Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, March 16, 2026
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 2-9-26 and 2-23-26
Motion by Senator Susami. 
Second by Senator Stewart. 
Unanimous approval. 

Oral Communications:
The Executive Committee discussed the attendance of a senator who had more than 5 absences. At the previous meeting they had determined that the Chair would contact this senator to determine if there were extenuating circumstances that may excuse their absences. The committee reviewed the Senator’s reply and determined that their seat would remain vacated. 

The Committee then discussed a second senator who has had more than 5 absences and determined that the chair would contact them to discuss the circumstances of their absences. 

Distributed Communications: 
From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin (Information item 3-25-26)
10.23.25.01 - Appendix II – Remove Academic Facilities Priority Report
Link to current Appendix II
Link to markup
Senator Valentin: The original intent of this SAR was to remove the Facilities report from Planning and Finance Committee, which is in there. Then we expanded out beyond this to do some editorial house cleaning on Appendix II overall. For instance, capitalization of ex-officio, getting rid of some bolding and emphasis in the copy, and then updating memberships to staff council from A/P and Civil Service Council. We had an attempt to clarify the Exec Committee election language in here, which currently reads, “faculty senators nominated for Executive Committee of the Academic Senate shall be endorsed by the Faculty Caucus in a special meeting held during the last meeting of the spring semester. The final list of faculty senator nominees shall be submitted to the Academic Senate for vote during the first meeting at the end of the spring semester.” We found that the description of the last meeting and first meeting of the spring semester is confusing and vague.
Senator Stewart: No, I think it is, but I assume that it’s the last meeting of the old Senate, the first meeting of the new Senate is what’s intended.
Senator Valentin: Exactly. Our intent was to try to find a way of describing that in a clear manner. That’s why we chose to term “legislative session,” but if there’s some way to describe the last meeting of a current, what would you call it “year”? And the first meeting of the next year? I don’t know. If somebody has an idea elsewhere in the Bylaws, referring to the election of faculty members, there’s the term, “the newly elected academic centers will be seated at the first meeting of the academic senate in May.” Which I feel like is weird. I think a little more specific than terminology used in the Exec Committee election.
Chairperson Bonnell: To me it doesn’t read like what would happen in practice because it’s not last and first.
Senator Valentin: “Faculty senators nominated for the Executive Committee and the Academic Senate shall be endorsed by the Faculty Caucus in the special meeting held during the last meeting of, our terminology was “legislative session.” The markup is not correct where it crosses out “last” and puts in “first.”
Chairperson Bonnell: The Constitution defines “legislative” and what we’re doing here doesn’t exactly match with that. That phrase doesn’t appear anywhere else. I guess the good thing about it is it makes you pause and think about it a little bit, which some people might not.
Senator Valentin: Some other language then to describe the new Senate?
Senator Stewart: Why not, “the first meeting of the newly elected Senate”?
Chairperson Bonnell: To me that says it just as it is. 
Senator Valentin: That’s good for the second half. First half, the last meeting of the last meeting of the “current”? “Sitting” or “outgoing?”
Chairperson Bonnell: What our calendar says is “Faculty Caucus for new and continuing Senate Faculty members.” That’s how they characterize it. “Final meeting of Academic Senate student and faculty representatives with terms ending in spring, 2026.” It’s also the April 22 meeting.
Senator Nikolaou: Currently elected?
Senator Valentin: Say “currently elected,” but then you read the next sentence. “The final list will be voted on during the first meeting of the…” what session? You would say currently? First of the newly elected? It would be in the context of someone reading this during the current Senate.
Chairperson Bonnell: I think this is always a confusing time because I have to look at this all the time and I just think, April 22nd, this is what’s happening. April 8th is the last meeting for the internal committees. April 22nd is a weird day for Senate. So is May 6th, honestly. 
Senator Valentin: If the current terminology, “during the last meeting of the spring semester” works, and then “the first meeting of the at the end of the spring semester?”
Chairperson Bonnell: It will be May.
Senator Nikolaou: Because we need to have a May meeting.
Chairperson Bonnell: Exactly. I give you bonus points for trying to make this more clear.
Senator Valentin: It’s very confusing to me as it is. Yeah. It would just be nice to have some sort of terminology for each version of the Senate in effect, but we don’t have that.
Chairperson Bonnell: This came up earlier with a different question. Kevin and I were fielding a question earlier today. I don’t think any of our answers helped out. It’s almost like they should be labeled.
Senator Blum: The last meeting of the Senate is the last meeting of the one that’s that term, right? For the term. Because of the way the calendar works, is that actually the new Senate for the next year starts actually in the late spring. Because it’ll turn over at that point, it’s a new session. They talk about Congress like that way.
Chairperson Bonnell: We should number ourselves. Is that what you’re saying?
Senator Blum : There we go. The 150th. 
Chairperson Bonnell: I would do that. I don’t think that’s a bad idea.
Senator Valentin: You could do a date range. Would it be fine then to just reduce it down to held during the last meeting of the Academic Senate? Then do the submission to vote the first meeting of the Academic Senate?
Chairperson Bonnell: For the upcoming academic year.
