CONSENT AGENDA

University of Nevada, Reno

2008-09 Faculty Senate

February 19, 2009

RSJ 304
Process for Consideration of Consent Agenda Items:

· All items on the Consent Agenda are action items.  A single vote for the consent agenda passes all items listed on the agenda.  Any senator may request an agenda item be pulled for discussion and held for a separate vote.

· Prior to a vote on the consent agenda, the Chair will open the floor for comment from senators including requests to pull items.

· Once all items to be pulled have been identified, the Chair will call for a vote on the remaining Consent Agenda items.

· Discussion and action on items pulled will be managed individually.

	1.
	Request to Approve the December 10, 2008 Meeting Minutes


	Action/Enclosure

	2.
	The Administrative Manual Revisions: Vetted by the UAM Committee  These are under a separate link:

www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/08-09/index.html
Please note that additions are in blue, bolded and underlined strikethroughs are deletions.


	Action/Enclosures


	
	a) Safeguarding Confidential Information in Records, Section 64: Revision Dec 2008
b) Basic Policy, Section 500: Revision Jan 2009
c) Basic Contract Content, Section 502:Revision Jan 2009
d) Routing of Legal Contracts, Section 503: Revision Jan 2009

e) Host Expenses, Section 1.067: Revision Dec 2008
f) Policy for Hosting Purchases of Meals, Refreshments and Gifts, Section 1,069:Revision Jan 2009
g) Athletic Team Travel, Section 1,491 Revision Jan 2009
h) University Drug and Alcohol Policy, Section 2,010: New Policy Jan 2009

i) Overtime Policy, Section 2,235: Revision Dec 2008
j) Classified Leave without Pay, Section 2,305: Revision 

Jan 2009

k) Type of Faculty Positions, Section 2,506:Revision 

Jan 2009

l) Clinical Appointments, Section 2,631:Revision Jan 2009
m) Leave Policy for Faculty, Section 2,670:Revision Jan 2009
n) Charitable Lotteries or Raffles, Section 1,074  NEW Jan 2009

	

	3.
	Nominating Committee Guidelines Proposed by the Exec Board
	

	4.
	Proposed Senate Committee Policy Proposed by the Exec Board
	

	5.
	Technology Committee Charges Proposed by the Exec Board
	


University of Nevada, Reno

December 10, 2008                                                       
              Meeting 6

1. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call

Present: Eric Albers (HS), Dick Bjur (VPR), David Crowther (COE), Donnelyn Curtis (Libraries), John Cushman for Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR),  Dean Dietrich (DEV), Bill Follette (Chair FS),  Stephani Foust (SS), Robert Harvey for Gale Craviso (SOM), Eric Herzik (CLA), Jodi Herzik (Provost’s), Jen Hill (CLA) Stephen Jenkins (COS),  Tom Kozel (SOM), Bill Kuechler (COBA), Bill Kuechler for Judy Strauss (COBA), Doina Kulick (SOM), Alex Kumjian (COS), Normand Leblanc (SOM), Bourne Morris (JO), Elliott Parker (Chair-Elect), Stephen Rock (Ex-Officio), Janet Sanderson (President’s), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Leah Skladany (SOM), Judy Strauss (COBA), Virginia Vogel (CLA), Lucy Walker (President’s), Jill Wallace (IT), Leonard Weinberg (CLA). 

 Absent: Tom Harris (CABNR), Mano Misra (EN), and Jane Patterson (A & F).

Guests: Marc Johnson (Provost’s), Milton Glick (President’s), John Carothers (DEV), Howard Goldbaum (JO). 

2. Visit With Executive Vice President and Provost Marc Johnson:

Executive Vice President and Provost Marc Johnson spoke about the special legislative session which was short and very organized. It did not appear that there would be a huge impact on the remainder of the current fiscal year for UNR. The Legislature had agreed to borrow money from the Millennium Scholarship Funds which would not affect the fund for this year. The university would lose some maintenance money. NSHE was given a 15 million maintenance fund and they would be cutting 2.5 million of that. The deans were prepared to reduce their operating budget by 10% if necessary. There had been discussion regarding how to distribute the funds that come to the institutions with the fee increases. UNLV was in favor of across the board hits, rather than a formula distribution, the other institutions have looked at the formula, and would be willing to stay with the formula. The three year average might be knocked down to 1 year which would make the formula funding more volatile. Follette said that if there was an interest in the senate to learn about how the formula funding works that they could bring Bruce Shively in to talk about it.

The six diversity committees received support from Johnson and Shannon Ellis, Vice President of Student Services.  The committees were still active and were organized by the Intercultural Council. A Diversity Town Hall was scheduled for April 29, 2009 from noon to 2:00 pm in the JCSU Ballroom.  The diversity goal was to move becoming actively engaged in diversity issues. The Core Curriculum was under review, Core Writing and Core Math were in the process of doing a self-study. Once the self-study was completed, outside people would come in to help at the appropriate time. Johnson encouraged senators to get their constituents’ input to see what they want out of the core curriculum. Hans-Peter Plag mentioned that the Sustainability Committee had been looking at the curriculum focus and incorporating sustainability issues. 

Johnson has been preparing for the institutional strategic plan. A strategic plan was required every 6 years with a sunset of 6 years. Johnson would be writing the first draft which would then go out to all faculty for feedback and suggestions. Then the plan would be rewritten, and sent out to deans and department chairs for feedback. In the next step a committee would be looking at the second draft of the plan. The first strategic plan draft would be top down and the rest of the process would be bottom up. The academic master plan would be a set of objectives for the academic mission; the plan would include a list of degree programs that would possibly be proposed in the future, research goals, and student service goals. The regents would not consider new programs unless they were part of the academic master plan. The plan would be a roadmap for rebuilding.

Follette said that these documents would be important and that faculty needed to know what would be submitted from departments. Johnson felt that the first draft of the plan would be out in February 2009.

The institutions would still be looking at a budget cut between 10 and 12% for the next year. There was discussion to encourage focusing on other issues besides the budget, such as how to make the university a better place for faculty, staff and students, on-line and distance education. Both Follette and Johnson would like ideas to further the campus. 

3. Chair’s Report:
The Board of Regents’ meeting was held last week and a special meeting was scheduled for December 12, 2008 to discuss budget issues. The Fire Science Academy received a 60 day extension to find out about government funding. There was a proposal for bylaws no longer going to the regents, but going directly to the chancellor. