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All times are approximate

	1:30
	1.
	Roll Call and Introductions


	

	1:35
	2.
	Request to Approve the,  2008 Meeting Minutes


	Action/Enclosure

	1:40
	3.
	Chair’s Report


	

	2:00
	4.
	Budget Planning Committee Report: Denise Baclawski

	Action/Enclosure


	2:45
	5. 
	Ombudsman Report: Pamela Haney

	Information/Discussion

	3:00
	
	Break


	

	3:30
	6.
	IRB Review Committee Report: Jeanne Wendel, Chair 

	Action/Enclosure


	4:15
	7.
	Campus Affairs Committee: Subcommittee Report: Value of Service: Donnelyn Curtis

	Action/Enclosure


	4:30
	8.
	Bylaws and Code Committee Year-end Report

Duncan Aldrich, Chair


	Information/Discussion

	4:45
	9.
	New business


	Discussion

	5:00
	10.
	Adjourn
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University of Nevada, Reno
2007-08 Faculty Senate

March 20, Meeting Minutes

1. Roll Call and Introductions
Present: Denise Baclawski for Jodi Herzik (Provosts), Dick Bjur (Research), Gale Craviso (SOM), Gale Craviso for Doina Kulick (SOM), Maureen Cronin (SS), David Crowther (COE), Donnelyn Curtis (Library), Dean Dietrich (DEV), Bill Follette (CLA), Jodi Herzik (Provost), Guy Hoelzer (COS),  Stephen Jenkins (COS), Alex Kumjian (COS), Qizhen Li for Mano Misra (EN), Bourne Morris (JO), Elliott Parker (COBA), Hans-Peter Plag (COS), Steve Rock (COE), Nelson Rojas (CLA),Nelson Rojas for Ginny Vogel (CLA), Aaron Santesso (CLA), Barbara Scott (SOM), JoAnne Skelly (COOP), Judy Strauss (COBA), Judith Sugar for Eric Albers (HHS), Judith Sugar (HHS), David Thain for Esmail Zanjani (CABNR ),Ginny Vogel (CLA), Jill Wallace (IT).

Absent: Michelle Gardner (Pres), Normand LeBlanc (SOM), Leah Skladany (SOM), Shanon Taylor, Leonard Weinberg.

Guests: Marie Stewart, Director ASUN Bookstore, Regent Michael Wixom

2. Request to Approve the February 20, 2008 Meeting Minutes
MOTION: Crowther/Bourne. To approve the minutes as published

ACTION: passed unanimously

3. Visit with Regent Wixom:

Regent Mike Wixom spoke with the senate regarding budget issues and iNtegrate. While the Nevada System of Higher Education (NSHE) has survived this round of budget cuts, it is possible that there would be more budget cuts in the future. The regents would be looking at some different tuition models in the April meeting. These would create a tuition increase for students, but would allow the institutions to retain more funding, which would benefit the students and the institutions in the future.  The tuition model that Arizona State used allowed them to leapfrog ahead. Discussion of a new tuition model was the only positive thing that came out of the budget cuts. This model would enhance formula funding. The systems received abut 70% of their funding from the legislature, with UNR receiving about 35% of that total. There does not have to be consensus on the board, in fact sometimes it could be better if there is not. More ideas and light are brought to the meeting that way. The goals of the regents with the iNtegrate systems was to make it so a student could take classes at any of the institutions with the most amount of ease. Many of the systems that the campuses used were legacy systems. The regents will be discussing vendors in the April meeting. There is about 25 million set aside for this project and realize that just the beginning of the project, which will not be a money saving project, but a necessary project to keep the institutions functioning. The system will need to be flexible so that it is useful for all institutions.

