Academic Senate Executive Committee Minutes
Monday, April 13, 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 3-30-2026
Motion by Senator Susami.
Second by Senator Stewart. 
Unanimous approval.

Oral Communications:
The committee discussed the attendance of a senator and decided not to vacate their seat. 

The committee discussed the ticketing for the previous Senate meeting and how Senate can improve its communication regarding access to Senate meetings.

Distributed Communications: 
From the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Kevin Meyer (advisory item 4-22-26)
AABC AIF Report
Chairperson Bonnell: We have from the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee, the AIF report. So, anyone, this is something that we talked a little bit about last time. They went through and approved items through the official Open Meeting Act process. with everyone there, present, and they sent what we have here. Did anyone have any thoughts about this?
Senator Yazedjian: I have something just for the record. I would like to point out that Dan did provide some information in response to some of these recommendations that perhaps are not reflected in the final version that was submitted. The committee is free to submit what they want, but I will note that there are some recommendations in there that may not necessarily be worded in them. One of them is the AIF is going away. The AIF is no more, so there are some recommendations in here that are just not feasible because the fund does not exist in its current form.
Senator Yazedjian: I am saying that now to also kind of say that I think next year, I would ask that the Senate review the policies where, and there aren’t actually that many after the search as well, in the instances where the AIF is written, because that needs to be revised. He did have an opportunity there but I hope that the Senate can work on that next year, because we’ll be referring to something that no longer exists.
Chairperson Bonnell: I agree with you on that. 
Senator Stewart: I can’t speak for Senator Meyer, but I took actually the spirit of his suggestion being it’s better to leave this language in so that we know there’s a problem and it can actually address it and update it rather than deleting all the language and then we don’t know where it all was and I mean. He’s under no illusions, I don’t think, that the AIF exists, but he wants the language as a place-holding flag. That’s how I’m interpreting what he was saying.
Chairperson Bonnell: That’s how I interpreted it as well. But I guess I do have a question that’s related to this. it’s the committee who writes the report and what involvement did everyone have. I appreciate all the work and energy that went into creating this report but there are some recommendations here that don’t think are worded in the best way. This is what the committee presented and it represents, I guess, the moment in time.
Senator Yazedjian: And it’s a recommendation. And next year we can have a conversation about what is feasible, what may not be feasible based on that. So, I think as long as we understand, it’s a recommendation and some of these things may not be implementable, but to Todd’s point, it is saying, here are some things to come back to next year. And I am saying, we do want to come back to it. That is next year. So, I think we’re all in agreement. 

From the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate: Angela Bonnell
Exec Meeting Room 26-27
Link to email
Chairperson Bonnell: There is a new electronic security access system in effect on the 4th floor of Hovey. This affects Senate. Your access changed today and this will apply to our next meeting on April 27th. The two options that you have here for 26-27 are we can either: adjust Exec’s meeting time so that it ends by 4:30 when the building closes, or we can relocate that meeting to another space that does not require access and does not close at 4:30. These are the options. In my time here on Exec, I can count times on one hand when we’ve had guests, and usually those are invited people who we know are going to be here. Anyway, in the spirit of the Open Meetings Act, to meet in this room with the security system, it’s not probably ideal. It wouldn’t be against the Open Meetings Act, and this is a fine space, right, but maybe it’s not the space for the Executive Committee next year based on the new system. Kevin, will you share what you’ve learned in your assessment of other rooms in Hovey?
Kevin Pickett: I looked into 102 downstairs, the last room by the entrance. I tested out its Zoom capabilities this morning and it seems like it’s capable of doing the same thing that we do in here, capturing the recording. The audio was fine, perfectly serviceable.
Chairperson Bonnell: There’s also room 105.
Kevin Pickett: Yeah, there’s also room 105, which I think has the same capabilities. I didn’t test that one this morning.
Chairperson Bonnell: It’s smaller.
Senator Blum: Campus Communication Committee uses the glass room and that seems to work pretty good for that.
Senator Stewart: So yes. Slightly odd question. I’m guessing the answer is that there’s not a problem. But if Exec had to go into executive session as being in a big glass room, is that a problem? If there were somebody who knew how to read lips or something, I mean, this is silly, but…
Chairperson Bonnell: I like the glass, because it feels like you’re in a nice space and you can actually look outside, if you’re sitting in the right spot. The room has those screens, right? It has also occurred to me that if you’re in that space, and it’s the wintertime, and if we’re there from four to six, people are going to know that we’re there. It will be obvious that we are there. It is like a fishbowl.
Senator Yazedjian: Well, the other question I would ask is that’s still in the building. Wasn’t the point there that the building closes at 4:30?
Chairperson Bonnell: Well, we asked about this. I was wondering the same thing. And you talked to Susan or you talked to Katy?
Kevin Pickett: I talked to Susan. Her understanding was that when she said in her email to us that we needed to find a different location, you know, because the building closes at 4:30, she meant spaces that are beyond a security door.
Chairperson Bonnell: I wondered the same thing. The other point is maybe this space is great. Maybe people want to stay in here, but then it would involve rescheduling that time. What do people think about that? It seems to me unrealistic logistically to try to find a time during the real daytime hours when the president and provost are available. Your schedules are full.
Senator Nikolaou: Well, that’s complicated for the students too.
Senator Susami: Yeah, because it’s gonna be a different student every year. In the middle of the day is peak class time.
Senator Stewart: It’s also harder for faculty who may be teaching Monday/Wednesday or Monday/Wednesday/Friday schedules.
Chairperson Bonnell: So, four to six still seems preferable… is that a fair statement? You’ll notice in our schedule, later in the agenda, we have a TBD for location. The next thing would be for if it were 102, then Kevin, you would have to investigate and find out if it’s available.
Kevin Pickett: That room is pretty popular. So, I would want to book it as soon as possible.
Senator Yazedjian: If there are blinds, it’s a nice room.
Senator Blum: You only need the blinds periodically. Normally you don’t need them, right?
Senator Yazedjian: Angie was saying we’re like on display in a glass room.
Senator Blum: Always, all public comment is for the larger Senate. They don’t want an audience of eight people. They want everybody to hear whatever they have to say, which is fantastic, right? I really don’t have a problem with it, but because the faculty has to be like, well, does anybody ever come for public comment at the internal committees? Because it would kind of defeat the purpose, right? The purpose is to communicate to the larger body. Because they have something they feel is important to the operation of the University. 
Chairperson Bonnell: We had one at the joint meeting of AABC and Planning and Finance. That was when we were talking about budget. 
Senator Blum: But we can drop the shades if we need to, right? If that becomes an issue.
Chairperson Bonnell: If that is, doesn’t work there are other spaces, the library, Bone, though in the Bone we would need to pay for a room.
Senator Blum: Or all of the above. People could do whatever.
Senator Tarhule: We anticipate that there will be some spaces opening up as we try to move some units to GE Road. So, if there is an interest in looking at and actually the provost is co-chairing that group, it is looking at who might be moving. We’re going to have a whole space planning exercise going forward. We move the activities that make the most sense and what do we do with the spaces that they are vacating here? There may be an opportunity for the Academic Senate to get on that list if you want to look at it, what are your space needs and how might they be accommodated as spaces open? It’s not happening now, but it’s something that we’re start planning over the summer. Actually, the next Board of Trustees meeting, we’re asking for authorization to hire a space planning consultant to help us think through what’s the best use of our spaces. There may be an opportunity there to think about Academic Senate and its space needs and how they will be best served. This is the time when we’re thinking about spaces. It doesn’t solve the immediate problem, but something to put in your view.
Chairperson Bonnell: Not 26-27, but 27-28?
Senator Tarhule: The planning is we’ll start earlier than that, including especially GE Road, we have to configure the spaces. But just to say that we think there’ll be some space dominos beginning this summer as we take over more space from GE.