Senator Valentin: Saying, “upcoming,” then you’re tying it to a specific time frame from this being read. Someone could then determine the upcoming year, if they’re reading it in May, and then this is the upcoming year. The problem is tying it to all these specific dates to me. You need to tie it to the last… 
Senator Blum: It’s the last meeting of the Senate’s term for that year. For a given year. 

Senator Valentin: I feel like we use the term “term” for our terms. For me, that’s three years, right? It’s not this year.
Chairperson Bonnell: Could it just not be if we are using “May,” could we just not say, “April” also? “At the last April meeting we do this and then the May meeting, we do that”? We have to have a May meeting.
Senator Blum: Will that ever change?
Senator Nikolaou: Or we put “ordinarily in April” and “ordinarily in May.” If something happens and the university closed for May and we cannot meet until August.
Chairperson Bonnell: We went through that last year. Martha created this incredible flowchart in case the faculty went on strike. There are exceptions. 
Senator Valentin: It would just be great to have some way to define the year, the Senate year. Then we could just say, “the last meeting of that year.” I don’t say, “the first meeting of the next year,” but you don’t want to say “next year, the first meeting.”
Chairperson Bonnell: I appreciate the effort that you put into this. I wonder what people will think on the floor. Do you want me to take a look at language and come up and see? I could go back into the past archives and see, has it always been like this? I like that we actually set this up ahead, so we’re not doing this in August.
Can I ask a different question? In that very first part, you deleted the semicolons and the Bylaws, the Bylaws, not the Appendix, they do list out that fifth one, which is the affiliated committees. Did you think about adding affiliated committees? That was under six, three in the regular Bylaws. Right now we have the four. 
Senator Stewart: We have we have officially five types of committees? 
Chairperson Bonnell: They’re in the Bylaws. If you go to section six part three in the Bylaws, not the Appendix, but the Bylaws, that’s listed there. It’s types of committees, A, standing B, standing external C, standing mixed, D, ad hoc committees, and then E, affiliated groups.
Senator Stewart: Affiliated groups? No, this was Open Meetings act stuff that we had to navigate very carefully.
Senator Blum: Yes, that was the whole thing about that was, the affiliated, they’re not committees of the Senate, they’re groups. Tou want to make sure and use “groups,” whenever that comes up. Because they’re actually not committees. If they are committees, then it makes them subject to OMA. That was the whole purpose, was that legal-wanted affiliated groups not to be, you know, for student issues, faculty issues, all kinds of things like that that.

Senator Stewart: Like University Hearing Panel on things like that. Yeah, that is not part of the committee structure of the Academic Senate. 
Senator Nikolaou: But in other parts, we do call them affiliated committees. Title 37, it says external and affiliated committees. Then it says constitutionally specified committees. And there are two concerns, specifically standing committees, academic committees is the CCC, and the AFEGC.
Senator Blum: What I would try to do is take affiliated committees and put “affiliate groups” all throughout the Bylaws. I think that would suffice for Legal as I recall. Then the Constitution, whatever it calls them, I’m not sure if that is relevant. I don’t know. That’s the way when we were doing those Bylaws and that idea came up from Legal, that was termed to us. I think if you have it clean in the Bylaws, even if it says something a little different in the Constitution, that cleans it up. That’s the way it was explained. They didn’t really say anything about the Constitution; they were much more concerned about the Bylaws than anything. Search “affiliated committees” replace with “affiliated groups.”
Senator Yazedjian: I just have a question going back to Faculty Senators nominated for Exec. Here we’re just clarifying the wording, not the practice. The practice has always been that the last April meeting we take nominations? 
Chairperson Bonnell: Endorsed by Faculty Caucus. So we have the slate, and then at the next Academic Senate, that slate is voted on by everyone. 
Senator Yazedjian: So, incoming senators don’t have an opportunity to be on Exec?
Senator Valentin: It’s incoming. Yeah, you can be. Just to make you more confused. So it’s a special meeting held before the last meeting with the incoming, right? 
Senator Blum: That first Faculty Caucus meeting is the people newly elected. Because of that meeting, they do have an opportunity to be on the Exec.
Chairperson Bonnell: Before the last Senate, the Chair, the Secretary, and the Exec members are elected at that meeting among the new caucus.
Senator Yazedjian: Maybe it’s because I’m not invited to that meeting. 
Chairperson Bonnell: It’s after the new orientation session where they have treats in the room. We in the comfy chairs in Founders and it’s a nice session.
Senator Valentin: And then the incoming senators are invited to observe
Chairperson Bonnell: And then they can leave or watch Senate from the sidelines.

Senator Valentin: Which is actually an interesting thing that someone mentioned to me. I won’t say who, Executive Committee should actually be made up of heads of the committees. 
Chairperson Bonnell: It happens generally in reality, as you know, I’m looking around on the internal committee chairs here, because it works out that way.
Senator Stewart: I was on Exec for a couple of years as not as a chair, and not everybody who’s willing to chair a committee and do a good job has a Monday slot open. I think it’s actually not a good idea to tie those too closely together.
Chairperson Bonnell: If it works out, it works out. But if it doesn’t… 
Senator Blum: I think generally there’s a commonality, but it can be helpful. Many, many times, I’ve been chair other people who have not been on Exec. It would also change numbers, then you get into Constitutional numbers. For Exec aren’t the numbers in the Constitution? How many people are on it? I think so. That makeup is actually a Constitutional number as well. I’d have to look.