4. Chair’s Report: Chair Steve Rock: 

Marc Johnson the new provost will begin on June 1, 2008. The BOR agenda was just recently published; INgetrate would be the biggest issue on agenda, and at first glance it did not appear that there were any critical faculty issues.  The request for nominations for outstanding committee service for senate and committee service had gone out and the awards would be made at the Honor the Best Ceremony. Chair Steve Rock encouraged senators to talk to their faculty constituents about administrative faculty evaluation changes. There had been a couple of workshops. Jill Wallace said that the main change was performance factors were now success indicators.  Check out this link for more information, scroll down to 2008 administrative faculty evaluations: http://www.unr.edu/vpaf/hr/employeeperformance/administrativefaculty.html
There is the new evaluation form, the new competencies for success and a PowerPoint presentation. 

Health and Human Sciences (HHS) restructuring: Interim Executive Vice President and Provost Jannet Vreeland was scheduled to meet with the Executive Board regarding the HHS and would then present a formal proposal. The board has a committee ready to review the proposal and then it would be brought before the senate. These faculty have agreed to serve on the HHS Reorganization Review Committee: 

Rock asked for two volunteers to serve on ASUN scholarship committees these committees would not be terribly time consuming one would meet only once, and the other would be for a one year appointment. Maureen Cronin and Nelson Rojas volunteered to serve: Jill Wallace served last year. 

5. Bylaws Revisions: Elliott Parker: 

3 proposals were sent to the senate from the Bylaws and Code Committee (B & C), University Grievance Committee Members, Administrator Evaluations, and Promotion and Tenure. 

# 2 Administrator Evaluations Revisions: 

[image: image1.emf]
Concerns and comments from senators: There was some discussion on how specific bylaws should be and how they would be enforced. The B & C felt that bylaws should not be too specific and if there were violations regarding evaluations units could come to the executive board and the board would help. 

MOTION: Morris/Cronin. To approve proposal as written.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

The Revised bylaw would read:

3.3.2. EVALUATION 

Each faculty member shall be evaluated in writing at least once annually by department chairs, supervisors or heads of administrative units according to the above-specified professional responsibilities. All performance evaluations shall include a rating of (i) “excellent,” (ii) “commendable,” (iii) “satisfactory,” or (iv) “unsatisfactory.” An overall evaluation of "excellent" or "commendable" shall be considered meritorious. Each person shall submit documentation, as specified in department, unit, and University bylaws, for evaluation. The evaluation of each person shall carry a signed statement indicating that he or she has read the evaluation or has waived the right to read it. If the faculty member disagrees with the annual evaluation rating, he or she may submit a written rejoinder (Code 5.16) and/or may initiate a reconsideration and/or grievance through regular administrative channels as specified in these bylaws. 

All evaluations shall be initiated by the department and shall be made on the basis of equitable and uniform criteria. Evaluations of instructional faculty shall include an assessment of teaching evaluations completed by their students. Quality of performance for each area of professional activity shall be assessed according to procedures and criteria specified in department, unit, and these bylaws. For academic faculty, evaluations shall include peer review. For tenure-track faculty members, external peer review shall be required for promotion or tenure, as specified in unit and/or department bylaws. All evaluations shall be conducted in accordance with principles of judicious review, here defined as careful and professional assessment of admissible evidence materials presented so as to insure a just and equitable recommendation. Faculty shall, upon request, have access to materials used by the supervisor in writing the evaluation, including the results of, but not the originals of, student evaluations and comments, and in the case of administrative faculty whose evaluations include surveys, the results of, but not the originals or copies of, such surveys. In responding to such a request, the supervisor must ensure the anonymity of the students and the survey respondents. With the exception of the results of such student evaluations and comments and such surveys, anonymous materials shall not be considered by the supervisor. Faculty members receiving an overall rating of “unsatisfactory” on their evaluation shall be provided with constructive feedback in the written evaluation for improving their performance. This constructive feedback must include a written plan for improvement, which must be specific and must be provided at the time of the first “unsatisfactory” rating. 

