Academic Senate Executive Committee Agenda
Monday, November 10, 2025
Hovey 419, 4:00 P.M.
Call to Order

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

Approval of the minutes from 10-27-25
Motion by Senator Sweedler. 
Second by Senator Stewart. 

Chairperson Bonnell: These minutes were created using AI from Copilot. Kevin is part of the pilot Copilot group from the Adaptive Edge Institute. As we all know, transcription services can offer efficiencies, but they can be problematic. For my proofing of the October 27th minutes, I noted some minor issues including typographical misrepresentations such as random punctuation and text, inconsistent capitalization, and misspellings and acronyms and other such things. More concerning is mistranscription, that changes the meaning of a sentence or creates nonsensical sentences, in large part because AI can’t detect context. It can’t easily distinguish from similar sounding words. I noticed this particularly when I proofread the minutes in the portion when I read from the university constitution. So here are a few examples. 

For this sentence, in the minutes, when I quoted the Constitution that was on page 10 of the minutes, “the amendment shall be transmitted to the President for concurrence and recommendation.” AI transcribed it as, “the amendment shall be transmitted to the President for conference and recommendation.” For this sentence, “…shall be transferred to the President for consideration.” AI transcribed it as, “…she’ll be transferred to the President for consideration.” And then another example, “The University community shall be afforded the opportunity to comment on any board-initiated amendment to the Constitution before final action by the board.” AI didn’t do so well. AI transcribed it as, “The University committee shall be awarded the opportunity to comment on any board-initiated amendment to the Constitution for a final action of the board.” And then the last example is an easy one, it should have been, “An amendment to the Constitution….” but it became, “And the amendment to the Constitution….” These errors would be problematic if used during something where words really matter, for instance, ASPT discussions in Faculty Caucus. I’m aware that a transcription for these purposes may not be absolutely accurate and we know that homophones will always be problematic from the spoken to written word whether transcribed by a human or AI, but I find this very concerning. I just wanted to share it so that you knew. Do you have any thoughts about this?

Senator Blum: I didn’t even know that we were transcribing these.

Chairperson Bonnell: We just started. 

Senator Blum: So that was easy. Is that the same for our senate meetings?

Chairperson Bonnell: Yes.

Senator Blum: So, it’s a new thing.

Chairperson Bonnell: Yes. Do you want to talk about you being part of that Copilot Pilot, Kevin?

Kevin Pickett: There’s not much to tell. One of the projects that Roy’s team has worked on is that we have a proprietary in-house transcription bot that they built, and they want me to take it out for a spin. I’ve done a couple meetings with it and it’s okay. I’m giving it a try, seeing how it does and giving them feedback, etc.

Senator Blum: It’s like a lot of things with AI. I think it’s already emerging. The colleague that’s on the work group, the university doing stuff, is what it’s basically coming out, there’s specialist applications of it. Generatives are going to produce errors or more errors or higher errors like ChatGPT and so on. I’m teaching a law class now, and I used AI to help evaluate students’ work. I can tell when ChatGPT is wrong. When it’s wrong, who is right? ChatGPT or the student? It’s sometimes the student is right, but it helps me because I’m not an attorney. I just don’t know all these cases the students are looking up. I can tell though when it’s wrong. If the student and the ChatGPT are split on it, then I read the case. Sometimes the ChatGPT is completely right and the student’s completely wrong. I’m actually not sure what the student did. Why they would have a case, and it’d be completely different than what it should be. 

Even with help, it took me 60 hours to grade 30 papers, but it’s because they’re doctoral students, and I’m giving a bunch of detailed feedback. I looked it up to see if there are law versions, and there are but I can’t afford them. It’s like $150 a month. They don’t pay me that much. I know they really think they are, but they’re not. They’re $150 a month, I mean, because they’re built for law firms. For people who are lawyers, it probably does really assist them. Long story short, there’s going to be different AI applications for different things rather than generic. That’s the thing that ultimately the university is going to have to come in terms with is that for this kind of task, for working in philosophy, there may be a different kind of AI that is more prone to that, and so for if you’re dealing with legal cases, and I think that’s reality.

Chairperson Bonnell: There’s all kinds of examples. We’ve talked about this because you do an awful lot of typing, so I worry. This would be an example where it’s helping because it’s less typing on your part. Sorry, I now feel like I’m speaking for you. I don’t want to speak for you. Do you want to share what you shared to me about this?

Kevin Pickett: Sure. I’ll say that I haven’t used it much. Only for two meetings so far. The return on investment as far as a time-saving mechanism is not so great because I still have to go through and listen to the recording every time, go through and list the speakers out and all of that and make corrections. But it is significantly less typing on my hands and my wrists instead of hammering out 25 pages of raw text just from scratch. It’s editing, which is a lot lighter work.

Senator Stewart: I wonder if you could run different transcription software on the audio and then actually merge or compare the two and might identify a lot of possible errors that way?

Senator Blum: A higher quality text-to-speech is going to make a big difference, or speech to text.

