Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, December 1, 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 11-10-25
Motion by Senator Stewart.
Second by Senator Valentin. 
Unanimous approval. 

Oral Communications:
Update to policy 3.1.45 Recruitment
Chairperson Bonnell: I have a quick update to policy 3.1.45 Recruitment. If you remember on October 27th, it was one of the policies that was reviewed for a five-year review cycle. That went to Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee. Janice Bonneville, AVP for Human Resources, contacted me indicating it was no longer a Senate policy. I looked back in the minutes and found that on April 29, 2024, they were discussed in Exec. Exec had determined from Legal’s recommendation that it would not be a Senate Policy. As it turns out, Janice had already made the revisions. On the Academic Senate page there are policies that Senate reviews and it was listed there, so that now has been removed. The only question was whether it should be advisory to Senate or not. Does anyone have an opinion on that? Since it didn’t say in the notes that it would be advisory, they would not? Okay, good. So now it will be in the record as being not advisory.
Senator attendance
Chairperson nenell: Senators are allowed five absences from regularly scheduled meetings. Senator Palmer from Academic Affairs has missed six so he has vacated his seat, according to Academic Senate Bylaws, article 3 section 5 part D. Also, Senator Guidry from Rules Committee has missed four meetings, but as it turns out, he’s planning to resign. Kevin, did he officially say that he had resigned?
Senator Valentin: I have an email from him saying he is resigning from Rules.
Chairperson Bonnell: Thank you.

Financial Implication Form changes
Chairperson Bonnell: The next one is the financial implications form changes. Martha had determined that revisions to the financial implications form didn’t need to be, if they were revised, reviewed by Senate for approved. The last changes to the financial implications form dates all the way back to 2013 when it was Associate Provost Murphy. The changes came through in Senate and the changes reflected IBHE revisions. This is meant to be, I guess, advisory, unless someone has any other thoughts about this. Just know that the financial implications form has changed. It wasn’t just Martha, it was something that we voted on. 

Senator Yazedjian: It is not a Senate form. It is reviewed as part of the curricular process for program changes. In that respect, the Senate is involved because we look at it. The content of the form is no longer a Senate form, but Senate sees the form when the curricular changes come through.
Chairperson Bonnell: Thank you for clarifying. It will still be part of the process. When changes are made to the way the form is constructed, we aren’t approving them. Thanks for that clarification. Any other thoughts on that?
Senator Nikolaou: Does that mean that there are changes in the financial implications form? Or is it more about talking about when there are going to be changes?
Chairperson Bonnell: There have been changes made. I know what the changes are. Do you want me to share with them?
Senator Nikolaou: Well, the reason why I’m saying is that it could be an advisory item in the sense that since they are going into our consent agenda, if there is a change, probably we want to know what might have changed.
Senator Yazedjian: I mean, the form is the university’s commitment to provide financial resources. It’s about the financial support. 
Chairperson Bonnell: Coming out of from the same place that I think that Dimitrios is, if people want to know what’s going on it’s meant to be advisory. 
Senator Nikolaou: We are not asking information on that table because there were like a couple of tables that most of the times they didn’t have any information. But then we are asking for this question. When we have the new proposals that are coming in and we look at the consent agenda, we don’t have questions. Well, I remember we needed to submit information. Why don’t we have this information any more as part of the curriculum?
Chairperson Bonnell: Do you mean to say when people, senators, for instance, are looking at the consent agenda, they will now see that in theory, at some point and they will notice changes? Is that what you mean? Or do you mean even earlier than that?
Senator Nikolaou: No, I mean, in general, that it’s not our form, but then if there is some change that was made, I mean a substantial change, we’re not talking about tiny things, then we can make… I know that all these things changed in the FIF, so when you’re reviewing the consent agenda items, make sure that this is different from the previous ones that we’ve seen.
Chairperson Bonnell: What do people think about that? There are three changes. There’s a new statement about Coursedog. There’s a couple of sentences that have been added. The other changes are trying to streamline the process and that for some proposals for a new major, you might be able to do a single financial implication form for a curricular package. That’s one change and the second big change is they’ve added a third year of reporting projected costs and enrollments to the form.

Senator Nikolaou: This second item, it is important for the curriculum side of things. There are cases where you can do only one FIF instead of two or three. I’m supposed to be doing one where when I talk to my dean. I say, “Well, probably you’re going to be getting a lot of financial implication forms, but it is stackable graduate certificates. In theory, each one needs to have its own. They are all for the program, it is just that you’re looking at sub-components. If you treat them really as separate, then it would be like five or six of them. In reality, it’s only one.
Chairperson Bonnell: We see that from the Senate side when Kevin is linking to just one rather than several.
Senator Nikolaou: That’s something that would be good for people to know and share with their units.
Chairperson Bonnell: Where would that go in the agenda, do you think?
Senator Valentin: It’s not the most natural place, but it could be just part of Chairperson’s remarks that you could just say, “Be aware that there’s these three changes.”
Senator Nikolaou: It would be either you or Ani.
Chairperson Bonnell: That makes sense to me. What I’d be doing, is just reading what I received from Todd. 
Senator Yazedjian: I will do the same. 
Chairperson Bonnell: Okay, excellent. All right. The Provost can choose to do that as, as you see fit, and that’s not something that is on the agenda. Thank you. 

Distributed Communications: 
From the Academic Affairs Committee: Dimitrios Nikolaou (information item 12-10-25)
Policy 4.1.3 Textbooks
Link to current policy
Link to markup
Senator Nikolaou: There is no big changes. Some of them are clarification in wording. The biggest change is removing the procedures part, then adding a sentence in there that says that textbooks are more for legislative compliance, because it was not there before. We ran it through the Registrar, too.
Senator Valentin: What was the point in deleting the procedure section?
Senator Nikolaou: It’s not part of the policy. For example, the part where it says that we are going to send it and then they are going to put it into the system. The one thing that needed to be kept from the procedures was that there is going to be a specific date that we need to follow based on what the Registrar says and then we put it into the main body of the policy. The other part was not. Item 3 where it says, “problems related to textbooks” that’s captured by the Code of Conduct. Number two, it says the Registrar and the technology units will assure that they are in the system. We cannot do anything about that.

Chairperson Bonnell: Earlier today I happened to work with the librarian who works with e-textbooks. I asked her about the change that says publish date from copyright to publish date. One of the things that she shared with me is that’s the practice now. By removing copyright, it’s now aligning with the current practice.
From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin (information item 12-10-25)
ISU Constitution updates for AVP for Graduate Research and Staff Council
Link to current Constitution
Link to markup
Senator Valentin: It’s mostly the revisions we talked about previously now with the addition of taking into account the new Staff Council merger, and so that’s changing language in Article 5, Section 3, Campus Communication Committee, just writing the civil service and AP staff, AP council members to just Staff Council members. Then Article 6 bylaws, same thing, instead of bylaws of the administrative professional and civil service Staff Councils, just “Staff Council.” And then the other changes that we had suggested previously.
Senator Stewart: Under five A, we’re moving from a representative of the AP council and a representative of the CS council to two representatives of the Staff Council. So that means we’re fine if that’s two APs or two CS?
Senator Valentin: No, it’s Staff Council members, then one civil service member, then one AP member, and then a third floating AP or civil service member of the Staff Council. 
Senator Stewart: That’s not what I’m seeing here in membership. It just says two representatives of the Staff Council. It doesn’t specify. 
Senator Valentin: Oh, okay.
Senator Stewart: Yeah, 5 A. I didn’t know if that was intentional or whether we wanted to specify that one should be civil service one should be AP.
Chairperson Bonnell: What page was that?
Senator Valentin: This is 14 in the markup. It’s article five section 1 A membership at the end of the very first paragraph.
Senator Nikolaou: I think we had asked because if that’s the intention, then that’s fine. We just wanted to make sure that we don’t have the situation where there is only CS or only AP and there is no representation from there, even though they are the same council.
Senator Valentin: There is a place later where it does specify clearly that one of these subcommittees needs a CS and an AP, but there’s this earlier place in Article 5. 
Chairperson Bonnell: I feel like this is like a logic puzzle. On page 14, you’ve got that part, but then on page 18 where it talks about the Campus Communication Committee. The first part talks about those faculty from Senate, and then the students, and then that last paragraph is three Staff Council members, one civil service member nominated and elected by the Staff Council, one AP nominated and elected by the Staff Council, and one nominated elected from the other either group on a rotating basis. Isn’t it the same language that we have with the Senate?
Senator Valentin: If that’s what the Staff Council really wants, I am ok with that, but I do think there’s a case that it should really be one of each.
Chairperson Bonnell: I’m going to ask a different question. What we received from the chair of the Civil Service Council didn’t actually have a whole lot of markup on it. In an email I was forwarded there was some discussion where they clarified what they wanted.
Senator Stewart: It doesn’t have to be resolved right now, but this is the kind of thing, for example, that I might raise on the Senate floor. Knowing what the answer is by then would probably be good enough. 
Chairperson Bonnell: I’m going to go back to what you’re saying, too. If this were an information item at our next Senate—the chair of civil service council is Beth Porter and the chair of AP council is Katy Strzepek—they had sent the minimally marked up constitution to general counsel and sent an email to them asking where they were with the process or if they are still working on it. Have you talked to Beth or Katy or general counsel about any of these changes?
Senator Valentin: No. We have the proposed changes from the Staff Council.
Chairperson Bonnell: They didn’t have a whole lot.
Senator Valentin: Right.
Chairperson Bonnell: I think that was intentional.
Senator Valentin: Okay, so the Staff Council edits that we received were not from the Staff Council. These were the changes. Yeah, these are the edits from Staff Council.
Chairperson Bonnell: There were two. There’s one that she sent and then there’s the one that I sent.
Senator Valentin: Okay, is that what it is? They didn’t edit the membership. Is that right? Oh, yeah, that is you. Beth Porter marked it. 
Senator Stewart: Even if this came from one of the councils, it might be that they weren’t as thoughtful about this as maybe they needed to be.
Senator Valentin: Or this is very deliberate.
Senator Nikolaou: Yes and if they say that it is, it might be that they worry about not finding people.
Chairperson Bonnell: That seems really likely, too, because I’ve heard that many times from Beth.
Senator Yazedjian: I think especially as we switch more AP positions to civil service, there are fewer AP roles.
Senator Blum: That’s changed things quite a bit.
Senator Valentin: Just verify that this is for a good reason. 
Senator Blum: I know there was a change in state policy, right? 
Senator Yazedjian: It was because of the State University Civil Service Council, and we had audit findings since we have made those changes, but I don’t think there’s anything else.
Senator Blum: There will be people that are still AP.
Senator Yazedjian: There still are and there aren’t any that are in the process of being transitioned to civil service. So that’s done.
Senator Blum: Where we are is where we are.
Senator Nikolaou: On page 15, under the officers where we added the student body present, probably we don’t need to add the, “student body president” because it is not an officer. The student body president is the student body president, the vice-chairperson is an officer. The next paragraph specifies that the vice-chairperson is the student body president.
Senator Valentin: That was just to bring it back into alignment with the language in the bylaws, which says slash. That was why.
Senator Nikolaou: And we are not doing any of the editorial stuff throughout? I just want to check, are we or are we not?
Senator Valentin: I would like to, yes.
Chairperson Bonnell: I think there’s an interesting definition of editorial here. For instance, is “ensure/insure” or gendered pronouns? Are you thinking that there are lots of others?
Senator Nikolaou: That’s why I want to make sure, are we just focusing on the one that Rick had on the markup or literally we’re going through the whole constitution and we do all the editorial stuff? Also, you had something about even the formatting kind of things.
Chairperson Bonnell: I see lots of changes in the version that I have.
Senator Valentin: Yeah. This is our intent that we would like to run through some of these editorial changes too.
Chairperson Bonnell: Okay. If there are any changes editorial you could send it to Rick.
Senator Valentin: Editorial please not major. 

From the University Policy Committee: Todd Stewart (advisory item 12-10-25)
TAC Annual Report 24-25
Senator Stewart: Yes, we did review it. We actually had a couple of questions for this committee, friendly ones. One was that they hadn’t done several of their core functions in a few years, and so we at least suggested that they could think about maybe proposing revisions to those core functions if there’s certain things are just not going to do anymore. That was one of the things. It’s very clear they’re having significant difficulty finding non-Senator student members, and it is supposed to have several of those. I think we actually brainstormed some suggestions that we passed along, but one idea that I think maybe came up fairly recently was perhaps finding people in student government, but who are not senators to fill some of those roles. We passed that suggestion along as well. Otherwise, it looks like this committee’s done some nice work. They have some kind of preview presentation that they do about finding low-course cost options, et cetera.
Senator Blum: I just want to give a thumbs up to the library. We have a number of our textbooks that now the students get them for free. They go through the library. I think that’s been a very successful program. However, I don’t know how all that works, but it’s great for the students, right? It’s not an insignificant amount of savings for the students to have library access to the textbooks.
Chairperson Bonnell: I think that was one of the few good things about COVID is it really encouraged us to try to find e-access where we could. Some funding comes from the Provost, so thank you for that. Textbooks can be really expensive. If you took note of the Team Excellence Award that came up in Exec last year, they are spending that money also on not just books, but on other course materials like calculators. Earlier today at the service desk I probably checked out four or five just within an hour’s time. Those are really valuable to students as they take exam. We have graphing calculators and scientific calculators, too. 

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

Senate Action Requests
SAR 0344 - CAS bylaws update (Dist. to Rules) 
The committee assigned this item to the Rules Committee.

SAR 0347 - University Curriculum Committee approval process 
SAR 0348 - Advocacy for curricular changes at the College Council and Senate levels. 
SAR 0350 - Requests for Academic Senate or a committee thereof to review the new curriculum review process.
Chairperson Bonnell: We have three SAR’s for the same thing, 347, 348, and 350. SAR 350 provides probably the best idea of what’s going on. What you’re seeing here, is a response from Amy… 
Senator Blum: The response from Amy to me, but also to the Dean. I wrote Amy Hurd about this, and then I first emailed, I don’t think it was specific enough, so I followed up with some more detailed notes that I was made aware from conversations that took place on CTE regarding this, and then that solicited a more specific response from Amy to me, and she also cc’d Allison, she’s a faculty in the department, and works with graduate curriculum, and is on CTE, and also the Dean. And they were all looped in. I was made aware of this as a senator, and they were asking me what to do. Then it became part of my job to try to understand what was going on, which is sometimes more complicated. I held on for as long as I felt like I could, then I forward this email, which is explanatory of the situation. Since then, I have spent some time with people responsible for submitting proposals in Coursedog, just because I don’t do any of this. I just sat down with them and they kind of walked through in a very superficial way. I did my best to kind of educate myself on how Coursedog works the best that I could. That resulted in what you have before you.
Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t want people to be surprised by things. Just so that you know, Amy forwarded this to me saying she was okay that I shared it with you all. I didn’t want you to think I just took your language. The other thing I’ll add to this is in one of the earlier drafts, there was a workflow and it included the idea that the Senate takes 10 weeks to approve items on the consent agenda, and that wasn’t right.
Senator Blum: That was actually an error. It was a 10-day waiting period. That was just a mistake. Somebody misunderstood it. The approval process from the department/school to college to appropriate path, UCC… There is a timeframe for that. It is just, it really doesn’t matter what program you use. That’s a human timeframe. I think they do as good as they possibly can, given the resources that they have. 
Chairperson Bonnell: Of all the things in the Senate, you think about all the sequencing it takes. We know this probably better than most people, and you think about even what we were just talking about with the Constitution, we know that if we wanted X to change, we needed to get it through in November. Dan Holland would say, with some frequency, he’d say, “the wheels of the university turn slowly.” There’s a good reason for that sometimes. Is this affecting Special Education more?
Senator Blum: It is right now I and it will in the next year. I sat down with someone to see if there might be some way to massage the system. To me, the most aggravating thing from someone trying to put their curriculum proposals through is you’re putting something through in its major and it freezes everything else. It cuts off your ability to work in parallel. It just seems to be the way that it works. We may have three changes and majors just defined really broadly, like bachelor’s in Special Education. We have three different programs that fall under that. So, if you have one of those frozen, you can’t do anything else. So that’s how it’s set up. My humble attempt at research into it was that they set it up that way on purpose and it’s a security deal that was built into Coursedog. I can’t quite understand why you would need that. It’s the way it’s works. There might be a way to put three things through at the same time. I don’t think all of this is quite known. 
Senator Yazedjian: You can put things in at the same time. That’s the way to solve it. The issue with Special Ed is they put one part in and then they wanted to put another part in and another part. You are correct that once they started it, it does lock. Then they do have to wait for that one to get through. If they have put all three in at the same time, it could have been…
Senator Blum: So, they didn’t really understand the system.
Senator Yazedjian: I think really the issue with Special Ed right now is they were kind of the first people as we transitioned into a new system. I asked Amy; she talked about this sequencing issue within the trainings and they had discussed it, but I think it’s just because it was one of the first ones… You can say things to people, but as people are figuring out the system, then it’s like, now you realize that’s what that meant. I really think, yes, difficult for Special Ed, but I think it will allow people to kind of understand how it works. Then you can plan for your year, like, “okay, we’re going to put these three sets of changes through and we’re going to do it all together.”

Senator Stewart: In the system it has to go that way. It’s a real problem. 
Senator Blum: So that part of it, is that accurate?
Senator Yazedjian: Yes, that is.
Senator Stewart: I chair the College of Arts and Sciences Curriculum Committee, so we know the gory details. Yes. 
Senator Yazedjian: Didn’t that have to happen before?
Senator Stewart: No, you used to be able to submit course creations and a program revision or creation simultaneously. Now courses have to be approved before they can be included as part of a program.
Senator Yazedjian: I see.
Senator Blum: So, the problem that the faculty are complaining to me about is that is that it basically takes a one-year process.
Senator Valentin: Yeah, I feel like in the discussion with our curriculum committee in Creative Technologies, we’re saying the same thing. It’s a singular pipeline. There’s not an ability to do multiple.
Senator Blum: That was the other piece of this was that by forcing only courses to go rather than courses and sequence to be able to be done simultaneously… We don’t develop courses for no reason. We always know the sequencing before. It really just becomes then a waiting game.
Senator Stewart: The College of Arts and Sciences Curriculum Committee, we deal with the most proposals of any on-campus. Some of the committees have to reverse their prioritization now. It used to be the programs were the big deal, and so all the deadlines were focused on that. Now a lot of the committees need to start approving courses as quickly as they can. That will at least let things start moving again, but those committees have to know that. Stop focusing on programs so much, focus on getting a lot of these courses through.
Senator Blum: Maybe with some work re-prioritization rules you can actually move the courses faster through the process.
Senator Valentin: Yeah. It’s just that the old system, the incentive was, because of deadlines, to focus on programs first. But especially if  a college-level committee gets a clear message from a department, “we need these courses because we can’t even propose the program until these are approved,” that can signal them to focus on those courses earlier. Get them done.
Senator Blum: Would it be possible to say once those courses are done to go ahead and do the program and get it, is that a feasible discussion here?
Senator Valentin: Yeah. Part of it is a learning process for all these committees because we’re having to change our typical workflow to cope with some of these. We need to learn how to cooperate from different levels.

Senator Yazedjian: I think it would be great if you, since you have chaired that committee, if you could provide just a few of those bullets. Then we can put together a communication that goes out for people. We can anticipate as many problems as we can, but then once you get into the system, then you realize how we used to prioritize, but now we need to prioritize other things. 
Senator Valentin: Everything I hear is like, nothing can go through until whatever they’re putting through, what they put in. It’s like there’s a clock. That’s the program. 
Senator Stewart: Once what’s in the program gets in there, you can’t have anything else come through. It has to be one giant combined proposal or committees will have to get better about moving these things along faster. The committees are doing their best. 
Senator Blum: I understand there’s a human element to it. They’re trying to do their best. We’re looking at three more proposals coming down next year and they’re kind of freaked out about it. Like, “when are we gonna get this done?” It’s good news that there’s vehicles and that there’s ways to work better within the system.
Senator Valentin: I just find it generally questionable in terms of workflow and advanced workflow. There’s this ability to basically lock the flow, right? And it’s like, okay, nothing can go through.
Senator Blum: Yeah, I don’t understand it myself.
Senator Valentin: It seems questionable just in terms of flow construction. 
Senator Stewart: I mean my guess is that this blocks inconsistent curricular proposals or program revision proposals. We would get that sometimes in the old system where maybe two different proposers didn’t know what the other was doing, and now you have these two conflicting things. I think that allowing a conflict, but allowing a better workflow is probably the better solution, but I think that’s the point of it.
Senator Nikolaou: And these are all things they mentioned during the trainings? Were they really emphasized that this is the big change that you need to approve the courses before? That’s a big change and you need to get used to it. That’s the one thing that they told during the training. The way that they presented was that the system itself does not allow to do it simultaneously. 
Senator Blum: I get faculty’s frustration with the computer controlling it and not us. It’s the feeling of that. 
Senator Valentin: The system has been constructed with that restriction. You can build a system that allows it.
Senator Blum: It’s hard enough with the bureaucratic structures that we’ve built which I think are great. It’s great that we have this thorough process and it goes through it, but, you know….
Senator Stewart: It’s practical advice. Having the department be in contact with the college level committee about what’s happening, so that the college level committee knows to get these classes through, these are high priority. Rather than, again, treating them as we’ll get to when we get to it. Those other committees need help knowing what to prioritize now.

Chairperson Bonnell: Back to the practical question, we have these three SARs. Is there a place for these? Will the Provost’s Office send the bulleted list of tips? Or is this better handled at a different level? 
Senator Blum: We need to find a way to get people through their curriculum process in a year. That was my goal. There is a way through changing the way that we do our work. The chairs need to know, right? 
Senator Yazedjian: I think Dimitrios would say the chairs were informed, it’s just… 
Senator Nikolaou: We all need training.
Senator Yazedjian: It’s very different to have somebody say, “now you have to prioritize differently” versus “you have to send your courses through.” Both are true, but one is how you’re going to implement the strategy.
Senator Blum: It sems like you should wait. You should maybe have one proposal ready, and the other one’s a few weeks behind. You don’t want to put the one in before that one. With how we do things as a department, that’s not uncommon. There’s like our own internal voting process, it gets to curriculum approval and, it’s not uncommon to have done that and then maybe a couple of faculty meetings later, we do the next one. If that’s the case, one was approved and ready to go, then you need to know that you need to wait and put them all in. You have to be able to plan that out.
Senator Stewart: I don’t know that you’d want to do this, but if somebody jumped the gun and got one into the system, you can always retract it and then submit a combined proposal to get things moving again. You can pull back proposals.
Senator Yazedjian: I think you have had conversations with Amy via email that address the concerns specific to Special Education. People might not like it, but I think you can go back and explain some of those things that we were talking about today about how it’s just a transition. I think feedback from Todd as a college curriculum committee chair and maybe some insights. Rick, if you have some things to add from your folks, we could then provide some additional tips. You know, they could go to deans and chairs. Chairs could share it with their curriculum committees. Deans could share it with their curriculum committees. Your point about the greater coordination in terms of prioritizing, those are the kinds of things that could also be in future trainings. But I really think some of it, while there may be issues with the system, I would say there are issues with every system, I think really it is that we are just in a transition year. We have to change our practices and people still remember how we used to do it.
Senator Blum: It’s all very helpful, thank you for your information. I appreciate it. They felt roadblocked and they felt like there weren’t solutions. It’s very easy for me to say because I’m not doing any of this stuff. I understand when you’re frustrated and you’ve got a gazillion things to do and you’re trying to get this through and you thought it was going to go this way and it didn’t go this way… I get the feeling. We try to listen, right? Or I could try to understand it.
Senator Nikolaou: If they haven’t done the training. They should do the training. Ryan Gray, he had mentioned that they had for quite some time every Friday, he would go to the computer lab at COB and they would work with you on the proposal that you wanted to do. They would take you step by step and say, “do not submit this thing because you are not done. You need to do all these things first and then submit it.”

Senator Blum: The way it was described to me is they went so early to the very early training, which was there wasn’t even a Coursedog. I think it was too theoretical at that point. Now they have proposals, now they have things as well as probably questions. I think maybe going with you know, real things in front of you would be more effective.
The committee decided not to send these SAR’s to committee and that the Provost or Senate office would follow up with the three submitters. 

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


Proposed Academic Senate Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, December 10, 2025
7:00 P.M. (Hard stop 8:30 PM)
OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER

Call to Order 

Roll Call 

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

Approval of the Academic Senate minutes of 11-19-2025

Chairperson’s Remarks

Student Body President’s Remarks

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

Consent Agenda: 
(Final Academic Senate approval of all Consent Agenda items will occur during a regularly scheduled Academic Senate meeting. All items presented on the Consent Agenda to the Academic Senate will be enacted by one motion. There will be no individual discussion of these items unless a senator so requests, in which event the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered at the appropriate point on the agenda. All matters on the consent agenda that are not removed will be voted on by one vote. The motion to adopt the consent agenda shall be nondebatable. There will be no separate discussion on consent agenda items.)
· Department of Chemistry – Chemistry BS – Link to FIF
· Department of Chemistry – Chemistry MCE deletion
· Department of Chemistry – Chemistry MSCE deletion
· Mennonite College of Nursing – Nursing DNP Deletion
· Department of Creative Technologies - Creative Technologies BA – Link to FIF
· Department of Creative Technologies - Creative Technologies BS – Link to FIF
· Department of Educational Administration and Foundations - EdAdmin Foundation Ed D – Link to FIF
· Department of Sociology and Anthropology - Media and Culture UGRD Cert – Link to FIF




Information Items: 
From the Academic Affairs Committee: Dimitrios Nikolaou 
Policy 4.1.3 Textbooks
Link to current policy
Link to markup

From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin
ISU Constitution updates for AVP of Research and Staff Council
Link to current constitution
Link to markup

Advisory Items:
From the University Policy Committee: Todd Stewart
TAC Annual Report 24-25

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

Communications:

Adjournment
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