The performance evaluations of executive and supervisory faculty shall include consultation with the professional and classified staff of the unit. The form and process of this consultation shall be defined and determined by unit bylaws. In addition, there shall be a broader periodic evaluation for vice-presidents, deans, and other equivalent administrators, as well as for any other executive or supervisory faculty member if requested by the President. These periodic evaluations shall be done on a rotating schedule, with advice from the Faculty Senate, once every three to five years. This evaluation process and its instruments shall be the responsibility of the President, in consultation with the Faculty Senate, and the results of this evaluation shall be advisory to the President. This evaluation shall include identification of and consultation with university faculty and staff outside the administrator's unit who are affected by the administrator's performance, including the administrator's peers.

Revision # 1 Grievance Committee 

[image: image2.emf]
The current UNR Bylaws allowed for 2 members for each senator to serve on the bylaws. The difficulty has been that when some faculty were called upon to serve, they were too busy. The Grievance process has been essential to faculty governance faculty rights and responsibilities; therefore, it was felt that the grievance committee should be considered similar to jury duty. The only way not to serve would to be on Professional Development Leave or Sabbatical or be excused from serving for that committee by the Provost. The bylaw change would create a pool of all faculty who had been at UNR at least five years and were not probationary tenure track faculty. The B & C also felt that academic faculty should serve on grievance committees that involved academic faculty and administrative faculty should serve on administrative faculty grievance committees. The senate asked that the words Grievance Committee Pool substituted for grievance committee and Grievance Committee be substituted for grievance committee sub-committee. The senate also requested that the senate office establish procedures to ensure fair and equitable service on the Committee and to send out thank notes in acknowledgement of service. Senators also wanted the procedures to address how the Grievance Committee Chairs would be selected. 

MOTION: Rojas/Cronin To approve the amendments to the bylaws revision. 

ACTION: Passed unanimously

The revised bylaw would read:

3.2.5. UNIVERSITY GRIEVANCE COMMITTEES

a. There shall be a Grievance Committee Pool, which will be the pool of faculty from which will be selected members who will serve on grievance committees. The responsibility of these committees shall be to hear and make recommendations on properly filed grievances as provided in these bylaws. 

b. The grievance process is critical to faculty rights, and service on grievance committees is a responsibility of all faculty. The Grievance Committee Pool shall thus consist of all members of the faculty designated as at least .50 FTE, who have completed at least five years of employment at the university. Probationary tenure-track faculty and faculty on approved leave shall be excluded from the pool, along with the president, provost, vice presidents, associate and assistant vice presidents, and chief administrators of units, or their administrative equivalents. Otherwise, faculty may be excused from a grievance committee only with written permission of the Provost.

c. There shall be a subset of the Grievance Committee Pool, the Grievance Committee Chair Pool, from which will be selected members who will serve as the chair of each grievance committee responsible for hearing a grievance. The Grievance Committee Chair Pool shall consist of members of the faculty who have completed at least ten years of employment at the university, and have been selected by the Faculty Senate Chair with the approval of the Provost. Once selected, members shall remain in the Grievance Committee Chair Pool until removed by either the Provost or the Faculty Senate Chair. 

d. The Faculty Senate shall establish procedures to ensure that the responsibility of service on grievance committees is equitably distributed among faculty. The Chair of the Faculty Senate shall be responsible for the selection of grievance committee members and administration of the process. 

e. Within five working days from the receipt of the Notice of Grievance, the Faculty Senate Chair shall select, by lot, five members of the Grievance Committee Chair Pool, plus fifteen other members of the Grievance Committee Pool, and they shall be numbered in the order selected. If the petitioner is academic faculty, then these members shall also be academic faculty. If the petitioner is administrative faculty, then these members shall also be administrative faculty. The composition of the grievance committee may be changed only by mutual written consent of the petitioner, the respondent, and the Faculty Senate Chair. These members may not include anyone from the same unit as either the petitioner or the respondent, nor may they include two members from the same department, nor may they include anyone with a clear conflict of interest. If the grievance concerns denial of appointment with tenure, the members must be tenured faculty. If the grievance concerns denial of an academic promotion to a higher rank, the members must be of that rank or above. 

f. Within five working days from receipt of the list, the petitioner and the respondent may exercise one peremptory challenge each for the grievance committee chair, and up to three peremptory challenges each for the other members. From the remaining members on the list, the grievance committee chair and four other members shall be chosen for the grievance committee in the order they were originally selected. 