Senator Stewart: I don’t think we’re going get you out of the loop though, of having to listen to it.

Senator Blum: When I use AI it’s not a time-saver. In the example I gave, it helped me catch errors that I wouldn’t have caught otherwise. To me, that’s what it’s for. I caught student errors and was able to give them feedback that they wouldn’t have got if I did not have that.

Senator Sweedler: When I take the minutes for Student government in our general assembly meetings, I use Adobe Premiere. It’s pretty accurate 9 times out of 10. I still have to go back and listen, but it’s accurate enough that I can copy paste, read it, copy paste, and just make the little edits. I’ve tried running it through multiple different AI systems to cross-examine and correct. It does not work. Google Gemini doesn’t work. Chat GPT doesn’t work. I’ve tried a few of them. Premiere Pro works pretty well just getting it correct. I haven’t used Microsoft’s one.

Kevin Pickett: The one I’m using is none of those. It’s one that our team here at ISU built, and they’re asking me to test it for them. So that’s, it doesn’t even have a name. It’s just its own thing.

Chairperson Bonnell: This is something that is not public facing in any way. It’s internal within the machine.

Kevin Pickett: It’s on somebody’s server here on campus somewhere. 

Senator Stewart: It’s powered by GPT though?

Kevin Pickett: I couldn’t tell you. It’s so empty, there’s no information from it. It says, “Drop your files here and get your result here.” There’s no branding, no naming, nothing.

Senator Sweedler: I will say that I have yet to find anything that gets it correct, because sometimes I have a ton if I drop the audio file, I’ll get the same result between three different AI models.

Kevin Pickett: Yeah, it’s just something we’re trying now.

Chairperson Bonnell: I know nothing will be perfect, but I am concerned. Kevin types them, I kind of proof them in a way. The mistakes were really tricky because they sounded like they kind of made sense. Again, with that constitution, I read it enough, and of course we have read it here, that I thought, “this doesn’t seem right.” What I don’t do is I don’t listen and read. I just read. I’m just reading it to make sure it’s making sense. AI is not reading for context. And it probably has a really hard time with the way that I speak, because I can stop and start back from the beginning and start again.

Kevin Pickett: Almost everybody does when they’re speaking out loud. It’s just the way we talk is not the way we write or read. It’s two different ways.

Chairperson Bonnell: Thank you Kevin, as always, for creating the minutes. I appreciate it because I use them all the time. They really help me out, so their accuracy really matters to me. But I know it can’t be perfect. Does anyone else have any thoughts about this? Now you know. The minutes that we’ll see for our November 19th meeting will also be AI, generally. 

Kevin Pickett: Do you think this should we add a disclaimer to the minutes that say these were produced with the assistance of AI or something like they may not be 100% accurate? I feel like that’s a given with any transcription…

Chairperson Bonnell: I serve on the Responsible Use of AI committee. There was something generated in it with the idea that when you’re using AI, you should let people know that you are using AI. That seems like a reasonable thing to me, but I don’t know what that citation should look like.

Senator Blum: Maybe this is for a conversation with the Senate because I think people’s expectation of, particularly, Senate minutes is that they’re pretty literal. AI is not going to be literal. It’s going to fill in things. Even just straight regular speech-to-text software is not going to be 100%.

Senator Sweedler: As long as somebody’s proofreading the AI, it should be fine. When I go through, I read them, I listen to what’s being said in the recording. If there is a mistake, I can correct it like that. As long as it’s reviewed, it should be fine.

Senator Valentin: Yeah, it’s a differentiation between generative AI. If the AI just generated the minutes from a prompt and made it all up… If someone’s reviewing it to make sure the context is still in place... for transcription it is just glorified speech-to-text. 

Senator Blum: Probably elements of basic early AI are in speech-to-text software. It’s using word prediction, it’s using those kinds of things, but it’s not generative.

Senator Blum: Kevin, when you edit it, do you relisten to the tape? 

Kevin Pickett: Yeah. 

Senator Blum: That would be important, explaining what kind of AI it is. I would want to have this information, and that Kevin actually edits it through listening to the tape. It’s more of a word-prediction version than a generative version, which kind of might freak people out naturally.

Senator Valentin: It should freak people out if it was generative.

Unanimous approval. 

Oral Communications:
Internal Committee Meetings on December 10

Chairperson Bonnell: There are four things I wanted to share. The first one is in December of 2024, the internal committees met as needed. I think that was because of our alternate schedule that we employed last year. I just wanted to clarify that, internal committee meetings, you’re all set to go with your December meeting. Does that make sense? Okay, good. I know last year, and it could have been because the scheduling, Planning and Finance didn’t have quorum, because it happens that the last Senate is during finals. Students were taking finals, so we didn’t have quorum, so it’s just an awareness. This is the thing I would share for those of you if you want to share with your committee. We will have light refreshments at our last meeting. A small thanks for all the hard work that people have done. And maybe it will be an encouragement for people to attend the last meeting in December. I particularly think about students because that’s rough. The snacks will be there at 6:30. If your meetings don’t go the whole length, know that there will be snacks; they’ll be ready. Feel free to share with your committees on that. And I’ll let the internal committee chairs know about that. 