From the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate: Angela Bonnell 
Senate and Executive Committee Calendars 2026-2027 
Link to Senate Calendar
Link to Exec Calendar
Kevin Pickett: There’s one date that needs to be corrected on the SGA column. The December 3rd should read December 2nd.
From the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate: Angela Bonnell
7.6.3 Indirect Cost - Senate, Advisory, or non-Senate Policy
Link to current
Link to markupx
Exec Minutes
Senate Minutes
Link to form

Chairperson Bonnell: Okay, excellent, so next we’re moving on to the thing that I talked about last week which is 7.6.3 indirect costs. So last time we were here, I talked about options and I said I would send this to you as a distributed communication. The question here is what we talked about at our last meeting, should this be, for instance, a Senate policy, or a Senate policy with the procedures removed or an advisory policy to the Senate, or a non-Senate policy. I reached out to a couple of people on this, and I know people are busy, there’s a lot going on right now but VP Nelson didn’t have a chance to reply, but if you remember, he and I talked earlier and he didn’t understand why this was a Senate policy, but anyway. I also contacted Craig Gatto and his response, one of his suggestions was, there will be a new AVP who should get to weigh on this. And then he expressed some other things, which I will just say that it’s one of the things that makes me sad. He said this may not come through Senate before because there was the idea that Senate wouldn’t be open to any changes. Those were his points of view on that. Has anyone had any other thoughts about looking at 7.6.3? One way or the other, did anyone unearth anything from 2020, 2022 or 2023? When does the AVP for Research begin? If we waited until then, that would be something that would be coming through Faculty Affairs. It’s where, in theory, that’s where it went last time.
Senator Blum: I mean, a lot of the IDC policy is fixed, right? So, there’s probably some things that are not. Whatever the current framework of the law is and whatever the negotiated amount is, is a fixed amount, right? Those type of things are non-negotiables, right? There are other pieces to it.
Chairperson Bonnell: I am of mixed minds on this.
Senator Blum: So it was, that’s what I thought. It was previously a non-Senate policy because it came.
Chairperson Bonnell: I don’t know. In every instance that I found it, wait, let me go back. What I’ve reviewed, what happened. The last time it was looked at, I said it was in 2020, but 2020 was a weird year because it was COVID and they were meeting online. It became an information action item at their last May meeting. because they had to work fast to make those changes.
Senator Blum: I thought at some point we switched this to be a non-Senate policy for this reason. It’s something that’s so caught up in, it can’t be advisory. Admin would change it appropriately and consistently with the law, keep us abreast of what those changes were, but rather than then actually asking us to fix that, they just say, “here it is.” Advisory means like, you show it to us, and you can always say, “oh, can we weigh in on this piece or whatever,” but it just seems like it almost becomes like, well, all of this has to be, and there’s nothing you can change about it, but you’ve got to vote on it. To me that’s like there are certain policies that are just that’s the way they are. They have legal ramifications. The President of the University doesn’t really have any latitude because the President of the University was responsible for making sure we follow the laws. We have a number of things like that. And that’s my only thought on that. If this comes under that category, maybe just being advisory, saying, this is what’s happening so people know, that’s not a bad idea. Anyone else want to have a different thought?
Chairperson Bonnell: I think it’s kind of like the frustrating part of this because this has happened before, where I thought something was a Senate policy, and we’ve moved it to a committee, but it wasn’t. And Janice has to let me know, “hey, wait, that’s not Senate’s.” So, are you telling me that it’s not a Senate policy? But I can’t find that documentation. Craig, do you have that documentation? I would love to see it.