g. Once the grievance committee is constituted, the Chair of the Faculty Senate shall call a meeting of the committee as soon as possible. At the first meeting, the grievance committee chair shall schedule a hearing on the grievance as soon as possible. The hearing shall be informal in nature. Sufficient time must be allowed for all parties to prepare their evidence All written materials to be considered shall be submitted at least ten working days before the hearing to the Faculty Senate Chair for distribution to the committee, the petitioner, and the respondent. The committee shall hear the evidence presented at the hearing and shall reach its decision based solely on the evidence, written and oral, presented at the hearing. The hearing shall be informal in nature, and the legal rules of evidence shall not apply at the hearing, but the committee shall make every effort to consider only relevant and reliable evidence. The committee may request additional information in order to render its decision if this information is related to information presented in the hearing. Either side may bring a colleague, who may serve as spokesperson, to the hearing. The colleague must be a UNR employee and may not be an attorney. Any party bringing a colleague must so advise the committee chair in writing at least ten days prior to the hearing, and the committee chair will in turn inform the adverse party. 

h. The decisions of the grievance committee shall be in the form of recommendations and are advisory only. The findings and decisions of the committee shall be prepared by the committee chair and submitted in writing to the Chair of the Faculty Senate, who shall forward them to the President, the petitioner, and the respondent within ten working days of the hearing. The President shall then provide written notification of a decision within a reasonable time to the Chair of the Faculty Senate, to the petitioner, and to the respondent. The Chair of the Faculty Senate shall then notify the members of the grievance committee of the President's decision.

Revision # 3 Promotion and Tenure
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There was considerable discussion regarding this revision. Some of the issues discussed were confidentiality of the letters and for what rank should letters be required, if there should be a universal schedule and if so should it be in the bylaws or the administrative manual. One of the main concerns with the promotion and tenure process (P & T) has been that a faculty member’s  P & T Packet could be stopped at the department level without the dean or university P & T committee ever knowing.   

MOTION: Curtis/Strauss. To approve an amendment to the bylaw revision that would read: amendment to the proposed revision: require confidential reviews by at least four qualified professionals in the applicants discipline from outside the university.

ACTION: Passed 2 abstentions

MOTION: Parker/Rojas.  To approve an amendment to the bylaw revision that would read: All committees and administrators involved in the promotion process shall have access to the reviews.

ACTION: Passed 2 abstentions

MOTION: Parker/Craviso. To approve and amendment to the bylaw revision that would read: The College’s personnel committee shall review the application, supporting documents and the department chair’s recommendation

MOTION: Jenkins/Craviso. Amend to read “department personnel committee’s vote” to “department personnel committee’s recommendation”. 

ACTION: Passed 1 abstention

MOTION: Parker/Morris. To approve the revision as amended.

ACTION: Passed 2 abstentions

The revision would read as follows: 

3.3.4. SCHEDULE FOR MERIT

All members of the faculty (administrators, administrative faculty, and tenured, tenure-track, and nontenure-track academic faculty) shall be evaluated and eligible faculty shall be formally considered annually for merit increases. In the event that merit funds were not available the previous year(s), the record of the previous evaluation period(s) shall also be considered in the awarding of merit increases.

3.3.5. PROCESS AND SCHEDULE FOR PROMOTION OF ACADEMIC FACULTY

The university shall establish and distribute an annual schedule for consideration of applications for promotion for all academic faculty. Preparing the application is the responsibility of the faculty member, in consultation with the department chair. The chair shall evaluate the application in consultation with the department faculty, and recommend to the college dean for or against promotion, in accordance with the department’s bylaws. With the recommendation, the chair must report the outcome of any vote by the department faculty or the department personnel committee, and attach any report from the department faculty or department personnel committee. The chair's recommendation is advisory to the college dean. 