Second item. There’s a desire or request that the internal committee chairs meet with me separately as a group, just to talk about how things are going. When Martha was sharing with me, this is one of those things that she talked about too. She felt like maybe that should have been happening. I just wanted to share that idea with those of you who are internal committee chairs. Would you be interested? I think it depends, actually, because the two who it would probably help the most who have not been chairs before are not here. For some of you who’ve been chairs for a while, you could just be honest and say, “Angie, that’s not what I want to do. I didn’t want to spend an hour meeting.” Or maybe you do want to. 

Senator Blum: I was supposed to spend 40 minutes with Kevin, and I didn’t mind. Sorry, the other Kevin, Kevin Meyer. Yeah, and he just had a lot of, I think, natural questions. Because he’s never been chair. What do you do with this? What if you need to call somebody in? Do you have a thing? How long does it take for something to go from? 

Senator Stewart: I’ve also been talking to him.

Chairperson Bonnell: I’ve also been talking to him.

Senator Blum: I was delighted to help him out.

Senator Stewart: It could also be useful to set priorities for the spring semester. If there’s key tasks for committees that absolutely have to get done, it’d be good for any chairs to know about that.

Chairperson Bonnell: Thank you for that. That’s really helpful. We can meet in that builds community and fellowship, but sometimes you need a higher deliverable than that. That makes a little bit more sense to me, but would that be January? Do you think that would be December? Think about how busy you are in December?

Senator Stewart: I can see a case for January.

Senator Blum: Faculty Affairs are a little thin on tasks. 

Senator Stewart: Well, that would be the thing to discuss in your January meeting.

Chairperson Bonnell: Yes. As you know, I’m a librarian so I have a 12-month contract. I’m always here. When do you come back? 

Senator Valentin: I’ll look it up. I’m doing SFSC.

Chairperson Bonnell: In my mind, it was the 18th. So, we could meet, I would plan to meet sometime between the 12th and the 16th. Okay, I’m going to write that down. Okay, thank you. I’ll try to have something. I’m coffee driven, so that’s what I think. Okay, excellent. so that was number two. 

Item three, at least these two are just brief. November 4th, I attended the public safety strategic planning meeting, having been invited by Eric Hodges, the director of Emergency Management. There was a team creating a strategic plan that will inform Excellence by Design that relates to strategic direction number two, “Foster a culture of responsible stewardship.” That specific goal, if that’s the right word, is to invest in campus infrastructure and operational resiliency. And that’s to develop, adopt, and implement recommendations identified in the University Safety and Security Strategic Plan of 2026. One of the action items will be to review and update relevant policies as it relates to that. Those could be policy 5.1.8, which is on bikes, skates, skateboards, and scooters. Also, policy 5.1.19 golf carts and authorized government vehicles on campus. They were aware that some of the policies, that we would be involved if they’re changing those and they’re taking it really seriously. I really learned a lot in the two-hour meeting. But if you have any questions about that, let me know. 

The last oral communication is that on November 5th, at the President’s Forum, we addressed the budget remodel, and he was asking for feedback from all the stakeholders in the room to consider furthering communication on the remodel. I happen to believe that the Academic Senate can play a strong role in communicating what’s going on, because it still seems like there’s an awful lot of miscommunication. I think there’s something to be said there. If we can do anything, I would be happy to do it, though I don’t know what. I would want to do something constructive, not something just to do it.

Senator Stewart: I know that there have been these town halls and other kinds of things, but not everybody’s able to attend those. Actually, getting a very clear presentation on what the actual model is and no hand waving: These are the numbers, this is the real model filled in rather than a placeholder. It may not be ready yet.

Chairperson Bonnell: I like that. But is that it in Senate then or via a RISE Taskforce?

Todd McLoda: What phase are they in them? Full adoption is next fall, right? 

Senator Stewart: That’s correct.

Chairperson Bonnell: This is the in-between year; it is both right? Comparing both.

Todd McLoda: Right. Glen is going to make videos which are supposed to help inform those who have not been able to attend the open forums and taskforce meetings.

Senator Valentin: They did run the model on 2024, right? I remember seeing that. Some of them actually had concrete numbers.

Senator Blum: I wouldn’t mind hearing how it’s going.

Todd McLoda: So, they’re starting to get clarity. The colleges are starting to see what their numbers might look like. They’re still tweaking the percentages. What percentage comes from student credit hour generation? What percentage comes from full-time equivalent students? And like the Office of the Provost, for example, we have no idea what our budget looks like yet. That hasn’t been fleshed out. The FY24 guide says that 58% goes to the colleges, 42% goes to all the auxiliary facility services and things that it takes to run the campus. Those are the pieces of the puzzle that still need to be tweaked. The latest is sometime by the end of the month we should get more clarity. If we were giving College of Education an allocation today, this is what it would look like.