Senator Blum: Honestly, I’m lucky that I remember it. Unfortunately, it’s like in the long-term memory, so I actually have a memory of it, but I can’t tell you when. I just remember talking about it.
Chairperson Bonnell: That would make sense why it changed in 2023 without us being involved in it. No one else has any memory?
Senator Yazedjian: It would make sense, though.
Chairperson Bonnell: There’s a lot going on. I could see that maybe just slipped through the cracks. 
Senator Blum: To me, there’s a logical reason for that, right? The advisory is also logical because like these are changes that matter a lot to faculty, right? So, they want to be abreast. So, funneling it to Exec and it is advisory, right? And then letting faculty know as advisory, okay? So, it’s just, it actually, I also think that really helps in things like this, sort of stating that it’s advisory, right? Because what happens if they’re not advisory, but there’s nothing we can do, there’s a sense of frustration. It’s like, well, what’s our purpose? You know, why can’t we change it? Well, because Legal says it has to be that way. The State has this law; the federal government has this law. I’ve just heard senators say stuff like that, right? That they don’t understand why we can’t weigh in, but we can’t weigh in because there’s a law that says what this should be, right? And that’s what governs it. So, it’s not really, it’s not much we can do. 
Chairperson Bonnell: So, what do people feel about that? What do you do? Do other people feel as Craig does that we could decide that this moment that it’s an advisory item?
Senator Nikolaou: Last time, we did mention the second part is not driven by state law. It is what the university decides to do with the indirect costs and how to allocate them to the units. So, in theory, let’s say the VPPF is going to fall under their position. They could come back and they would say none of it comes back to the department. If it is just an advisory item, yeah, we’re going to be informed, but there is nothing that faculty can say, “well, I put all this work into the grant, because we know that, you know, the department for sure is going to get something,” which also it might be more important now. Here we say that everything goes to the college, and then the college distributive departments. But here, it says that there is some type of guarantee that the department is going to get a percentage of the IDCs, so it doesn’t seem that it is as straightforward anymore.
Senator Blum: I mean, we can pull it back from advisory any time, right? So, it comes to Exec, it is advisory, then we can look at it, that’s part of Exec’s job, move things on and off, right? It’s not always all or nothing, but I mean, I’m not against for it going to Faculty Affairs, for example, all right? So, I’m neutral on that regard, but I do think that for that second part, that Faculty Affairs can take a look at that, that if that’s what people feel they would like to do, I think that’s fine. Or make a decision each time, which is basically part of the advisory process. All right, it’s given to Exec, Exec then takes a look at it and says, “now we want to pull this back,” which they can, and then give it to Faculty Affairs or not. It’s like once you put it somewhere else, that’s not a forever. That’s for as long as we see it that way, and you can always change it back, and that’s really clear with things like this.
Chairperson Bonnell: That seems a really messy back and forth. That creates more work for someone. And I feel Senate already has enough if you’re going to change. It’s unclear to me if things will probably change over the summer. It would be my preference to move it to Faculty Affairs for that, but there might be changes that need to happen over the summer? I don’t know.
Senator Yazedjian: Well, I mean, that’s what I’m trying to figure out, right? Because there could be some changes that would get input in a new fiscal year that’s much cleaner. Since I’ve been on this body, there’s been discussion of policy versus procedure. How do we define what is policy and what is procedure?
Chairperson Bonnell: Well, and that’s the thing too. There are some policies that have a lot of procedure in them, and we generally try to remove that. But in other cases, we don’t remove it. So, it seems like it’s on a case-by-case situation. If we can point to the advantage of not having the procedures and the policies, you can adapt the policy. You can adapt the procedures more quickly and they become more flexible. And then if you’re pointing to them, that makes a little bit more sense. But these things are always changing. 
Senator Blum: We can separate out that. I mean, it is different for some like there’s certain policies that the procedures are so crucial that we include them anyway. Then there’s other policies that it’s just not as important, right? I do think that gets evaluated. But we used to have on the Exec, some people who love to take procedures out of policies. We definitely do that. But I do think that there are cases where what the procedures are if they’re not. spelled out that also can be a problem if they’re not written anywhere, right? If they’re not written in the Senate policy, then it’s just sort of, you know, so it’s out there. But I think overall, like the idea is to write the policy and separate the procedures. And you could do that, I think, here for the parts that haven’t been updated or negotiated or whatever. And that’s something we could take a look at in Faculty Affairs.
Chairperson Bonnell: Can we make it go to Faculty Affairs, or does it have to be an SAR to go to Faculty Affairs? Can we make that so here?
Kevin Pickett: Once I make the SAR, we can just assign it to Faculty Affairs as I make it if that is ok with everybody.
Senator Blum: We can assign it to Faculty Affairs. So, we can decide it to where we want, right? That’s part of it. We can decide any policy to put it anywhere, right? That’s, it’s under the bylaws. Every single committee, as a thing that says, and other stuff assigned, that’s because, like, once in a while, we get out of balance, right? We get one committee that gets really slammed, right? And another committee gets light. So, we take policy that would normally be over to the University Policy Committee and say, Faculty Affairs is like we pull that over to Faculty Affairs because just as a distribution of work, it makes more sense.
Senator Tarhule: There’s ongoing discussion, I believe, about changes in the distribution of the IDC. Has that been shared with this group? I couldn’t see that in this.
Senator Yazedjian: No, we haven’t moved forward with that because part of it is we’re trying to figure out procedurally, right? What does that mean here?