Units shall establish the requirements for promotion in their bylaws. At minimum, promotion to Rank III and Rank IV shall require confidential reviews by at least four qualified professionals in the applicant's discipline from outside the university. In selecting reviewers, the department chair shall consult with the department faculty or the department personnel committee. The chair may solicit recommended reviewers from the applicant, but such recommendations shall be advisory only. All committees and administrators involved in the promotion process shall have access to the reviews. 

In colleges which are not subdivided into departments, the college shall also serve as the department, in accordance with its bylaws.

The college’s personnel committee shall review the faculty member’s promotion application, the department chair's recommendation, and other supporting documents, and shall vote for or against the applicant’s promotion. The committee’s recommendations are advisory to the college dean. This committee shall also scrutinize the promotion process to help ensure that existing procedures are fairly and equitably implemented.

If the dean supports a recommendation for promotion, his or her recommendation is advisory to the Provost. With the recommendation, the dean shall also attach the faculty member’s promotion application, the report and vote of the college personnel committee, the recommendation of the department chair, any report from the department faculty or department personnel committee, and the outside reviews. The university promotion and tenure committee shall have access to all of these materials in its promotion review process, and this committee’s recommendation is advisory to the Provost.


A member of the academic faculty may request consideration by his or her department for promotion in any year. 

A rank 0(I), rank 0(II), or rank II faculty member shall be evaluated in writing by the department and/or the dean regarding progress toward promotion no later than the end of the third full academic year in rank, and annually thereafter. A rank 0(III) or rank III faculty member shall be evaluated in writing by the department and/or the dean regarding progress toward promotion no later than the end of the sixth full academic year in rank. The above specified times shall not be construed as a minimum time in rank before promotion. Any rank may be a terminal rank.

Break 

6. Textbook Prices: Marie Stewart, Directors ASUN Bookstore:

Marie Stewart reported that the ASUN bookstore now had a link specifically for faculty

http://www.asunbookstore.com/faculty. The faculty resource page has information on keeping the prices down, the textbook requisition form, books in print, contact in the bookstore for textbook, and more. The senate would like to see the bookstore send book prices to each department secretary. The bookstore spends a net amount of around 7 million dollars per year to purchase books; this did not include freight charges. They hope to sell around 70 to 75% of those books. Money from books purchased through the bookstore goes into the ASUN for student services. They would like to set up a program for students who cannot afford books. Eighty percent of the profits from the bookstore are given to ASUN. There was discussion regarding: using out of date books, the issue of dealing with the publishers, ordering in a timely fashion, and book buy-back week (always finals week).Stewart was willing to meet with departments regarding book issues and could be contacted at mstewart@unr.edu. 

7. Faculty Senate Website:

Senators were asked to share information about the website and its accessibility and helpfulness to faculty. They were asked to email either Michelle, mhritz@unr.edu or Linda, lindak@unr.edu. Some suggestion for the website were: a blog to make it more interactive. Last year the senate office used SharePoint for a discussion area, but there were very few responses. Would it be possible to have minutes that were searchable? Judy Strauss and Hans-Peter Plag would be willing to work on the website. 

8. Nominating Committee: 
The nominating committee puts forward names for the executive board members for the senate to vote on at the May meeting. There were no nominations from the floor. Senators agreed to elect the five faculty members on the ballot rather than going through the process of a vote

MOTION: Kumjian/Scott. To approve the members on the ballot.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

The nominating committee members: Eric Albers, Donnelyn Curtis, Guy Hoelzer, Bourne Morris, and JoAnne Skelly. 

9. New business:

Jill Wallace announced the Technology Showcase to be held April 10, 2008 from noon to 2 pm in the Jot Travis Auditorium. There was to be a preview of the technology that would be in the Knowledge Center, SharePoint 2007 and Encore. 

The Academic Standards Committee would be having a discussion with deans regarding faculty code of ethics at either the department or college level. . Update on code of ethics: ac stand is still looking at will have discussion with deans maybe more at college or dept level as opposed to university level. 

Maureen Cronin announced that there would be an demonstration on Currineck a program that would allow faculty to create new courses and programs electronically.