Senator Blum: Then they will know, or maybe everyone will know how it’s going to work. I think that would be the time to hear whatever needs to be said. I don’t exactly know what needs to be said, but either explanatory information or maybe now it’s firmed up or, at some point, there will need to be an update; it may not be this year, about how it’s going. This change is going to happen. I guess there’s some value in trying to explain that change to people, but are you going to go to a RISE Taskforce? We got all of these other things to do, probably a lot of people wouldn’t. 

Senator Stewart: That’s where I think a Senate presentation would help. Then we can talk to constituents and there’ll be more people that are kind of read in fully. One question for you. After the university level model is done, then the colleges have to figure out then how to allocate whatever chunk of the money they’re getting? 

Todd McLoda: They do.

Senator Stewart: This could still play out in very unpredictable ways.

Todd McLoda: I’ll put on a dean hat for just a minute. I would be thinking of it as, “I’ve got to make personnel. Here are my personnel costs. I’ve got to make sure that all those are filled, then the remainder is operations” which is essentially how we were doing it. It was just pre-divided on July 1, and we would see. If I’m in College of Ed, I have $5 million in operations and $14.5 million in personnel, whatever that breakdown might be. How are operations allocated to departments, schools, and even in the case of the College of Ed, the Teacher Education Center, entities like that that are not revenue-generating directly? That would still need to be determined. I think the leadership teams would likely be working on that and then sharing out how that’s going to flow.

Senator Stewart: I guess my point is just that it’s going to be, even if the university locks down the model, it’s still unclear how this is going to work out for individual departments right now. 

Senator Valentin: The model is not going to be applied, right? Within colleges? 

Senator Stewart: Yeah, that’s right. And the colleges have to come up with their own allocation model, right?

Todd McLoda: Yeah, Glen’s analogy is that the pie is the exact same size as it has been. It’s not getting bigger. It’s the same amount of money, but all the slices are going to be allocated differently. And I think it is a worthy analogy of how this is going. The budget is the same, but how is it allocated? It’s really meant now to follow revenue generation to the extent that it can. But that doesn’t mean that there aren’t subventions for units that don’t make ends meet, and there has to be. We’re a comprehensive university. You know, it’s true that some colleges are going to have more, some colleges are going to have less. That’s got to be allocated across colleges in some formulaic way to make sure that maybe the College of Fine Arts has a logical revenue stream.

Senator Stewart: Enough to operate. 

Todd McLoda: As it should, yes. This is not a cutting exercise.

Chairperson Bonnell: The Academic Senate, we don’t really have a budget, rather money that we need for the things we need to do, like renting rooms in Bone. As you are aware, this is my first year as chair, so I don’t have an understanding of how things had been. Kevin and I just got a budget where they’re predicting that we’ll be $49 in deficit. We are now aware of that, and we don’t really have many ways of making up that money except the one thing that I can think of is the placards, which I would argue are really expensive to make, I think, and the quality also maybe isn’t the best. There might be some opportunities there for cost savings in the future with our placards. I asked—we received the budget for this year—but we didn’t have a budget for last year, so I don’t have context. In the future, I’m hoping that I can share that with you just as an FYI; I find these things fascinating. 

Senator Blum: Do we do those in house? 

Kevin Pickett: It is CIPD I think.

Chairperson Bonnell: I’m not trying to malign CIPD of course. 

Senator Stewart: This is probably illegal, but I mean, for 50 bucks, pass a hat at Faculty Caucus.

Chairperson Bonnell: I hope not.

Senator Blum: There’s going to be a car wash. Yeah, yeah. [laughter]

Chairperson Bonnell: I really take these seriously. It just seems like it’s an opportunity probably to explore.

Chairperson Bonnell: At Milner, we have free, laminating services, but what is free? 

Todd McLoda: It’s somebody’s budget. Yeah. Somebody’s going to pay for it.

Chairperson Bonnell: Somebody’s time. 

Distributed Communications: 
From the Faculty Affairs Committee: Craig Blum (Advisory item 11-19-25) 
07.24.2024.03 - Faculty Review Committee Annual Report 23-24

From the Faculty Affairs Committee: Craig Blum (Advisory item 11-19-25) 
09.30.25.06 - Faculty Review Committee Annual Report 24-25
Senator Blum: The only thing I found that was weird was there was one from the year before, and I didn’t know why it was there, but we reviewed it anyway. I wasn’t sure if it had been done or not been done, but I said, well, it’s here. If we don’t need to do it, then Exec say it’s already done. If it’s not, we’re going to look at it and approve it and move it out. So that’s what we did.

Chairperson Bonnell: Do we want both of those as advisory at Senate or just one of them? Do you want one or both or neither? Questions about why do we have 23, 24? Maybe just do the 24-25?

Kevin Pickett: Faculty Affairs just didn’t get to that report last year. It was just left over.