Senator Nikolaou: We don’t have enough faculty because we have four faculty that we elect for Exec, and then the chair and the secretary, they’re automatically in Exec, but we have six committees.
Senator Valentin: But in terms of workflow, in the past there was an issue where Planning and Finance had stuff going through Exec and then the Exec member who was on Planning and Finance was like, “I don’t know about this policy and I can’t argue for it.” 
Senator Blum: We have to wait to see what Exec says. That’s the first thing when we ask something. I say, “just because we said it was ok doesn’t mean Exec is going to say it is ok.” I always remind people of that before we just get all too excited and congratulate ourselves.
Chairperson Bonnell: There’s that phrase, the idea of borrowing trouble. I feel like there’s already enough going on. I’m drowning in all the changes that we still need to make. Maybe that’s something to think about in the future, but that’s not something I would want to do right now. I understand your point, but again, it’s a significant commitment to be an internal committee chair and to be on Exec and to serve on Senate. 
Senator Blum: There’s benefits to it. I think there’s an argument for it. I think I would want to hear from the chairs that are not on Exec and see, like, “do you want to come to this meeting?” They do, some of them might say yes. I’ve always found it helpful. To be able to talk to Dimitrios, it adds a helpful human element to the thing. 
Chairperson Bonnell: Can I ask another question? And this is one I feel like I should know. I’m moving on from that. Is that OK if I move on? Isn’t the Academic Impact Fund disappearing? Am I right in that? 
Senator Yazedjian: It’s not going to exist. 
Chairperson Bonnell: We talk about that on 5B. That’s what that comment is if you’re wondering. And that relates to the calendar, the different calendars we have. 
Senator Valentin: In the functions of the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee, 5B, providing oversight in the use of the Academic Impact Fund. Cutting that entirely or would it just be…?
Chairperson Bonnell: I know that Kevin Meyer said he had suggestions; that Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee they had suggestions because they oversee the AIF report. Maybe when we hear about what they have to say, that would affect the language.
Senator Valentin: I guess then the question is, should we be modifying the functions of the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee through this revision? Or should that be a more substantial consideration?
Chairperson Bonnell: I’m looking to Provost for that one, because I’m reading all that language, qualitative and quantitative data used to determine distribution across colleges. I don’t know what that means. I don’t know. I can’t use my imagination enough to see what that will be like in the future.
Senator Valentin: I guess to me, it’s more of a procedural question.
Chairperson Bonnell: Because this is really only about Planning and Finance, technically.
Senator Valentin: Yeah, and then some editorial changes. So yeah, that’s my only thought.
Chairperson Bonnell: Knowing that it’s not going to be there to me; it just seems why would we leave it? But it’s also how much of it if there’s some oversight on that I don’t… 
Senator Yazedjian: And what’s the academic meeting? 
Chairperson Bonnell: The what? 
Senator Yazedjian: The Academic Meeting. 
Chairperson Bonnell: Oh, and it’s all capitalized.
Senator Valentin: It’s a meeting during the Academic Senate at some point. The Academic Meeting, the Academic Senate, is that it?
Senator Yazedjian: Okay, I think before in the current format of the Academic Impact Fund, you know, shared governance feedback looks at how are the decisions made in distribution of tenure line faculty, et cetera, so that, for example, the provost doesn’t just move all the positions to a new department. It’s perhaps a way of providing feedback. In the future, the budgets for those positions are within the colleges. The provost is looking at the requests that come in and kind of still has a pool of those, but those decisions are going to be made by the deans in terms of the distribution. So the function, like the fund, doesn’t exist in each part of the format.
Senator Blum: Because the deans are now in control, right?
Chairperson Bonnell: The funding comes from the college.
Senator Blum: Right. Right. So it’s a more distributed system. And it is more centralized.
Chairperson Bonnell: Well, the funding was more centralized.
Senator Blum: The funding was more centralized. Still had to be approved locally and in Academic Senate. Difference but not a huge difference. I mean, they talk about it like it’s a big thing.
Senator Valentin: Then your question about rewriting this section, is there something to modify? C is the rewrite, is what we need to rewrite, but B is just get rid of, because there’s no Academic Impact Fund. 
Chairperson Bonnell: That sounds really harsh, but yes. 
Senator Valentin: But what I wanted to clarify is that there’s not something within B. It says “also at this time, requesting and receiving a report regarding cash flows over the previous calendar or fiscal year cycle then drafting annual recommendations.” That’s all connected to the Academic Impact Fund, correct?
Chairperson Bonnell: I think, but someone could tell me differently.
Senator Valentin: That’s what I assume, getting rid of it seems fine. For the next one meeting with representatives from the Office of the Vice President for Finance and Planning and the Office of the Provost early in the year prior to the October Board of Trustees meeting to receive a report on the operating budget for the current fiscal year. So that’s a budget calendar.
