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Committee Annual and Standing Charges
Campus Affairs Committee

Recommended Charges for 2006-2007

1. Review the findings from the 2005-06 Campus Affairs Committee (attached).  Complete any charges as appropriate.

2. Review the recommendations made through the Senate’s Morale Task Force in 2005-06 (attached) and follow-up the recommendations to ensure implementation.

3. The Faculty Senate is currently apportioned based on headcount (Faculty Senate Bylaws are attached).  The Senate is due for reapportionment this year.  There have been questions about whether the apportionment should be based on headcount or FTE.  Conduct an apportionment study showing the differences that would exist with apportionment based on headcount vs. FTE.

2005-06 Charges

1. Review, evaluate and report on the hiring, termination, and reassignment actions for deans and above from 1995-2005.

· Under what conditions have hires been made without searches?

· Is there a process for requesting an exception to search?  If so, describe the process and those involved in its approval.

· Have exceptions to searches been approved for positions at the Dean or above level?  If so, identify the justifications for granting those exceptions.

· Interim-to-permanent positions

2. Review the current Professional Development Leave guidelines and process, especially the criteria and method used to evaluate applications (sabbaticals and faculty development). Gather information about other institutions’ guidelines. Ask faculty who have served on the committee over the past 10 or so years for their input about the guidelines, criteria, and process. Consider whether the committee guidelines and process should be modified. If yes, draft a proposal for recommendation to the senate. Progress report due in November. Final report and recommendations due in March. 

Standing Charges 

Appoint one each liaison to the following committees: Status of Women; Work and Family Task Force; Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and Transgender Advocacy Committee; Multiethnic Coalition; Intercultural Collaborative; University Disabilities Resource Coalition. Contact Michael Coray to let him know the names of the liaisons. 

Detailed Committee Activity
(For Each Annual and Standing Charge)
Charge 1 

Review findings from the 2005-06 Campus Affairs Committee
· Research and findings


Reviewed the findings from the 2005-06 Campus Affairs Committee and as a result of discussions with Committee members carried over from the 2005-06 year concluded that their first charge was sufficiently investigated.  Regarding the second charge dealing with the Professional Development guidelines and process we received a memo from Professor Ken Peak (copy on file in the Faculty Senate Office) responding to concerns voiced in last year’s Committee charge.  His response summary was the following:
“In summary, I believe I can speak for this year’s entire PDL committee and report that the process as described above works. Many if not all of the concerns that are listed in the Campus Affairs charge were simply not in evidence either this year or last. I do believe it is a fair and objective process. As situations or challenges arise, however, the process we use may need to be adapted, but I can see no compelling reason to consider overhauling it at present.”

Professor Peak did conclude his memo with a few recommendations for consideration.  He also sent a copy of this memo to the Provost who oversees the PDL Committee.  These recommendations were the following:

1. The PDL committee can be, and has been, placed in the difficult position of having to assess whether or not having two or more applicants on concurrent leave from the same department or unit would pose a heavy burden on the unit and its ability to offer certain courses to its students. In some cases, courses are extremely difficult or impossible to fill with LOAs. While it is certainly the right of each faculty member to apply for leave if meeting minimum qualifications, deans and chairs should address this issue (i.e., the timing of leaves and the ensuing impact on students and course offerings) at their respective levels. This matter could hopefully be addressed when such faculty first indicate they wish to apply, and then in the dean’s/chair’s/director’s unequivocal letters to PDL in terms of support or non-support (an example would be helpful here, but, again, I must refrain from doing so). PDL is not benefited by a letter from a dean/ chair/director stating something like, “Yes, leave should be granted to both Professors X and Y, but it would pose a real hardship on us….”  PDL should only have to weigh the merits of each application presented to it and not deal with, agonize over, or vote on the ramifications of faculty leaves on students, college, or department/unit.

2. Also, deans and chairs would do well to have their faculty speak in lay terms in their applications concerning how they intend to spend their leave time; using highly esoteric, technical terms from their discipline to attempt to describe their planned activities only complicates matters. 

3. Also, where an applicant is an administrative faculty member, deans/chairs/directors should address and call attention to the same in their letters of support. The planned activities, prior research record, and accomplishments since coming to UNR or their last leave will be very different for administrative than for one who is on a B+ contract (and the PDL may not have a paper copies of the application at hand when deliberating).

· Actions taken


Regarding Charge 1 from 2005-06 no action was taken.  Regarding Charge 2 dealing with Professional Development Leave guidelines and process, the above additional information was acquired.  The Committee trusts that the Provost will take the recommendations suggested by Professor Peak under consideration for future operations of the PDL Committee.