Senator Tarhule: So, just a thought. I think you could reduce this policy on this section to treat core components, as I said. One is what the federal rates are. You know, what is the federal IDC rate that proposals can check. That is locked well. That’s something we negotiate with the federal government. And as you know, I don’t know where this is going to be about the administration’s efforts to cut back down, but that’s something that is negotiated as part of a consortium. The second is what Dimitrios mentioned, which is what happens to money in grants. Part of that is actually law. If I get a proposal from NSF, NSF debates at the end of the year can I take the money over to NIH? But there are some organizations that don’t. So, it’s a bit half and half. I would say it depends on the rule governing the contract from the funding. And then the last part of that is, as I said, is this component, which is how is IDC distributed across different members. What Dimitrios said is very true. You could have a situation where somebody decides nobody is going to get anything. I think in that situation, the Senate will be completely in its right to want to wait. If I start from that point, given that maybe we have an egg and a chick question here, given that there is discussion, despite the budget process, to change the IDC, might it make sense, to look at what that proposal is. And if you’re comfortable with it, you say, OK, they still remain an advisory item, because that’s really the only component that could be misused in the manner that you have described. Could you look at what that proposal is, how IDC has been changed? And if you’re OK with it, it’s not as extreme as in that example to leave it as an advisory item. If you have some concerns about it, which suggests that maybe going forward, we want to be able to weigh in now. But if you think about the logistics of searching that IDC rate, it’s really a VPFP and Provost discussion. So, either that part would be taken out, or you see what it is and you’re comfortable with it and you say, “in this current form, we’re comfortable. Advise us every year. So, we’ll make sure we continue to be comfortable.” I don’t know if that makes sense, but thinking about how you might go forward. But the IDC rate that you see here is going to change. Maybe the one from the federal government may change as well. So, given those two changes coming about, do we want to make changes to this now or do we want to wait until we see how that shows up?
Chairperson Bonnell: One of the things I asked Craig also was if the University Research Council would contribute to this discussion. It would be something that they would have input on? 
Senator Blum: There’s nothing we’re going to do this year anyway. When we say do something with it, it’s not till next year.
Chairperson Bonnell: It seems like if something’s going to happen over the summer, if something needs to change based on the July deadline, something will be changing. If policy has to change, it wouldn’t be the first time that a policy doesn’t represent reality. So, let’s say that if a percentage has changed from 48 to 45. Are we okay just moving it over to the Faculty Affairs Committee? 
Senator Blum: It’s not that important. I just think we should decide what we want to do. That at some point, like history is history, and now is now. What I am saying is that there is no Faculty Affairs Committee, right? There’s nothing that’s going to happen. If there’s stuff that’s going to happen over the summer, and the truth of the matter is that, as always, with this part of the policy, which we’re talking about a minute ago, there are always going to be pieces. It doesn’t really matter what it says. It matters what’s negotiated. If that changes before it can be changed there, what matters is the contract that the ISU has negotiated with the federal government. And there are many other things that we’re bound by. Which is sort of the piece of this that becomes why parts of it could be advisory, I think that maybe this is a good thing for Faculty Affairs to sort out. Sort out what is procedure, what is maybe parts of it that just become advisory or I don’t really know, okay, that it would take, I think, the committee to look at it and to work on it, but that’s not going to happen until next fall.
Chairperson Bonnell: We are good with that?
Senate Action Requests
SAR 0377 - Proposed Rule Action Item Priority and Delay Rules (Dist. to Rules)
Link to proposal
The committee agreed to assign this SAR to the Rules Committee.