Chairperson Bonnell: That’s what we got into this last year because the budget is shared because the budgeting calendar changed. That happened in July at the Board of Trustees. So we missed out on that chance. I’m meeting with Amanda and Glen to talk about what options they may have because the timing doesn’t really work when you think about when Senate ends and when they have information. What will remain, Amanda said, the budget would be in the spring, but appropriation and capital requests can remain in the fall. Those two are okay, still, for the October Board of Trustees, and it makes sense.

Senator Valentin: The appropriation and capital requests, in the current language, does that fall under the report on the operating budget?
Chairperson Bonnell:  The language was “appropriation and capital requests.” That is for sure she said in the fall, that part will stay. I can pull out the language that she did for this past fall.
Senator Valentin: The AABC considers appropriation and capital requests.
Chairperson Bonnell: In fact, all of Senate, technically. First, it’s AABC and Planning and Finance, as you know.
Senator Yazedjian: I think in the past, this has been a VPFP presentation. 
Senator Valentin: This is the standard language for the committee functions. I don’t know the origins of that. That’s what’s been in here.
Chairperson Bonnell: There are lots of opportunities to clean up the language. Do other people have questions on this? Rick, thank you for all of your work on this. What do you think about this? 
Senator Valentin: I think we should take it back if we are going to modify some committee functions. 
Senator Tarhule: I wonder about what that sentence is trying to accomplish, what was the Senates thinking about getting the information on the budget? There’s two ways to think about it. If the idea is the Senate would like to offer feedback that affects the budget and the timing becomes really important. If it’s about the Senate wants to know where the operating budget for that year is, and it really doesn’t matter when that happens. 
Chairperson Bonnell: I can give you that answer because it’s in the Constitution, which is under number 11, it’s participating in the formulation of capital and operating budgets and requests to be submitted to the Board of Trustees. So in theory, the Senate should be part of what’s going on. But when the Constitution was written, it was the idea that we would be part of what was going on before it goes to the Board of Trustees and we would have an input.
Senator Tarhule: I guess it hasn’t happened, historically. 
Chairperson Bonnell: There has been times when somebody has changed a word or they thought, “this word doesn’t work out here.” In theory, in the Planning and Finance committee and the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee, when it meets two weeks prior to it coming to the Senate, there is an opportunity to ask more questions and, really ask a lot of questions of what’s going on. I think it could happen, but whether it’s happening or not, it’s another thing. Does anything change from that meeting in September to that first week in October? Probably not a whole lot, but it’s in Constitution, so we can’t remove that.

Senator Blum: In a very involved iterative process, I would say that’s true. From a more 10,000 foot view of things, things come to the sun. We’re not making any changes in that immediate budget but I do think that Admin has always been willing to hear what people said and think about what people said, and then take that back to their respective groups. There’s influence in that sense, right? Sometimes it’s stuff that things don’t change, just because sometimes they can’t. Other times I always felt listened to. I do think in a kind of indirect way it may not make it into that year’s budget but the voices are heard. The Senate’s not the only place that they need to listen to, right? So chairs, there’s, you know, there’s all kinds of things that they need to listen to, Dean’s, there’s all kinds of places that have to be listened to. But the Academic Senate being one stakeholder. I mean, I never felt like the process that we use was just sort of a waste or that wasn’t listened to, and people did their best to, you know, incorporate what they could.
Chairperson Bonnell: If not in the Senate, where else? I mean, we should be, that should be what we’re doing.
Senator Valentin: Planning and Finance, you know, in its functions, “review the report on the annual capital and operating budgets with the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee.” Reducing down AABC’s function to review the report on annual capital and operating budgets.
Chairperson Bonnell: I know. Part of what I think why don’t we use the language that’s in the Constitution? That’s more clear to me than the language that we have.
Senator Tarhule: A key point here is the question of timing. The investors budget kind of changes. This year, going forward, we’re more likely to be doing it in spring, maybe earlier. The goal is that kind of feedback influences the formation of the budget. Can you think about language that calls for some kind of action before that happens? If it’s just about awareness and you can do that any time even after the budget is passed. There’s also a practical consideration about how budgets are formed. If you think about the college. In the past, what we did was the department would decide their budget. It starts down and it moves up. They form the budget and then the dean proposes the budget and the provost gets the budget from all of us. What actually goes into the appropriation in the end is all these different components of some units thinking about what they need and the supervising office approving that. In the end, by the time it comes to Senate, that’s what has happened. Where is the appropriate intervention to influence that? I’m not saying it’s not useful. I’m saying think about how the process works and where you think the Senate wants to have an input and where to be most effective. That might help you with the language in terms of how you write this. Now, going forward, it’s going to be slightly different in the budget, right? The deans will decide the budget and it goes to the provost and all of that. If it’s finally approved, that goes into the appropriation request that goes out. Where do you come in? Otherwise, it’s just words, right? It’s important words. And it’s an important concept, but it’s not easy to implement.
Chairperson Bonnell: I asked Amanda and Glen, about this. One of the things, this is not really answering what you said, but we’re trying to figure out what to do. 