· Recommendations (if applicable)
The committee recommends that both search processes and activities of the Professional Development Leave Committee be monitored to insure further concerns do not arise.
Charge 2

Review the recommendations made through the Senate’s Morale Task Force in 2005-06 and follow-up the recommendations to ensure implementation

· Research and findings

First of all it should be pointed out that the recommendations of the Morale Task Force can be divided into nine areas.  These are the following:
1. Ombudsman 

2.  Annual Evaluations for Top Administrators  

3.  Strategic Planning
4.  Management Training for Administrators  

5.  Communications 

6.  Merit Pay 

7.  Service and Rotating Chairs 

8.  Joint and Split Appointments  

9.  Administrative Faculty Evaluations

Virtually everything the committee did regarding this charge takes the form of research and findings.  The current status of the committee’s knowledge regarding the status of the recommendations follows.

1.  Ombudsman – The University has conducted a search for someone to fill this position and three candidates were interviewed.  The Search Committee has forwarded their non-ranked report on all of the candidates including, exhaustive reference checks, to the President.  The Search Committee and the campus await the President’s decision regarding hiring.

2.  Annual Evaluations for Top Administrators  -  As of Spring Semester 2007 no systematic annual evaluation process has been initiated for the evaluation of all top level administrators.    The committee’s inquiry into this area seems to indicate that nothing has changed significantly since the Morale Task Force’s final report was submitted May 10, 2006.  The topic was not discussed further at any Academic Leadership Council meetings this past year.
3.  Strategic Planning  -  The following is Provost John Frederick’s response taken from a memo to Committee Chair Grant Stitt, dated January 10, 2007.

(1)  The first question has to do with Recommendation # 3 regarding Strategic Planning.  We realize the UPC has been abandoned and believe that the ALC is acting in its place.  Is this correct?  Next, what exactly is the status of the planning process on campus?  It was recommended that strategic planning be coordinated with university self study for accreditation.  Is that what has happened?  I guess, the simplest way for you to answer this would be outline what you see as the planning processes that we will be engaged in the future, given President Glick's philosophy.
The UPC has not met since spring 2005 and is effectively disbanded. In its place, the Academic Leadership Council has been deliberating regularly on issues of strategic importance and providing input on the prioritization of resources. The Faculty Senate has become the reviewing body for major new units, including new schools, centers, and institutes. New policies are reviewed by all relevant entities representing students, staff, faculty, and administration. Since there were no new resources available to the campus this past year, we were not able to implement any of the budgetary priorities.

Looking to the future, the Regents mandate that strategic planning should take place at each campus every six years. It has been our intent, and remains so, to engage in our next major round of campus-wide strategic planning following the external accreditation visit this coming fall.  This new round of strategic planning will be informed by the self-study that we are producing this year. Some of this is outlined in the Introduction of a strategic planning implementation report that has recently been posted on the planning web site at http://www.unr.edu/planning. A campus announcement will be sent out in a couple of weeks, once faculty and students have returned, to alert all to the existence of this report.

The process that will be followed in the next major round of campus-wide strategic planning is yet to be determined. The deans will be holding a full-day retreat in February to begin considering appropriate models for that process. Their deliberations will then be shared with the Faculty Senate, President’s Council, Staff Employees Council, and student governments for further refinement this spring. Our goal is to design a process that has the endorsement and participation of all groups.

4,  Management Training for Administrators  -    The following is Provost John Frederick’s response taken from a memo to Committee Chair Grant Stitt, dated January 10, 2007.

(2) The Morale Task Force recommended management training for top administrators (deans and vice presidents) be started as soon as possible (Recommendation #4). The Task Force felt that this was critical so that training could then be top-down with middle managers then learning from their superiors.  What is the status of this critically needed training?
First of all, I would defend the administrative and managerial capabilities of our deans and vice-presidents, all of whom I have found to be responsible and thoughtful individuals whose primary interest is the welfare of the university. Without exception, all have held prior positions of leadership in which they managed other units/organizations successfully before they were brought into their current positions. I am hesitant to accept a blanket recommenda​tion that these individuals require a great deal of “management training” given their experience and backgrounds.