Senator Blum: These are one-page reports. It’s not like there’s a lot to review. Actually, we spent more time explaining the FRC process to a faculty member didn’t really understand how it worked. It was a great time having to talk about ASPT and seeing how it all works. It was, I think for at least that individual and a few others, an opportunity. There’s not a whole lot much to say. Because of the nature of the committees, they can’t really disclose anything that other than what they have.

Senator Stewart: Since Faculty Affairs didn’t get to the 23-24, I think if we do one, we should do both.

Chairperson Bonnell: Okay. That way it’s on the record.

Senator Blum: Just say they didn’t get to it. We’re Johnny on the spot.

From the Faculty Affairs Committee: Craig Blum (Advisory item 11-19-25) 
09.30.25.07 - AFEGC Annual Report 24-25

Chairperson Bonnell: The other one that you had is the AFEGC Annual Report. I wanted to highlight this one specifically because there’s a request there. The committee is strongly suggesting new and better advertised guidelines for AFEGC membership nominations for spring. Kevin and I talked about what we could do. We will do that since they’re actually asking for it. 

Senator Blum: If they want new guidelines, they want more press, we can put an advertisement out. 

Chairperson Bonnell: Is this something that we want to share with the Senate as an advisory item? Whatever you prefer. 

Senator Nikolaou: I mean, we have been sending these committee reports as advisory items.

Chairperson Bonnell: Okay, we’ll do that one.

From the Academic Affairs Committee: Dimitrios Nikolaou (Advisory item 11-19-25) 
10.27.25.01 - Reinstatement Committee Annual Report 24-25
Chairperson Bonnell: Next one is the Reinstatement Committee from Academic Affairs. Is this something that senators would find beneficial? I think it’s interesting. What do you think?

Senator Susami: I do think that it’s interesting, but also, I feel like if we don’t include it, it wouldn’t hurt anybody.

Senator Nikolaou: I think the point for the advisory items is we just put them there so that people can see them because otherwise only the Academic Affairs can see it. If we put it on as an advisory item, anyone who is interested can look at it.

Todd McLoda: If this does go out, I’d like to draw attention to a paragraph. I think it’s really useful on the second page of the report. The paragraph that starts, “early academic progress updates are critical for students on academic recovery.” I think that’s a really important couple of sentences in this whole report. It really does help students to have those early alerts so that they can be tracked. If you do send that as an information item, I think that’s a pivotal piece of this report.

Chairperson Bonnell: They were talking about Canvas when it was coming out because that’s a mechanism that you can use. This is something that is not part of my world, but I know that they highlighted that it is not mandatory. Is that a correct statement? 

Todd McLoda: The request goes out and we track the responses and sometimes they’re fewer than 10% responses back. Everyone’s busy and we all get that aspect of it, but they really are important to the process and being able to catch students at different points of the semester that might be struggling and without that information we don’t know, or U-College doesn’t know.

Senator Blum: Are these sent out selectively for students? I always think my undergraduates just get them and they do it for everybody. Right?

Todd McLoda: I think it’s changed.

Senator Stewart: It used to be for select populations, including athletes, but I think it’s now become for everyone. It’s everyone. I do the early alert and then also the midterm. 

Senator Blum: Yeah. I just went into Campus Solutions, and it just did it, which is actually much better than that other thing that they used to have. I’m really glad it’s there though. I wouldn’t mind myself having one notification. I think sometimes they’re due on Sunday. They are usually due on Sunday, 11 or midnight. If I had a recommendation, that would be Monday. There may be other reasons why it’s on Sunday. I’m just saying that if you forgot to do it, and now it’s Sunday, and it’s not something you’re thinking about, it’d be easier if someone could flag you on Monday. I know there’s timelines and it’s other things too. I’m not sure that’s the wisest day. It may not be possible to change that. Maybe it needs to be due on Friday. 

Senator Nikolaou: There have been some concerns about that in the past. It is a consistent comment by faculty. It cannot be required to be due on a Sunday. The other ones we may have changed, in the past it always used to be midterm grades then the early one was added at some point without input from Senate. Then the thing is the early, for some courses, they want to provide the comments if a student is going to be missing assignments or they are skipping classes, but they cannot submit a grade. They do not have the assignments to say, “That person, in this point in this semester, they’re going to get a B or an F or a D.” The system does not allow you to submit it without putting a grade. Then they say, “I’m not going to put a grade that is not representative” and they don’t submit it. That one has been requested, but I don’t remember by whom. We can still provide the comments that these are the students that we may be paying attention to, but I cannot submit the letter grade. 

Senator Blum: You’re right. It’s not representative. All right. I didn’t make the rules. This is what I’m told to do. I do it. I realize it’s a problem of the university. You can’t adjust for everything. Then we have these weird classes that are eight weeks that make it not fit the model.

Chairperson Bonnell: This will be added and will be an advisory item.

From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin (Information item 11-19-25)
8.15.25.01 - Update ISU Constitution to include AVP for Graduate Education and Internationalization Initiatives
Link to current Constitution
Link to markup

From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin (Information item 11-19-25) 
8.21.25.01 - CAST Bylaws
Link to current Bylaws
Link to markup
Senator Valentin: This is the revised CAST Bylaws they put through College Council last spring. We had a feedback session then and gave some suggestions, but those are not indicated in the current document.

Chairperson Bonnell: Why are they not? Is it just the form? 

Senator Valentin: The thought was that they’re going to take into account those changes and run them back through their College Council.

Chairperson Bonnell: Got it. 

Chairperson Bonnell: So, this will not be on the agenda because they’re still working on them? 

Senator Valenin: I think it should be on the agenda because it needs to be presented as an information item to Senate, and there’s going to be feedback from that too. Then they’re going to have to then run it through. 

Senator Stewart: Why would the Senate be looking at something they’re still in the process of updating? 

Senator Valentin: They have approved this, and then they’re getting recommendations from us. I guess the opposite thing would be is that we give them suggestions, they take it back to College Council, do those revisions, then General Counsel has changes, then they take that back to College Council, approve that, then it goes to the Senate and then goes back again. 

Chairperson Bonnell: It makes the most sense to me that the Senate would get the cleanest copy possible. You’re saying that your committee comments aren’t represented here, but they’ve been sent to CAST. They’re now reviewing them. This would not go on the agenda. We would wait to hear back.

Senator Valentin: I can put in our recommended changes into this document. Right, but then what you’re saying is the process is that they have to make those changes. They’re considering the changes. 

Chairperson Bonnell: When Milner’s files were last updated, it was, I felt like it was a couple of years process because it went back and forth, and we found middle ground there. By the time it came to Senate as an information item, we were like, “all right, this is how it’s going to be.” We had already negotiated those things that we felt like shouldn’t be changed. 

Todd McLoda: When the Bylaws came to Senate, were there recommendations for additional changes, or was it purely an information item with no friendly edits?

Chairperson Bonnell: No, it did include friendly edits.

Todd McLoda: I think that’s what Rules was trying to avoid, to save them a step. The dean will come to that meeting, hear all that feedback, then take all that feedback, including rules and send it back. I understand your desire to have a clean copy.

Senator Blum: Rick, you’re saying you’ve given them their feedback and they haven’t done anything with that. Am I understanding that right?

Senator Stewart: It was just last Wednesday. They’re taking that feedback. The assumption is that also it’s going to be coming up in front of the Senate. They are not substantial changes. They’re minor editorial changes. You’re saying that you have changes that you would like to target. To me that would come up in information. If we run our suggestions through, they run it through again, the College Council, so a month from now, they’ve got to go through, make those changes, or my recommendations, vote, pass it, then it comes to the Senate. My point is that this is already approved changes through the College Council. Then they’re going to be getting feedback.

Chairperson Bonnell: From the information item, you want to run it the way we did with the Athletics Council Bylaws, where we see that, we comment. I commented to Leanna, “I don’t understand why you are removing that?” And they kept that statement because that wasn’t a dealbreaker she said. Does that make sense?

Senator Nikolaou: We still have to approve the Bylaws.

Senator Blum: They can be rejected. I think what you’re saying is what the spirit of it is, right? I 100% agree, but theoretically they could be rejected, right? Are they copy edits, Rick, or are there any substantive suggestions?

Senator Valentin: Copy edits.

Chairperson Bonnell: Yours from the committee.

Senator Blum: Yeah.

Chairperson Bonnell: I want to clarify. It’s the dean evaluations, those are advisory, but Bylaws, we approve those. I was just reading Constitution.

Senator Blum: When it goes for information, there has to be something concrete in front of them. If you want to put it with the copy edits….

Senator Stewart: It could be what they propose plus all of the comments from Rules. 

Senator Blum: If they’re only copy edits it’s a smaller thing. When it becomes before the larger body, there needs to be something in front of them that you said, “this is what it’s going to be.” I sort of feel you. If it’s only, “put the letter A, or and, or that was a typo...”

Todd McLoda: I think the dean had also asked, at what point do they take this back to the full college for a vote. 

Senator Blum: After the information item is when we used to do it. That’s when we would do it for this reason. You would do information item, then it would come back, then it would go to the College Council. The College Council, depending on their Bylaws, could do more or less. There are Bylaws that allow the College Council to act pretty unilaterally, for copy edits for example. It depends. Usually, the way that we do it is, we got something before them. Usually, we don’t hear too much. There are times somebody says something about their own Bylaws. Nobody else in the room cares, but they care about representation. Trying to get those kinds of kinks out before. I’d say we always try to get the councils to get that all out before we got it to the floor. You never know when someone finds something. I mean some of the Bylaws are pretty long and I’m not sure how many people read them carefully. It’s usually a few people who read them.

Senator Stewart: With Rules, one of the functions is to review proposed changes to the college Bylaws and submit recommendations to the Academic Senate. We can put in our recommendations on that document. The question is, do we need to have them run through our recommendations? Rule’s recommendations, before we run it in front of the Senate?