SAR 0379 - Amend 3.3.5 Distinguished Professor (Dist. to Academic Affairs)
Link to proposal
The committee agreed to assign this SAR to the Faculty Affairs Committee.

SAR 0380 - Amend 3.3.14 University Professor (Dist. to Academic Affairs)
Link to proposal
The committee agreed to assign this SAR to the Faculty Affairs Committee.

SAR 0381 – Catalog Update (Dist. to Academic Affairs) 
Link to proposal
The committee agreed to assign this SAR to the Academic Affairs Committee.

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

Chairperson Bonnell: Do you want to talk about 3.3.12A?
Senator Nikolaou: Yes, so since we don’t have an internal committee for the AAC, we would have to decide here about any changes in the language. So. initially, the comments that you had about the Mennonite, I had already included them, but in the meantime, I got some comments from Senator Lucey. So, during the Senate meeting, you remember he expressed concern about like one specific sentence, but then he sent some other comments. I think that’s what Kevin sent, the most recent one. I also have handouts, if anyone wants, which show and it might be easy to just go. 
So, the first two, they are alternate language that he is recommending. I don’t think we need to make an adjustment. So, where it says, replace foster with ensure. We do want to foster academic equity. So, there are two main things because the other ones are more clarification language. So, for item three, he mentioned that this language seems to be taking out from the Code of Ethics, which is under the UPC for review and we should postpone reviewing the faculty responsibilities to students until we have the new language from the Code of Ethics. But here we’re talking about students. So, I don’t see a reason, and it is standing language. It’s not that we are adding. And so, I don’t see a reason to postpone it because the Code of Ethics is being reviewed for the professionalism section.
Senator Stewart: And that stuff is that the Code of Ethics is also much more general. It applies to all employees. So, I agree with you. I don’t see why we would need to not allow this to move forward.
Senator Nikolaou: So, then the other, he proposed alternative language. It is still the first pass, the very bottom comment. So, he proposed alternative language for item 4. He included that first sentence, where it says faculty member possess academic freedom. Fine, but also it doesn’t seem to fit in this policy because still it is the faculty responsibility to students. But the other part, it could still be faculty members if we wanted to use his language, “Shall exercise that autonomy within the structures and intentions...” So, the other part doesn’t change what we already have. So, the question is, do we want to include that first sentence? It’s not that they don’t, it’s just that it is not the appropriate policy to reference it here. In Academic Affairs usually we look at what are the recommendations and then we say we agree with that one we don’t agree with that one but then because we don’t have Academic Affairs, it has to go through Exec this time around. And that’s why for, I mean, in the second page, he has some language and it is fine where he said we should include, “including but not limited to…” which is fine. These are not, or instead of referring “faculty should include in the syllabi,” saying “syllabi, shall include,” which is also perfectly fine. It was more about this one was one of like the bigger change and then the other one was actually what he asked on the floor and Senator Oresky also mentioned which, think of it like the last page before we go to like the policies, so for page four. It was about that sentence that there was the only question that came on the floor that instructional quality should reflect effective pedagogical practices as determined with one’s discipline. So, Senator Oresky did send me alternative language, which is on the side of the comment. And then Senator Lucey also sent alternative language, which is also included on the side. So, I just included all of them. Or obviously there is the option to also not include it at all, because that’s something we added this year. So that’s the main change. That’s it.
Chairperson Bonnell: I’m reading this quickly. The alternative one is yours? That to me reads better. The alternative of just deleting that sentence. 