At the same time, I recognize that this recommendation arose from an exercise in which the university was examining the causes of low morale in various offices and departments. I believe that sometimes, the cause of unhappiness is the result of an administrative decision that faculty or staff feel is unfair or unjustified. In other cases, low morale is the result of inadequate communication. There have been several occasions when I have been asked to intervene or to investigate whether decisions made by other administrators were appropriate. In most instances, I have found that those decisions have been justified or were a reasonable exercise of that individual’s judgment. In each case, we have worked diligently to ensure that the outcome has been based on factual evidence and achieved a fair conclusion. Again, I do not detect a blanket need for management training for this group of administrators.

Now, does this mean that we should ignore the recommendation and not provide any management training or professional development for supervisors? No, not at all. However, I believe that the approach taken by Human Resources in designing a comprehensive set of workshops and training opportunities for all supervisors, in which deans and vice-presidents may participate, is the appropriate path to take. These workshops are designed to highlight different specific areas of good management practice, and we can all learn useful things from such programs. However, I would target department chairs, directors, office managers, and other supervisors, and not just deans and vice-presidents, as the primary audience for these development opportunities.

Unfortunately, with no new financial resources, we have been unable to implement fully the training program designed by Human Resources, which called for the use in some cases of outside consultants. Nevertheless, we continue to offer in-house workshops on promotion and tenure, sabbatical leave application, personnel management, affirmative action, search procedures, fiscal management, and other matters of administrative interest, most of which are attended by deans and other campus administrators. In addition, deans and vice-presidents all regularly attend regional and national meetings at which there are professional development and training opportunities.

5.  Communications  -  The ALC minutes are now posted for all to review at http://www.unr.edu/provost/alc_notes/alcnotes.html .  It was noted that there has, however, been some delay in getting them posted in a timely fashion.  The arrival of President Glick seems to have greatly facilitated communications as he meets regularly with many campus groups and encourages input from all.  Though communications have improved there needs to be continued concerted efforts to insure that all attempts are made to keep channels open and accessible at all levels.
6.  Merit Pay  -  The faculty senate task force recommended that no one be excluded from merit because of rank or range.  President Glick supports this position.  Assistant Vice-President for Human Resources Gena Jones replied to questions on this issue from the Campus Affairs committee.  According to Ms. Jones:

· All academic or administrative faculty are eligible for a merit award, except those who have received during the year, or will receive on July 1, an advance in rank or range.  

· Salaries do not “top out” at the maximum of the range.  However, the state ceases to fund the university for merit for salary amounts above the range, so the university has to pay for these amounts out of the operations budget.  Ranges are adjusted each time COLA is allocated.

· There should not be a difference because of the source of funding, e.g., grant-funded faculty should be treated the same as state-funded faculty.  However, if there are not enough funds for the merit out of the soft funds, then in some cases the merit is not being provided or is being provided at a lower amount.
The committee reiterated the faculty senate task force recommendation that no one be excluded from merit, except because of promotion.

7.  Service and Rotating Chairs  -  The following is Provost John Frederick’s response taken from a memo to Committee Chair Grant Stitt, dated January 10, 2007.

(3) The Morale Task Force was extremely concerned with the undervaluing of service on campus, especially as it relates to campus leadership and shared governance (Recommendation #7).  Will you share with us any discussions you and the deans and VPs have had regarding making sure that service is adequately rewarded?  This is an issue that must be encouraged from the top-down and it must be a message that is transmitted campus-wide so that service is universally recognized and rewarded.

Next, spinning off of its discussion of the importance of service on campus, the Morale Task Force found significant problems created in some departments due to rotating chair positions. This sometimes resulted in associate professors being put into positions of potential conflict vis-a-vis full professors in their departments, as well as having to sacrifice their career pursuits due to administrative responsibilities.  The Morale Task Force recommended that "a special ad hoc committee be convened to examine the function of rotating academic chairs and discuss with current chairs and their deans ways to make this essential work more effective and more desirable."  It was also recommended that a permanent group of seasoned chairs to advise and mentor new chairs be selected.  I know that on at least two occasions I have volunteered to be a

member of such a group. To the best of my knowledge no such group has been created.
I appreciate the task force’s concern with recognition of outstanding service contributions of faculty. These concerns clearly fall into at least two categories: (i) committee service by faculty and (ii) service through assigned administrative responsibilities. With regard to the latter, there has been a significant amount of discussion among the deans devoted over the past 1 ½ years to the issue of valuing the service provided by chairs and directors on campus. We have also discussed, though not as thoroughly, the need to recognize and reward outstanding service through the annual evaluation process. I can assure you that this has been a consistent emphasis by the administration that pre-dates any recommendations from the task force. These discussions have been chronicled in the ALC meeting notes that are posted on my web site.