Senator Tarhule: One more thing, let me apologize, especially to the undergraduates who have to hear this. The appropriations request is totally useless. It has no meaning. No one listens to it. We know it’s a, again, I apologize to you, it has no meaning. Unless we have an equitable funding formula. Right now, the appropriations request is a whole wish list that we know nobody is going to pay attention to. In the end, the governor, you know, decides, “okay, here’s how much money left over. We’re going to give you this much.” None of this really matters. With that in mind, as we go, we build this very elaborate process of feedback and information to something that in the current legislative process in Illinois, unless we have an equitable funding formula that is based on something, the current allocation in the state is entirely historical. Last year they gave us this much, this year we’ll give it about the same or 1%. And every year we put in all these requests about all these things we’d like to do, it’s totally useless.
Senator Blum: It’s ritualistic, right? It’s about doing it. The meaning is from the ritual. If you didn’t do it, I guess that would figure you didn’t need any money. I don’t know. I agree with you. It’s a strange process. All right. Budgets generally, they’re rough, I mean, there’s not a lot of wiggle room anyway. There’s so many faculty, there’s so many students, there’s so many demands out to have certain kinds of services that probably takes most of it, right? And then there’s how much you owe through bonds and other kinds of things. It’s small, right?
Senator Tarhule: In a discretionary budget of some units, it’s as small as 5% or less. I mean, by the time you determine exactly what you’re saying, all the things that have to be paid for, people’s salaries, these commitments, the discretionary budget of some units is like 5%. If you think of a budget like $100,000, you know, the only thing the unit can really think about, I mean, you’re a department chair Dimitrios, the only thing the unit can really play with is $5,000. The rest of it is predetermined, and it’s going to go for this, it’s going to go for that. I guess that’s why we’re on this, just to offer another point of view. You can build a very elaborate process about not very much. How much is your discretionary budget in economics? 
Senator Nikolaou: $30,000.
Senator Tarhule: You must be one of the rich ones.
Senator Nikolaou: Well, if you look at it in terms of total though, it is not.
Senator Tarhule: Depending on how much you want to do this. One way that I might suggest you consider is do you have like a committee on budget or finances that sometimes just meets to offer suggestions to the administration about what you can see as good investments for the university? To do that at the time at some reasonable time in the process so that is taking into account as we try to do the budget or if we try if we see that there is some strategic investments that it might go into. For me, that would be more meaningful to review the budget that is presented because it is hard for me to see it practically how that ought to change.
Senator Blum: So, one would a good time for that to be? I can envision doing that.
Senator Tarhule: I would say spring, because that’s about the time it was spring or early fall. There’s a time when departments, we send out notices for units to start forming their budgets. Or a time when we make a projection about the next year’s finances. Once you know what those finances are, we’re thinking about planning next year, having the Academic Senate either review, the year past or the year ahead and thinking about areas where these type of investments may be useful, suggestions about how the university might be. The things that the University should consider emphasizing. I think that’s meaningful. The suggestions for areas of investments or priorities. I would find that very useful if I got that earlier. The actual review of the budget itself, it’s very hard for me to see how that would change, or that would have an actual impact. That seems more ritualistic- doing it, for doing its sake, even though there is not much opportunity that is happening. 
Senator Blum: Could Planning and Finance do that?
Chairperson Bonnell: You know, it’s actually kind of written in there under their functions, under 4B. Planning and Finance, the functions of that group has changed a little bit over the past because they have moved towards a priority brief. This year’s been a little bit different, but it seems like that could be a function within what they’re doing because I feel like they used to. 
Senator Blum: The previous chairs have wanted I think more of a role, I’m not putting words in them, I sort of recall them that they were saying, “is there more of a role in the planning process?” To me, this would be a kind of a budgetary equivalent, right? A planning of the budget, right? Nowadays we have like, you know, presidential task force and they kind of felt like that, move to that model, right? Which I’m not criticizing. I’m just saying, like, they just, they felt that when people started doing that, right, which is common all over the United States now, it sort of undercut the fundamental purpose of what Planning and Finance was about. Or was they were supposed to be involved in planning. I think that the idea here is if there was a way to use it already in their function to use Planning and Finance in that way at a sort of opportune time, they could maybe even We could have a period where we kind of maybe gathered some data from the senators or whatever, and maybe there could be a little process, right? They could go through, they could sort through it themselves, they could relay that to the president, the provost, whomever else needs that information. Something kind of like that. It’s just kind of a rough outline, but yeah.
Chairperson Bonnell: Like you said, this could be the time to do that since everything is changing.  

Senator Valentin: Yeah, and to go back to what you said about the Constitution, looking at the functions of the Academic Senate. In the Constitution, it says, “participate in the formulation of capital and operating budgets and requests to be submitted to the Board of Trustees.” So it’s formulation, not earlier, there’s like “recommend policy.” The planning also, right? “Participate in the formulation of long range academic plans. Participate in the formulation of long range plans for campus buildings and facilities,” which came up with Planning and Finance in the past. So yeah, sort of maybe reconsidering from that.
Senator Blum: I think this would be a way or vehicle to sort of reignite that. 
Chairperson Bonnell: Useful work, not something that’s like busy work or something that no one’s going to need.
Senator Tarhule: People are so busy that time should contribute to some things.
Chairperson Bonnell: Yes.
Senator Valentin: So then to go back to this specific set of changes for Appendix II, maybe I don’t know off-loading these considerations, you know, sort of reviewing the budget functions of the two committees and running that through as a separate, substantial sort of change.