Senator Nikolaou: Yeah, because the main comment was, if we refer to quality, how are you going to capture quality? And that’s why the comment was, we just refer to methods of practices. And then is going to be up to individual faculty. What is the definition of quality? Which, it makes sense. And that’s why the first two we were trying to be looking to like practices and methods. But then Senator Lucey’s language goes beyond what our committee was talking about. When it talks about the nature of the students and the learning needs of the students.
Senator Stewart: The difference is that the Lucey language is much more open to experimental pedagogical practices, right? Whereas the other language is much more about making sure you’re consistent with existing practice in your field. That seems like the difference in emphasis to me.
Senator Nikolaou: Then we could add in the previous two something like “including our potential experimental pedagogical practices.” If that was something that you do not fear.
Senator Blum: I mean, this couldn’t just make it broad enough too? We have science which guides us some, right? But it’s not enough to quantify to the human experience of what goes on between students and faculty groups. In higher ed, in particular, we offer a lot more latitude with that than say K-12 education, right? We have standards you have to follow and strict curriculum, and then within that, we have evidence-based things that you’re supposed to be following, right? In higher ed, we don’t really, I mean, there is a general evidence base, but we also allow or what I would call an art of teaching, right? Which is not, I don’t think it’s something you can quantify, right? In that kind of way. Something that incorporates that idea, right? So, we don’t want to be so rigid that we’re excluding that kind of, what I would argue is an important experience for students, right? And so, I don’t know, I don’t actually have language for you, but that’s what I mean.
Senator Nikolaou: So based on that, then maybe we just delete the sentence altogether. Because then we don’t say anything specific about instructional methods. The last comment that you see over there, where he’s just added, because before we’re talking about the financial or intellectual or other exploitation of students, he added the word “emotional,” referred to the amorous relationships policy. We don’t need to explicitly state this, because we do say “exploitation,” which captures all of them. I’m going to incorporate the comments that you had in the initial document, the ones that I read during the Academic Senate meeting that our committee had already made. I’m going to delete that sentence. And then there are a couple of parts where I mentioned that the language was talking about “faculty shall, including the syllabus…” just to refer to that syllabi will include that. So, I’ll include this information.
Senator Yazedjian: Did we make a decision on number 4?
Senator Nikolaou: I think the only part that we should remove is the last clause, where it says, “through the university’s curriculum process.” So, they use, “and with curriculum expectations established by their respective department/schools.” Before curriculum expectations, they are not determined through the curriculum process.
Senator Yazedjian: Keeping the printed 4?
Senator Nikolaou: The printed 4, and then just deleting that.
Unanimous approval.

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

Proposed Academic Senate Meeting Agenda
Wednesday, April 22, 2026
7:00 P.M. (8:30 P.M Hard Stop Time)
OLD MAIN ROOM, BONE STUDENT CENTER

Call to Order 

Roll Call 

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

Presentation: 
Enrollment Report (15 minutes) 
Associate Vice President for Enrollment Management Jana Albrecht and 
Executive Director of Admissions Jeff Mavros

Approval of the Academic Senate minutes of 4-8-2026

Chairperson’s Remarks

Student Body President’s Remarks

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

Action Items: 
From the Academic Affairs Committee: Dimitrios Nikolaou 
06.04.2024.17 - 3.3.12A - Faculty Responsibilities to Students
Link to current policy
Link to markup
 
From the Rules Committee: Rick Valentin
2.24.25.01 - College of Education Council Bylaws
Link to current bylaws
Link to markup

Advisory Items: 
From the Administrative Affairs and Budget Committee: Kevin Meyer
AABC AIF Report

Communications

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

Adjournment
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