Chairperson Bonnell: And I’m going to say what Craig just mentioned, which is if they’re small things, the question that I have: on page seven is the item that policy 4.1.9 on disestablishment. They’re getting rid of that whole section. That’s the only thing, that’s what I’m bringing to this right now.

Senator Stewart: So, to take this back then, executive committee comments on this, those should be addressed by the college council?

Chairperson Bonnell: Unless you know the answer.

Senator Stewart: I’m talking about the actual process here. Process is that Rules goes through the Bylaws, sends it back to the college. College has to address those recommendations, revise, College Council approves, sends it back, then we send it to Exec. Exec looks at it, then has feedback comments. We send that back to the College Council, and then they have to address those, and then revise. The College Council sends it back, then goes back to Exec, and then for consideration as an information item for the full Senate and then Senate looks at it as feedback and then send it back to college. They revise and vote for those changes and they return it and it’s an action item.

Senator Blum: That’s one way.

Senator Nikolaou: Process-wise, we don’t stop it at the Exec comments, because the Exec just decides, is it ready to go to the full Senate? In theory, if we totally follow our Bylaws, we do not give our specific comments during Exec. I mean, we tend to do it to determine if we think it is ready or not. Then we wouldn’t say, “I have all these comments.” Unless Rick says, “We’re going to talk to them about them in Rules to see if we want to address them. And then we’re going to bring it back to the Exec. We don’t do it where the Exec has comments, and we send it back to CAST to address the comments because that’s not part of the process.

Senator Stewart: Any comments that we have, we can raise at the Senate floor as an information item.

Senator Nikolaou: When we give comments here, it’s more like a heads up for Rick, “I’m going to be asking this and this and this.”

Senator Blum: They can reject comments. What I say is get whatever you want worked out with them first. Then it comes to the Senate floor and Senator Bugaboo says, “I don’t think it should say that.” And that’s the only comment in the room, then they can say, “No, we talked about it in our college, and we think that’s the right thing to do.” And then we can say, “we’re going to vote on it anyway.” And we do it. And then it comes back. And I’m guessing that one senator may vote no but it’ll overwhelmingly pass. And that is a pretty common pattern with Bylaws if there’s a question at all. I wouldn’t worry too much. We used to tell people that you really wanted to get your Bylaws in pretty early because of this reason. Some people wanted to send, for example, their Bylaws in February. It’s impossible. You’re not going to meet all these timelines. Usually before the last Senate meeting in the fall things pretty much needed to be wrapped up. I think you’re just better off just cleaning up whatever needs to be cleaned up, getting it before them, even if someone does object. It’s up to them whether they want to address it. If it’s somebody outside the college, you may get a no vote.

Senator Stewart: When you say cleanup, you mean through Rules? 

Senator Blum: You’ve already done that, right? When they tell you that, their College Council is going to decide if they agree with your edits, then once that’s done, go to information item, which you’ll probably be in the spring, one of the first meetings then… I’ve been on Senate a long time, there’s been like one or two objections at that process, but nothing that would endanger it passing. Senate, as always, can speak their mind, but it’s their Bylaws. They don’t have to accept just because somebody said it on the floor. Now, if it’s a really fantastic idea… But on the other hand, College Councils are thoughtful and put a lot of time into it, and it’s pretty much how they want it, and Rules has kind of also steered them against their worst impulses…. There are things that are not necessarily great and so and sometimes you get on the floor things that maybe they’re important that have just got accidentally left out in the process that are easy for the College Council to accept. If you’re saying, “I want your committee structure to be different.” They could say, “no, thank you very much. This is how we want our committee structure to be.” That person has every right to vote. I don’t think it would jeopardize it, and most of the time it’s a unanimous deal.

Senator Valentin: Now it sounds like there’s a major issue that you found, right? But we should wait? We should have them re-revise their Bylaws?

Chairperson Bonnell: I’m going to take a leap that they wouldn’t have removed 4.1.9. They’re trying to agree with the CBA probably, I think. I don’t know the answer to that. I just wish I knew more about it because they were removing that.

Senator Blum: Oh, I can speak that a little. For now, that’s the policy, what’s there. There’s a whole article in the CBA related to that, but if the CBA overrules that, then it overrules that. Okay, and it doesn’t matter whether it says the 4.1.9 there or not. What exactly will happen though in the end of that policy is I think an unknown, right? There’s some suggestion that that policy might be deleted, but that would have to come to the Senate before it could do that. There also might be that I think it’s a whole article that deals with it. There might be that article that goes in the policy and then maybe some language around it. I don’t really know, or maybe that’s the policy and that’s what the CBA is. But these are questions. I don’t know. I think we have to wait for if there’s a recommendation on that. There is no recommendation about whether that will happen or not. I wouldn’t try to read the tea leaves on that. I mean, that’s what I was told, right? But that was it. I don’t know. The union’s going to have to have their peace to say about it. Admin’s going to have their say about it. Then if they want to delete a policy, just like leading anything like this, they’re going to have to come into Senate and talk about it. If that’s what happens, I don’t really know that’s what’s going to happen. I don’t even know what the union wants about it. These are things that are mysteries of life.