Chairperson Bonnell: Because that’s what we’re doing this year. 
Senator Valentin: So then the question is, what about then sending through Appendix II recommended changes?
Chairperson Bonnell: The reason this came up was because in the priorities memo, this is what I write, and Dan said, this is not what we’re doing and we talked about it. If, for instance, if the next chair, this is not the right answer, but if the next chair does not put in the Planning and Finance priorities memo to provide that function, it won’t happen because that won’t be listed there. We’re not going to be asking for someone that’s no longer being done.
Senator Valentin: Yeah. You’re talking about the change, the original sort of intent of this. Yeah, definitely putting that through. I guess what I’m saying is that this additional stuff about the functions of Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee and Planning and Finance committee, do that separately?
Chairperson Bonnell: Or not, or you just do all of it together. I’m going to go back to you’ve deleted “review the academic facilities priority report.” This would not be the only thing that is inaccurate about this by having that.
Senator Valentin: I mean, so all right.
Chairperson Bonnell: To me, unless there are other things about this that are really worth doing, it could be something that we just review particularly for those two committees.

Senator Tarhule: Let me ask one question. I don’t know if this is exactly where you are, but under “jurisdiction administrative policies and procedures,” the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee section 6, “have jurisdiction over annual capital planning and budgeting.” What’s intended there? What does it mean to have your jurisdiction over annual capital planning and budgeting?
Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t know the answer to that; like a lot of the things that are in the functions, I should go back and see how that plays out.
Senator Stewart: I think the intent was that any Senate related issue that pertains to any of that stuff would get routed to that committee. The jurisdiction really is about routing. If something came up and the administration wanted Senate input related to one of the things, that’s the committee it goes to. I think that’s how we’re thinking about the jurisdictions. Does that happen though?
Senator Tarhule: That makes sense to me the way you explained it, but if you were not here to explain it, I read that several times, you wouldn’t have read that meaning into it. There may be an opportunity if that is the goal to make that clearer.
Senator Blum: So when people look at the new chairs or whatever look at it to make it more understandable. 
Senator Stewart: Or maybe there needs to be a more general sentence about how we’re understanding jurisdictions in the header for all the committees.
Senator Nikolaou: Well, that’s part of our general Bylaws. Where it talks about standing internal committees’ legislative jurisdiction. We define legislative jurisdiction and then we say “jurisdiction of each standing committee is determined in the Bylaws Appendix II,” which then goes to what we’re talking about. If something relates to the budget, we will either route it to AABC or Planning and Finance.
Senator Blum: Or if we have to make an exception, then we do that, right? So sometimes, One committee gets way ahead or has less to do and the other committee has piles of work to do so we splinter it off even though it’s not really their gig. All right. It’s “jurisdiction,” but with quotes. 
Senator Valentin: Okay, so from a practical point of view, taking this edit back to Rules and going through all of these sort of more substantial function changes, if that’s going to happen, it’s not going through this year. My question is, can we run through these Appendix II changes?
Chairperson Bonnell: The little ones?

Senator Valentin: Yeah, little ones. Yeah, the report that no longer exists, those things. And then come back later and have Rules due consideration.
Chairperson Bonnell: You want to fix the election of Exec members also?
Senator Valentin: We would take it out.
Chairperson Bonnell: Okay, what do people think? It’s hard for me to predict what people on the floor of Senate are going to say, given especially our last Senate.
Senator Stewart: If this were pitched as editorial changes with an understanding that we’re going to be more substantive changes coming in the next version of the Senate, I mean, you know, the Code of Ethics thing, that’s big and complicated.
Senator Valentin: This goes back to that whole issue that we’ve been having this whole year, which is like, oh, well, how to do editorial changes, you know, overall changes across the Bylaws, across the Constitution. You know, at some point, we got to run those through, we got to do those. But then putting it off to then start shoehorning in larger substantial sort of changes kind of delays this process and then we never get our sort of general updates through.
Chairperson Bonnell: By doing the smaller changes, at least it cleans it up to make it slightly easier to review later.
Senator Blum: The editorial, I mean, I think with the Bylaws editorials never been an issue because it’s always the issue with editorial was like, well, if you put that before the Board of Trustees, then they start looking at our stuff, right, which is kind of a, it’s a separate body, which we don’t have the same customs for or even any connection, like formally, right? So that the Senate has its own customs and sort of the way we function and norms and all of that together. And so it’s within our normative thing to do edits, to have edits, people just sort of like, okay, so I wouldn’t worry, I would do the edits. In fact, if you do the edits, it’s something you need to say that we’re going to do some of that stuff later. Like, I mean, like, nobody’s going to ask, “hey, when are you at that new Planning and Finance stuff?”  Well, they haven’t been here for the discussions, but, too, like, I mean, I guarantee you, they’re blurry eyed by the time they look at that. 
Chairperson Bonnell: Speaking of blurry eyed, I’m actually looking at the time. and we don’t have even a half hour left. Are we okay to go ahead with? You’ll do the editorial changes, but not the substantive and we’ll look forward to that in the future. Is that okay?
Senator Yazedjian: Is the AIF considered editorial? Because it doesn’t exist.
Senator Valentin: I think so.
From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin (Information item 3-25-26)
08.21.25.01 - CAST Bylaws
Link to current Bylaws
Link to markup

Senator Valentin: We already saw these as an information item previously. This is just the revisions to the Bylaws in response to General Counsel and editorial comments. I was wondering if we could do this as an action item instead of information, or if there’s some sort of time limit on bringing Bylaws back.
Chairperson Bonnell: How many changes were made between then and now? 
Senator Valentin: The considerable proofreading and minor editing for clarification throughout the document. Made it consistent with other college Bylaws at ISU and CAST’s values of inclusivity, providing for both faculty and staff to be eligible to go to college referenda in article three. They also removed the requirement that CAST Council, chairperson be a faculty member in article one, and then they added sections on appointment procedures for assistant deans and associate deans in Appendix four and article one section eight definitions.
Senator Stewart: One of the things that you just read was removing the CAST or the requirement that the chairperson be faculty member that that was a consistency thing?
Senator Nikolaou: Before it was included but now it literally says that a student could be the chair. 
Senator Stewart: Is that really what they want, that seems terrifying to me?
Senator Nikolaou: The same holds for the curriculum committee.
Senator Stewart: Right. So yeah, I had that in my notes is like, where did this change come from? And do they really want this?
Chairperson Bonnell: This is about the College Council?
Senator Stewart: Yeah, the same issue affects another of their committees.
Chairperson Bonnell: Milner went through the same thing and we took out that requirement that the person needs be a faculty member, which for the same reasons, it hasn’t happened. It’s always been, but I agree with how problematic that could be. 
Senator Stewart: Do they have some justification like they thought this was improving inclusivity or something? No?
Chairperson Bonnell: Here’s the other thing. What kind of those things can we get done?  I’m looking at 9.2. Even if there’s an information item and flipping it over to an action item. Because in two weeks, the Wednesday Senate that we had was not the Senate that I thought we would have. 
Provost Yazedjian: What happened.
Chairperson Bonnell: Oh that’s right, you missed it. It was rough. It was rough for me, but maybe for everyone else it was fun, like get out the popcorn. 
Senator Nikolaou: It was more excitement than usual. Let’s put it like that.
Chairperson Bonnell: Anyway, so are we okay with the Bylaws being an information item? Or could it just be an action item?
Senator Blum: There were changes, right?
Senator Nikolaou: And given that they even added like a whole subsection on associate deans. That’s a big, significant thing.
Senator Blum: We can do information/action, right? And see, and then we could want to change it that way. So if you do that, is everyone feeling okay? Do you feel like you want to? So yeah, so that way we can. Keep things moving. I mean, there’s a good shot that people won’t have or that if people do have something to say about it, it might be addressed right there in the floor. So we’ll have the representatives from the college there. So like, if there’s a tweak, right, we’ll try to make it a tweak then.
Senator Nikolaou: Well, and then there is something for the chair search, that probably we want to talk about with Janice Bonneville, where it says who is going to be needed, like, the committee shall arrange meetings with these individuals, but then it says, “faculty/staff of department/school, excluding on-campus candidates.” HR always says that we need to treat all candidates exactly the same. It doesn’t matter if it is an internal or an external, we cannot be meeting with different groups. But then the part where this is excluding on-campus candidates, it says that if I’m an internal, I’m not going to meet with the faculty and the staff of the specific department.
Senator Tarhule: I don’t think HR would allow that.
Senator Nikolaou Yeah, and that’s why it’s probably that clause should be deleted. 
Senator Valentin: You have to treat all candidates the same. 
Senator Valentin: Should we be running all the Bylaws through HR?
Chairperson Bonnell: Janice keeps up with these things, but that’s why she attends all the meetings and is prepared. Are there other things? 
Senator Blum: You could do it, right? So it goes up as information and then if it sounds right, then I’d say, “is it okay if we just go ahead and bring this to action?”

Chairperson Bonnell: You need a second for that. Normally when it comes from the committees, we do not.
Senator Blum: If it comes from a committee, it wouldn’t. because even for the action you wouldn’t, because you’re still coming from the committee, so you have essentially that the committee is the second, right?
Chairperson Bonnell: And I have to look that one up but I think a second is needed to move it from one to the other.
Senator Nikolaou: I think we need a second one. When we are switching from one stage to the other.
Senator Blum: Well, okay, so we need a second. Somebody will second it. I don’t think the second is going to be a problem. No. In fact, I don’t really think the vote is going to be a problem.
Senator Stewart: It does sound like this has to be amended. Right? There are going to be amendments. 
Chairperson Bonnell: And hopefully they’ll be friendly.
Senator Stewart: Right.
Chairperson Bonnell: I’ll brace myself. All right. Do you want it to be information/action or do you want it to be information?
Senator Valentin: Just post it as information.