Meeting Adjourned 5 pm


Please note that Appendix C is listed separately on the Website as an Excel Document
Faculty Senate

Ad Hoc Institutional Planning & Budget Committee

Final Report

Prepared by:

Dane Apaletgui

Denise Baclawski

Fred de Rafols

Scott Mensing

April 17, 2008

SUMMARY

The Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Institutional Planning and Budget Committee is pleased to present this report to the Faculty Senate.  The committee was charged with exploring issues around the need to re-establish the Planning and Budget Committee, which was eliminated in 2000.  As part of the committee’s work, eight institutions, chosen from different peer institution lists, were benchmarked.  The committee met with administrators seeking their perspectives on the value of such a committee. The Faculty Senate Chair and Chair Elect were also interviewed. 

This report details the original charge, the process the committee used to accomplish its charge, the findings, and finally recommendations.  

The report includes the following Appendices:

A – Peer Lists

B – Benchmark Study Questions

C – Benchmark Study Comparisons

D – Administrator Questions

COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Dane Apaletgui

Denise Baclawski, Chair

Fred de Rafols

Scott Mensing

CHARGE

Until 2000, the Faculty Senate had a standing committee on Institutional Budgets.  The committee became inactive due to the role of the University Planning Committee (UPC).  Since the UPC was eliminated, the question has been raised if a budget committee should be re-established.  The Ad Hoc Institutional Planning and Budget Committee is charged with exploring this issue.  The specific charge for the committee is as follows:

1. Identify institutions where faculty senates have a role in the planning and budgeting process.  Review the processes at these institutions and their applicability to UNR.

2. Discuss potential roles in the budget process with UNR administrators.

3. At the April 17, 2008 meeting of the Faculty Senate, provide a report with recommendations of what might be implemented at UNR.

PROCESS USED
The committee developed the following processes for evaluating the questions raised in the charge.

Charge One:

1. Establish a list of  “peer” institutions to benchmark against

2. Develop a set of questions 

3. Conduct study

4. Compare results, identify trends

Charge Two:

1. Decide which UNR administrators to interview

2. Develop a set of questions

3. Conduct interviews

4. Compare results, identify trends

Charge Three:

1. Discuss results of study and interviews

2. Make recommendation

3. Complete written report and presentation

RESULTS AND FINDINGS


Charge One

A list of “peer” institutions was obtained from the Provost’s Office.  The list includes sub-lists of various peers used in various comparisons over the years, for example, those institutions used in the first cycle of strategic planning are included in one sub-list.  Other sub-lists included Western Land Grants and the 6 PAC.  The peer list is included in this report as Addendum A.

The committee chose eight institutions, representing each of the peer sub-lists.  The final list included Oklahoma State, University of California, Davis, University of Arizona, Arizona State, Oregon State, University of Oregon, Washington State and New Mexico State.

Addendum B is a list of questions the committee developed to study the various institutions.  Internet study, and in some cases, interviews with committee members was conducted.  Addendum D is a comparison of answers among institutions.

General findings:

· Every institution studied has some kind of planning and/or budget committee

· Most committees report to the faculty senate

· Some institutions also have an institutional committee for which one or more members of the senate committee are also members

· Charges vary greatly, but tend to be advisory in nature

· Make recommendations based on process rather than on actual budget allocations

· Effectiveness appears to be determined by the current president - the committees that felt they had valuable and meaningful effectiveness attributed that success directly to the current administration and cited examples of previous administrations where this had not been the case.  Six of the eight institutions did not indicate significant effectiveness.

Charge Two

Personal interviews were conducted with Bruce Shively, Assistant Vice President for Planning Budget and Analysis and Jannet Vreeland, Interim Provost.  The committee developed a list of questions to guide the interviews, though both sessions resulted in interactive discussions beyond the initial ice breaking questions.  Addendum C contains the initial questions.

The committee had planned to email President Glick for his comments, but later determined this was not necessary given Bruce and Jannet’s responses.  Rather, the committee decided to confirm the administrators’ sense of effectiveness with the Faculty Senate Chair and Chair Elect.