Chairperson Bonnell: This is what’s going to happen. This will be an information item probably. Probably in early January, we would see this as an action item?

Senator Nikolaou: I mean, it depends on the questions. I also have several questions.

Chairperson Bonnell: Oh, you think it could come back several times, like College of Engineering maybe?

Senator Nikolaou: Like CAS Bylaws, they were on the Senate for almost a year, because we were going back and forth.

Chairperson Bonnell: As information.

Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, and then once we said that it seemed like the Senate got answers then the College Council said, “yeah, we can do these ones. That’s why we are not doing this one.” Then in the end, we said, “Okay. We’re good.” We’re going to have someone from CAST, next Wednesday? To decide if it is ready to be sent, it depends if someone’s going to be present or not.

Chairperson Bonnell: When others read this, I guess that’s the question, do we feel like it’s ready to be an information item? Is it ready to go forward? Knowing that it could have several other moments as an information item.

Senator Stewart: I guess I don’t like that it’s still a document that’s in flux because they haven’t addressed the comments from Rules yet. It might be that they say, “oh, those are great suggestions. We’d like to incorporate them.” That’s not what the Senate’s going to be looking at. 

Senator Valentin: I can put the Rules comments in.

Senator Stewart: That would be a good compromise. 

Senator Nikolaou: The linked document that we have, it’s not the same that’s going to go on the Senate, right? Because I just added a lot of editorial comments on that document. I didn’t look at any of the actual questions in that document.

Senator Valentin: Your editorial comments will not be in the document that goes through the information item, or will they?

Senator Nikolaou: That’s up to you as the Rules Chair. I’m going to make them on the floor. I’m just going to say editorial comments. 

Kevin Pickett: Usually, we remove comments from documents for the Senate, and we just have the marked-up document.

Senator Nikolaou: Another piece that seems to be missing from the Bylaws is there is nothing about assistant and associate deans in their Bylaws. That was something that we extensively talked about in the Senate, that it needs to be included in Bylaws.

Chairperson Bonnell: So that would be a question that would be asked, and then that would be an opportunity for them to create that language in theory. That would then be, again, another information item. 

Senator Valentin: I would say it’s not an issue of whether or not they wanted it or not. It’s that they’re updating their Bylaws, and there’s no existing language about assistant or associate deans.

Senator Nikolaou: And it might be that there was no one on the Senate when we were talking about it, who told him on their College Council to include that.

Todd McLoda: If I may, my recollection on this one, when I was serving as dean of that college, that’s when the recommendation came up that you should build this into your Bylaws. Our College Council said, “why don’t we wait until we do more substantive updates to the Bylaws, and we’ll incorporate that at that time.” I think it was slipped through the transition. 

Senator Nikolaou: And I think that’s why some of the other things, they are not editorial. That’s why I didn’t put them on the document, but it is not as substantial. For example, when they said, “we are going to have faculty and staff,” which is perfectly fine. But then the language after that, it was talking about faculty, it didn’t talk about staff. Based on what they said earlier, it should have been mirroring faculty and staff. When they include the definitions, like at the end of article one, and they say, “when we refer to faculty, we refer to tenure and not tenure track.” The rest of the document is not consistent because they use faculty for something that is only for a tenure track faculty. It does not include TTs and NTTs. For the election part, they don’t specify where they say, “it’s going to be an AP and CS or an NTT,” that’s perfectly fine. But then all the Bylaws that we see, they say they are going to be elected by the respective constituents. So, NTTs from their NTTs, staff from the staff. The way that it’s phrased right now, tenure track faculty are going to be electing the NTTs. There are several things where it’s not hard to address, but there are like 14 things.

Senator Blum: I’m leaning toward let’s put it on and get the comments out of the way.

Senator Nikolaou: For some of them, I can just pick and choose. Then I can send Chad the more detailed comments instead of just saying, “these and these and these and these and these and these.”

Senator Blum: Yeah, I think they would appreciate that.

Chairperson Bonnell: Also, I know in Milner we now have been told that we need to employ the Open Meetings Act. Is that being explicitly stated? I know that they’re changing things here, but I didn’t see “Open Meetings Act” as being represented by language. I know that you’re including language that indicates it’s being followed, but that’s what I don’t know about General Counsel.

Senator Valentin: General Counsel already did look through it and put things when they were doing the revisions last spring. General Counsel had recommendations to put in alignment with the Open Meetings Act.

Chairperson Bonnell: So that helps me to know. We don’t have to say, “this follows the Open Meetings Act.” That is, “Open Meetings Act” as a phrase doesn’t have to appear, but the language indicating that we follow it is there, which is what I read. That’s helpful to know for other Bylaws. We are saying this is good to go?

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

Senate Action Requests
11.05.2025.01 - MCN revised Bylaws (Dist. to Rules)
The committee assigned this item to the Rules Committee.

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