In recent years, the following actions related to this recommendation have been taken:

· Every year the Faculty Senate submits a list of individuals who should be recognized for outstanding committee service. These individuals are rewarded through an increase in their merit award.

· Each year, at least one or two individuals are awarded the extraordinary level of merit primarily for service contributions to the university.

· I have, on a couple of occasions, taken into special account the service contributions of associate professor department chairs when they were up for promotion to full professor.

I should hasten to note, however, that service has not, and should not in my opinion, be a deciding factor in a tenure decision. For this reason, I usually counsel young faculty to limit their service activities. It is necessary to perform sufficient service to indicate willingness to contribute to the mission of the department, but I do not advise spending a lot of time on service-related activities.

Returning to the issue of department chairs, the deans have identified the following challenges:

· Some departments have rotating chairs with terms that are so short there is no continuity of leadership in the department. Chairs turn over just at the point when they are becoming effective in their leadership role.

· Several department chair positions are filled by associate professors who risk delaying promotion to full professor (or endangering that promotion altogether) by serving as chair. As a converse issue, not enough full professors are willing to step up to take over departmental leadership.

· There is divided opinion about whether the chair’s stipend obligates chairs to take care of department business during the summer, or whether chairs should be on A-contracts. Chairs are on A-contracts in some colleges, but not others.

· Science and engineering chairs often pay themselves from grants during the summer months, and therefore cannot perform department-related service as this would be in violation of federal effort-reporting policies.

· The best chairs are the ones who find ways to delegate the service responsibilities of their departments among the faculty. More chairs need to be counseled in how to delegate tasks. This builds a departmental culture in which responsibilities are shared and faculty are engaged in the needs of the department.

· Related to the last point, for those departments with rotating chairs, a system of “succession planning” is needed to prepare the next chair, as is the case in some of our more successful departments.

I brought these points to the Senate Executive Committee (last month) for consideration. One result of our discussion is that I will form a campus-wide task force on department chair issues this spring that will have faculty members, chairs, and deans in its composition. I will begin the process of appointing members to this task force once the semester begins, but I note that this step is being taken not in response to the task force recommendations, but in response to deliberations with the deans and the Faculty Senate that were made independent of that report.

Finally, on the suggestion to create mentoring groups for chairs, this has already happened informally to some extent. I am aware of a group of chairs that get together regularly to compare notes and experiences in an effort to support one another and I have occasionally referred new chairs to this group. In addition, I would contend that it is better for a dean to mentor a chair (or to suggest a mentor) than to do this via some outside process. Chairs ideally must balance the needs with the needs of their college. For this reason, it is important that deans have an active role in counseling and mentoring chairs so that they can be most effective within the context of the college.

The committee reviewed the Provost’s response to the service question and felt that the presence of annual awards for service are desirable but all told there seems to be only lip service to the recognition of the importance of service on campus.  At the same time the Provost’s comment that service should not be the “deciding factor” regarding tenure or promotion considerations is well taken.  The committee feels that the Faculty Senate and Executive Committee to do all in its power to change the value of service, especially for senior faculty, as it exists a part of the campus culture.

Next, regarding rotating chairs and the role of chairs, the Provost will be putting together a task force to investigate all aspects of this situation and to make recommendations for solutions. 


8.  Joint and Split Appointments 

The following is from Jane Bessette’s report from HR on this issue.  It includes questions and the answers provided by Gena Jones. 
SPLIT/JOINT Appointments

 

1) Has the Provost Office & HR begun to develop detailed yet flexible documents providing guidelines to establish, manage, and evaluate joint appointments?

 Nothing formal has been established other than instructing Chairs/Directors to consult with one another regarding the performance of the faculty member in their department, prior to completing the evaluation.  The Chair/Director with the greatest FTE is the supervisor to complete the evaluation.. 

 

2) Have Memorandums of Understanding been established for those individuals who are on joint/split appointments?
Not to my knowledge.

9.  Administrative Faculty Evaluations  -  An Administrative Faculty Evaluation Task Force was created through the auspices of Human Resources to investigate and revise the administrative faculty evaluation process.  They evaluated the entire process and incorporated best practices from sources into a new evaluation process.  Two factors that were recognized as needing attention were (1) communication between administrative faculty members and their supervisors and (2) the creation of a new process that enabled such communication to occur.  It was decided that goal statements in the form of individual performance objectives needed to be tied to PDQs and department/unit goals.  A new process was created and presented to administrative faculty at eight open meetings.  The new process received positive feedback along with some recommended changes.  The process is now being refined to begin next Fall.  Also, it was determined that management training for supervisors and this is being undertaken.