From the Faculty Affairs Committee: Craig Blum (information item 3-25-26)
06.04.2024.10 - 4.1.9 Disestablishment of Academic Units
Link to current policy
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Markup with comments
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Senator Blum: Cooper was out of town, but we talked via email. He saw, and the main thing he had was he actually wanted 10 days instead of five days. And actually the committee, once they saw that, we changed everything from five days to 10 days. So anything that said five days before said 10 days. And the primary rationale for that was, that a lot of these things require meetings of people, okay? I think probably when they were thinking, they borrowed some of the language for like, you may appeal your review within five days or whatever. Well, you’re only having one person that has to do that. Almost all of these kinds of appeals or the decisions, someone’s gonna have to meet. At the minimum, maybe a curriculum committee, it could also even be a faculty. We thought like 10 days, five days was just not. 
Cooper kind of kicked that off and so we just made everything 10 days. So everything went that was five days before, went to 10 days. The business days, it’s now “business days.” And actually, we did discuss why “working days” wouldn’t be good. The Committee talked about how working days would mean Saturday for some. In my college, we teach classes on Saturday. Business days is actually better. All right, so we switched to that. We didn’t  expand any of the Senate timelines or anything like that, but what we did do is switched it to, so somebody couldn’t file an appeal to the Senate. The time clock doesn’t start now until the first Exec after that. Then you would have your 30 days after that. You’d actually have time for it to come to Exec. Maybe, Dimitrios says well, should it go to committee first? Or maybe you wouldn’t do that at all. You see, the Exec can kind of make some decisions. They’d actually have time to do that, and there would be plenty of time. 
We didn’t change the calendar days and when it’s supposed to occur, we just left that as it is. The way that it is already we looked into, it kind of reemphasizes but the truth is that you shouldn’t really have to, because spring break just doesn’t count in how those days are counted. And the rationale of the committee for all of that was basically those were the times when people would have opportunity to meet and people would have opportunity to allow shared governance as that was related to it to happen. That was the reason. They looked at different kinds of timelines and basically kept them all the same. The only one that really didn’t change, rather than extend the days, we just made the start time so somebody couldn’t, because theoretically, you could file something that could come to the Senate office a month before we could actually get to it. Right?
Most of your days, like 20 of your days, would be eaten up. This allows it to come to the Senate office, sit until we have the first executive meeting, time starts then, now you have 30 days, which everybody on Faculty Affairs thought that was a reasonable framework. I’m going to blame it on Dimitrios. A lot of the policy dealt with getting this further investigation and the process towards it. But it didn’t really say what happened if it was deemed there was no need for a further investigation. So kind of created this process where the curriculum committee and then the then the provost follows up and they both agree there’s no need for further investigation. At that point, the unit in question would have the opportunity within 10 days to come back and most likely, I would guess that the provost at this point has looked at this very carefully, probably not going to change their mind, and so that they could go to 10 days and they would get, what it didn’t really say is what would happen after if you didn’t have a further investigation. 
Which it didn’t seem right, because it explained all this detailed process after you did the further investigation and you could appeal to the Senate and all this, but there was no process. It just seemed like it died. Or there just wasn’t an explanation. Say I want to appeal to the Senate and it goes through the process that of all of that gets to the Senate. Senate does its thing makes recommendation that it goes back all right to just like it would normally and finishes out the process. The process that has to do with the CBA, that didn’t change at all, because that was actually put in there. And that actually comes right before it goes to the president. It’s actually pretty much at the end, right? It would actually go through all of this process. 
A lot of the changes were just finishing out and making it logical. At least you can have your day in front of the Senate. There would be one without a further investigation. I thought well, sometimes there might not be a further investigation because the provost office had been working with them for a while. There might be a lot of details about the different points of view in the PDAU, right? Maybe there is no need for further investigation because there was a lot done, right? It’s not going to really change. We’ve already in that reported included perspectives from the faculty or whatever was in that. Then also the numbers of having three students in each class or whatever it is.
Senator Tarhule: If it’s at all appropriate, I would suggest some time. I have some thoughts about this, I’d like to discuss with the provost. In my entire career, I would say one of the most difficult things I’ve had to deal with was the disestablishment of a college. There’s a lot of nuance as I read through this that and that is not taken into account. I’m not against it. It’s something that needs to be done. I think there are some other perspectives that I would like to share that might influence maybe how you write it. I can think of so many different ways in which this can really mess up a unit or the college. I would like to share those if you are willing.
Senator Blum: It’s not that I’m not willing. I mean, this was largely based on the process that we have, right? The updates really are just, I would say mostly clarifications, right? And then some of the things that came up last time were, we actually talked about the every little major, “did get it go through this process?” but it was actually still there. That’s an element maybe. Do you have specific feedback?
Senator Tarhule: I could talk to the Provost, and then we could decide how we want to present. Maybe we’ll reach out to you, see how you want to hear those. I do have some specific feedback.
Senator Blum: I’m game. I would like if it all possible to get it done this year. We actually made a bunch of progress on this. I feel like I don’t want to lose that momentum. So if it’s possible to incorporate all that, and I really do, I mean, I mean, generally, right? Speaking on behalf of the Faculty Affairs, I think they would be happy to hear whatever perspective.
Senator Tarhule: I will talk with the provost, and maybe some of those things have been considered and will be fine. I’m sure there’s specific perspectives.
Senator Blum: We’ll continue working on it and with the goal of getting it the following. If anyone, if anyone else has feedback, please just let me know.
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Adjournment
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Second by Senator Blum. 
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