don’t want to do the membership because it mirrors the language from the Constitution, what is the problem of not doing Appendix II? Appendix II, it’s literally about the APC. So I don’t see why we cannot do the APC. It doesn’t talk anything about the membership that it is reflected on.

Chairperson Bonnell: All right. So that piece we will have as an information item.

Unanimous approval.
Senate Action Requests
10.23.25.01- Appendix II: Remove Academic Facilities Priority Report from Planning and Finance (Dist. To Rules)
The committee agreed to assign this item to the Rules Committee.

Constitution update for Staff Council (Dist. To Rules)
The committee agreed to assign this item to the Rules Committee.

10.09.25.01 - Block Scheduling (Dist. to Academic Affairs Committee)

Chairperson Bonnell: Last time, when we talked about this, we came to the point of Dimitrios was in here as chair of Academic Affairs if you wanted to weigh in on what you thought should be happening to the black scheduling or the course schedules. This was something that came through.

Senator Stewart: Wasn’t there a Senate action request from some constituent about whether the shared governance had been?

Senator Blum: Yeah, that was their request, which was not the best worded request because it’s not like we can subpoena people. Have you been participating in shared governance or not? Where we came to was, at least for my point of view was like, what are we going to do, right? And their request was to investigate the shared governance. I think generally speaking, the answer to that question is yes, right?  Does Academic Affairs have an idea of what they could do with the request?

Senator Nikolaou: That’s the thing. We can talk about it in our committee, but what are you expecting our committee to do? Are we just going to say yes, we agree with the block schedule or don’t agree with the block schedule? I think that’s not our committee’s duty. If it is about the block schedule, I think it should go to the full Senate where all senators, faculty, and students can talk about block scheduling. That’s how we’ve done it in the past. Every time that block scheduling came up. Coming to Academic Affairs, it’s not a policy, it’s not that we are endorsing something. I don’t know what we would be doing.

Chairperson Bonnell: There was another side to this. I’m not sure if this came up in our last meeting. That was that Planning and Finance have asked for an analysis on block scheduling by the Provost for our Priority report that we did last year. That was the priority report on GE Road facilities. At that point, it was too early in the analysis that it wasn’t ready. In our recommendations for this year, we have that on our list and when I talked to the provost, she said they are working on it. That’s the other piece to it. That’s what I felt would be happening before we got that Senate Action Request; Planning and Finance would take a look at it and that would actually refer back to the priority report. That is another option, which to me makes a little bit more sense, because it’s a little bit more actionable. I pulled out 50 pages, and then I talked to some other people who gave me more information. Other people sent me more. This has been a shared governance issue. The other thing though, I will say, one of the things I would not want to do, think about all the conversations in 2021 with the provost, then Tarhule, he spoke in the Senate. It was an hour-long meeting. Anything that would come to the floor of Senate, I would want it to be a lot more focused, I think. If we could work it through Planning and Finance first and how it relates to College of Engineering or GE Road facilities, that seems easier than giving it to Academic Affairs.

Senator Nikolaou: Depends on what was the purpose of the SAR. Assuming the purpose of the SAR was the email that was sent out about block scheduling happening next fall.

Chairperson Bonnell: The question was, has, has Academic Senate been a part of this conversation? That was the question. When I received that first is an email and then I asked them to send us a Senate Action Request.

Senator Blum: I think the short answer is yes. Definitely we’ve heard presentations. I didn’t even know Planning and Finance had been doing some stuff. The short answer to the question is yes. Is there something that Planning and Finance is going to do?

Chairperson Bonnell: We’re waiting for the analysis from the provost, and she thinks that will be through in the fall and then we’ll review it and that will become part of our priority report for 25-26. Somebody will come in to talk, and that was agreed upon, that somebody from the Provost’s Office will come in to talk to Planning and Finance

Senator Blum: Planning and Finance will hear about this maybe in the spring?

Chairperson Bonnell: I think we should learn about it in the fall. That was what the understanding was, that the analysis would be ready in the fall. But I guess it was a lot more complicated because there’s a lot more outliers. There are many classes that don’t conform, and that was what was throwing the analysis off.

Senator Blum: The fall is now.

Chairperson Bonnell: But it is still October.

Senator Blum: We are here, okay? Is this something that we’re going to have ready to a couple of weeks that then we can do something about it or not?

Chairperson Bonnell: I’m just coming back to where we were in the spring, which was where we knew that this was something that was really important and stick to the plan of Planning and Finance will take a look at it.

Senator Nikolaou: I think the context is different. The work that the Planning and Finance did was not open. It’s not like everyone on campus knew what Planning and Finance was doing in the report. If there is a specific question about the course scheduling, I’m assuming it is driven by the email sent out. The context is different.

Chairperson Bonnell: Except it wasn’t worded that way. I think the way it was worded initially was, has someone talked to you about this? Has someone talked to me about course scheduling? Again, it’s depending on the context.

Senator Blum: That’s very open-ended, right? What they’re asking is like, you know, they’re probably not writing you that because they think it’s a great idea. They’re concerned about it. They’re concerned about changes that might happen because of it. The angle for Planning and Finance is really a dollars and cents resources type thing?

Chairperson Bonnell: It really is about scheduling. It’s about how students, how the scheduling actually matters. It really matters for those people who are taking classes out on GE Road. And how does that impact them? 

Senator Blum: We’re scheduled to go to this in what year?

Senator Nikolaou: Next year.

Todd McLoda: It’s like two semesters. Part of it happens in fall next year. None of that was an edict.

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, I think that’s where the confusion came because the email that went out to the whole campus community made it sound like this is a mandate and everyone is sticking to block scheduling. The item that we have in our document uses different language. The language that says that you can work with your dean and there can be exceptions, it has not been circulated to the campus.

Chairperson Bonnell: Doesn’t the email point to the registrar? That’s what we talked a little bit about two weeks ago, because the language that we have actually dates back to 2020. And that’s in the registrar’s page. There’s a link there in the email. With the exceptions of, please talk to your dean, I think that’s included. The email, and then there’s the link.

Senator Nikolaou: But I think what I’m saying is that the email made it sound like this is a mandate. That’s what we’re doing. If you look at the registrar, it is a recommendation. It’s not a policy. That’s the distinction between the two.

Chairperson Bonnell: We need to come to a decision on where this goes. Will this go to Academic Affairs, go to the Planning and Finance, or go to both?

Senator Blum: It’s already going to Planning and Finance. We don’t have to do anything with that one.

Chairperson Bonnell: Do you want Planning and Finance to be looking at it also and Academic Affairs? And then when I say that, I will give you all 40 pages that I have single space. It’s really good reading, actually. And again, it comes back to what you’re saying. Is it the mandate? Is it the email? To me it’s a communication issue.

Senator Blum: Can’t Planning and Finance also just deal with it rather than having two committees deal with it? Can’t they just also deal with the academic issues? 

Chairperson Bonnell: Yes. 

Senator Blum: Rather than have Dimitrios and his group study it if they’re already going to look at it. There are professors on that committee; they have the same kinds of interests on that committee. And then if we need to get that, make sure that that comes out of that committee.

Chairperson Bonnell: Where it might have only remained in Planning and Finance before, now we will make sure that it sees a wider audience, whether that means it’s on the floor of Senate or not. This is not going to Academic Affairs? Ok. 

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