General Findings:

· President Glick appears to have established a model for faculty input by including the Faculty Senate Chair and Chair Elect as part of the leadership group responsible for budget decisions

· Administrators seem comfortable with this model, feel it is effective on variety of levels

· Allows faculty more input than have had previously under any president (For example, Bruce stated that the faculty senate has been “extraordinarily involved” during the recent budget challenges)

· Not necessarily just advisory in nature

· Maintains the confidentiality/sensitively associated with some issues by having a high level, limited budget group

Bruce:

· Would like to meet more regularly with Chair and Chair Elect.  Believes this interaction is very fruitful.

· Feels if a committee were formed, it could have effectiveness in two areas:

· Research – process oriented issues

· Assist faculty at large in understanding budget related issues – educational role

· Recommends long committee service terms to facilitate understanding

· Concerned about amount of time it would take to be effective in the research and educational roles

Jannet:

· Strongly believes the formation of a committee would be completely redundant to existing and effective process

· Waste of faculty time

· Many more valuable service opportunities available for faculty

· Was past chair of the budget committee and felt the committee was completely ineffective

· Agreed that committee effectiveness is related to the President’s willingness to accept the committee and that this President has essentially established the model he is comfortable working within.

· If a committee was to be formed, it should be advisory to the Executive Board of the Faculty Senate and not to the President.

· Would prefer Faculty Senate use Bruce Shively and his staff for educational purposes rather than forming a committee

Confirmation Interviews with Chair and Chair Elect:

Steve Rock, Chair:
·  There was a process put into place as a result of the recent budget cuts, but not sure that it is clearly the “model” that will always be used 

· Conceptually, the Chair and Chair Elect were very clearly involved in the recent budget issues.  At the detailed, department level, not so involved.  

· Town Hall meeting format, though not input exactly, also helped faculty feel involved

· Believes many budget issues and decisions should be handled at the college level

· Should continue to evaluate the model for effectiveness over the next several budget sessions.

Bill Follette, Chair Elect:
· Confirmed that the Faculty Senate Chair and Chair Elect have had significant input in the current process. Bill’s overall perceptions is that President Glick has listened and thoughtfully responded to input from faculty leadership while ultimately accepting responsibility for the financial decisions that have been made. 

· Points out that the consultation processes so far have been under unique circumstances and that long range budget discussions could develop differently.

· Agrees the existing process should be codified and communicated and periodically reviewed to be sure a useful relationship is sustained.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Institutional Planning and Budget Committee makes the following recommendations:

1. Do not establish a planning and budget committee at this time, but rather utilize the model established by President Glick for faculty input

a. Formalize this model and explain it to faculty senators

b. Seek ways to allow senators and their constituents to have input through the Chair and Chair Elect

c. Communicate to the faculty at large about the system that is in place

2. Meet (Chair and Chair Elect) with Bruce Shively on a more frequent and regular basis, once per semester, for example

3. Invite Bruce and/or Planning, Budget and Analysis staff to Faculty Senate Meetings once per semester

4. Request Planning, Budget and Analysis staff to address any planning and budget related questions or issues raised by senators or their constituents

5. Re-evaluate this model of faculty input into the planning and budget process within one year of any new president

Reasoning:  From the benchmark study, the committee learned that although most institutions have a faculty planning and budget committee, the effectiveness of the committee is often determined by the current university president.  Given that the current president at UNR has established a system he appears to be comfortable with, and one that does allow for faculty input at a high level, the faculty senate should embrace this model to make it as effective as possible. 