Additional Findings  -  

The committee feels it is required that we include at this point comments the President Glick provide at the December 8, 2006 meeting of the Nevada Faculty Alliance in response to the recommendations made by the Faculty Senate Morale Task Force.  The following is taken verbatim from the NFA report on that meeting.

(President Glick) went over the recommendations of the final report of the 2005-2006 UNR Faculty Senate Morale Task Force, one by one, offering support and/or suggestions for all of them.  These included (enumerated as in the Faculty Senate final report):

1. Hire a University Ombudsman: President Glick said a Position Description Questionnaire had been developed and the position will be posted in the near future.
2. Annual evaluations for top administrators: President Glick agreed, and said that should include himself, too.  He concurred with 360 degree evaluations, but thought that full faculty surveys were probably not warranted annually.

3. Revise the approach to strategic planning: The UPC no longer exists, and President Glick said he felt the best strategic plans were those that could be written on 3”x4” cards.

4. Management training for all those who supervise personnel: President Glick supported this.
5. Improve communications: The minutes of the Academic Leadership Council meetings are now being distributed to faculty.
6. Not excluding anyone from merit: President Glick agreed, commenting that this should include those at the top of salary ranges.

7. Value service more, encourage senior faculty to fully engage in shared governance, find ways to make the work of department chairs more effective and more desirable, and establish a permanent group of seasoned chairs to mentor new department chairs:  President Glick agreed, but commented on the challenge of judging the quality of service – a person on one committee might contribute more than someone on many committees.

8. Develop guidelines for establishing, managing, and evaluating joint appointments: President Glick recommended a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for all joint appointments.

9. Improve the evaluation process for administrative faculty: Human Resources has formed the Administrative Faculty Evaluation Task Force to review the current process of administrative faculty evaluation and propose a revised process.

The purpose of including President Glick’s comments here was to show that he, in fact, supports all of the goals that the Task Force recommendations are designed to achieve. 

· Recommendations (if applicable)

The following are recommendations that the committee makes regarding each of the areas delineated in the Morale Task Force recommendations.

1. Ombudsman – Regarding the Ombudsman the committee recommends that once the Ombudsman is hired that the Senate take an active role in monitoring the annual evaluations of the person in this position and insuring that the position is operating to it maximum level of effectiveness.
2.  Annual Evaluations for Top Administrators  -  The committee concurs with the Morale Task Forces original recommendation regarding these evaluations and recommends that the Senate continue to push for this process to begin at the earliest practicable time.  Perhaps the senate could request the Provost or President to create a committee to oversee the implementation of annual evaluations for top administrators and a representative or representatives of the Campus Affairs Committee could be members of this committee.
3.  Strategic Planning –  The committee concurs with President Glick that strategic planning should be minimized but no the less carried out on a regular basis as dictated by the Board of Regents.  The committee believe that such planning is critical to the growth and improvement of the University, but it must be done in the context of understanding the realistic projections for future resources, only in this way can the process attain a level of credibility that allows it too be taken seriously.  Further,  strategic plans must result in timely feedback from appropriate levels of the higher administration.
4.  Management Training for Administrators – In reviewing the Provost’s response regarding management training for top level administrators, the committee notes that his position seemed to deflect the need for training of top administrators down to lower level managers.   The committee still stands behind the recommendation of the Morale Task Force which was, “ To help administrators develop the skills to resolve conflicts and deal effectively with complex personnel problems, we recommended management training programs for all those who supervise personnel in the university.”  We note that the President supports this as well.  Therefore, the Senate should continue to insist that this begin at the earliest feasible time.

5.  Communications  -  The committee recommends that those in all levels of administration from the President down to department chairs be encouraged to communicate freely and often to all who they supervise.  Further, the President, Provost, Vice-Presidents and Deans are encouraged to schedule regular meetings with faculty groups to hear concerns and generate dialog on all matters.  At the same time the Senate Executive Committee and all members of the Senate are encouraged to communicate regularly to their constituents. 

6.  Merit Pay  -  The committee reiterates the faculty senate task force recommendation that no one be excluded from merit, except because of promotion.  This includes faculty whose salaries are not paid by state funds.  Corporate, government, and other sponsors rely on UNR to set appropriate renumeration levels (Base Salaries) for its employees.  All faculty, regardless of their source of funding, should be evaluated each year through the same process as others in their unit, and be "awarded" the appropriate (consistent) Merit Increase adjustment to their Base Salary.  The University should make sure that non-state-funded faculty being treated like state-funded faculty, in this regard.  The University should warn non-state-funded faculty that it is their responsibility to find the funds to cover salary increases, or their percent FTE will need to be decreased, since their Contract Amount equals their Base Salary multiplied by their percent FTE.  To facilitate paying for increases in salaries, OSPA should check that multi-year grant budgets assume a COLA+merit increase of, e.g., 4% per year to faculty Base Salaries.  This policy should be posted on the OSPA web site, to help Principal Investigators explain, e.g., in Budget Explanations to agencies, the basis for annual increases in Base Salaries in their budgets.  Note that this would not require that more funds be requested for salaries each year (although that would be an option).  If the annual funding were constant, then the % of FTE would be reduced each year.
7.  Service and Rotating Chairs  -  In it’s May 8, 2006 report to the Senate the Morale Task Force recommended the following:  “The Academic Affairs Committee of the Faculty Senate be charged with 1) examining the role and importance of service in evaluating faculty and staff and 2) seeking ways to encourage senior faculty to fully engage in shared governance on this campus.”  To the best of our knowledge no Senate committee was entrusted with this charge.  The committee believes, as did the Morale Task Force, and as the President has concurred, that the role and importance of service needs to be a topic of discussion and the the Senate must pursue this issue.  Perhaps this should be a charge for next year’s Campus Affairs Committee.
Next, regarding chairs, the committee concurs with the points brought up by the Provost and applauds the creation of the Chairs Task Force to explore these issues.  The committee recommends that the Senate monitor the progress of this Task Force and be sure that the recommendations provided be reviewed by the Senate help to achieve the broadest possible review.
8.  Joint and Split Appointments
The committee concurs with the Morale Task Force and President Glick that guidelines must be established for managing and evaluating joint appointments and recommends a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for all joint appointments.  To date this recommendation has not been achieved and the Senate must further monitor this situation and encourage action as soon as possible
9.  Administrative Faculty Evaluations 
The committee recommends that the faculty senate monitor the implementation of the new administrative faculty evaluation process and attempt to determine if previous problems have be alleviated.  

Charge 3

Conduct an apportionment study showing the differences that would exist with apportionment based on headcount vs. FTE.

· Research and findings

The Campus Affairs Committee was charged with the investigating the question of whether Senate apportionment would be any different if it was done by FTE instead of headcount.  The Senate Bylaws state,  "The total number of seats for a unit will be equal to the faculty head count in that unit divided by 40, with no less than 1 seat for each unit.  At the time of reapportionment, a unit qualifies to receive an additional seat based on rounding up to .75 of the next increment."  With the assistance of Arthur Chenin in Institutional Analysis data were obtained comparing the results of calculations using both FTE and headcount.  Utilizing current data the the new calculations result in either 42 senators using the headcount or 40 using FTE.  With headcount the School of Medicine and the College of Science would have two more senators than if the FTE figures were used.  The whole issue may be moot since the Bylaws specify that the total number of senators cannot exceed 35.  

· Recommendations (if applicable)
The Campus Affairs Committee suggests that the Executive Committee decide what they wish to recommend to the Senate in terms of changing the bylaws to either increase the total number of senators or change the calculation figures utilized to determine apportionment.

Standing Charge.   Appointed the following committee members as liaisons -

Donnelyn Curtis - Status of Women; 

Ann Tyler - Work and Family Task Force; 

Jane Bessette- Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and Transgender Advocacy Committee;

Ted Oleson -  Multiethnic Coalition; 

Carley Ries - Intercultural Collaborative; 

Tom King - University Disabilities Resource Coalition.   

Additional Item – (Emeritus Faculty)

In discussions with Robin Gonzalez it was suggested that the committee might begin discussion on how to determine the distribution of benefits accorded emeritus faculty and the extent to which these benefits are available and utilized across the boards.  Preliminary efforts were made to put information together on this future charge and they will be passed on to next year’s committee.
Suggested Charges for 2007-08 Campus Affairs Committee
1.  Continue to follow-up on implementation of policies, procedures and actions taken to achieve recommendations of the Morale Task Force.

2.  Conduct a survey of emeritus faculty to determine the understanding by this group of the availability of benefits and the extent to which the benefits are utilized.

3.  Perhaps as mentioned previously the Campus Affairs Committee could be charged with 1) examining the role and importance of service in evaluating faculty and staff and 2) seeking ways to encourage senior faculty to fully engage in shared governance on this campus.”
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