APPENDIX A – PEER LISTS

Source:  Provost’s Office

For funding purposes, we list the following as peer institutions:

Oklahoma State - DENISE
Missouri-Kansas City

Auburn

Mississippi State

Washington State

We have also used the following as peers for comparison purposes:

Utah State

Oregon State

**********************************************
Used in 1st cycle of strategic planning.

University of Arizona



Iowa State University

University of California, Davis - FRED
University of Nebraska, Lincoln

University of Colorado, Boulder

University of Utah

Colorado State University


Washington State University

*********************************************
“6-PAC”
University of Arizona
- SCOTT

Oregon State University

Arizona State University - SCOTT

University of Washington

University of Oregon - DANE

Washington State University

*********************************************
Western Land Grant Universities

University of Arizona



New Mexico State University - DANE
Colorado State University


Oregon State University - FRED
University of Hawaii, Manoa


Utah State University

University of Idaho



Washington State University - DENISE
Montana State University


University of Wyoming

APPENDIX B – BENCHMARK STUDY QUESTIONS
Charge 1:  Identify institutions where faculty senates have a role in the planning and budgeting process.  Review the processes at these institutions and their applicability to UNR.
a. Determine Institutions to Benchmark Against

i. Criteria to evaluate list of institutions, for example

1. Size/enrollment

2. Research dollars

3. Land Grant

4. Similar funding model

5. Similar budgetary situations

6. Other?

ii. Review possible institutions – President Glick’s Lists

iii. Select Institutions and Assign to Members

b. Determine Questions We Want to Answer

i. Select criteria for consistent data collection, for example

1. Does the Faculty Senate have such a committee?

2. Does the university also have/(or only have) a committee?

3. What is the name?

4. Composition

5. Mission

6. Charges (last couple of years)

7. Type of accomplishments

8. Personal interview with chair, if possible:

a. Effectiveness/value

b. Significance/status

c. What has changed as a result of the committee’s efforts?

d. How is the committee organized?  What is the process?

e. Any recommendations for us?

f. Other?

Appendix C is a separate file attached to the email or can be found at this link:

http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/Meetings/Index.htm
APPENDIX D – ADMINISTATOR QUESTIONS
Budget and Planning Committee 

Questions for Bruce Shively/Jannet Vreeland

How can a Faculty Senate Planning and Budget Committee be involved in a meaningful sort of way in the budgeting process?

How could this committee help you?

What issues would you see the committee addressing?

Are there areas we could research or metrics we could develop that would allow us an opportunity for valuable input?”

What type of skill sets would you see as important to have on this committee?


The IRB Committee Report will be sent under separate cover on Monday, April 14, 2008


Campus Affairs Committee

Final Report of the Role and Importance of Service subcommittee
April 7, 2008

Donnelyn Curtis, Chair

Bruno Bauer

James Fitzsimmons

Charge: Examine the role and importance of service in evaluating faculty and staff and seek ways to encourage senior faculty to fully engage in shared governance.

Introduction
Shared governance is a time-honored academic tradition at the University of Nevada, Reno. We all recognize the importance of the faculty voice in institutional decision-making. However, the reward system and the prevailing culture do not encourage faculty to take on leadership roles in serving the university. Junior faculty are generally cautioned (and rightly so) against over-participation in service to the university at the expense of their teaching and research roles. It is the faculty with tenure, especially full professors, however, who could be expected to carry the majority of the responsibility of shared governance, and who often do not step forward to accept the responsibility. To improve this condition, we believe there needs to be more awareness of the situation and more encouragement from the administration.

This committee applauds the proposed amendment to the UNR Bylaws expanding the composition of university grievance committees and subcommittees. We also recognize the value of well-timed letters from the chair of the Faculty Senate acknowledging service and leadership on Senate committees.

Recommendations to the Faculty Senate
· Urge Deans and Vice Presidents to develop standards for defining, measuring, and rewarding service to the university. Encourage administrators to send thank you letters to those who serve on task forces and departmental and college committees.
· In Faculty Senate recruitments for committee participation, provide more information about the purpose of each committee, including the charges, if possible, and examples of recent accomplishments of the committees.

· Ensure that letters of acknowledgement for service on Senate Committees are sent directly to the members of committees as well as their department chairs, directors, and deans.

· Identify the leadership assignments that are especially demanding and time-consuming and investigate the implementation of incentives such as stipends and teaching relief.

· Provide stories to internal campus communication outlets of exceptional service contributions of faculty.

· Encourage colleges and other major units to create annual awards for service contributions to the unit.
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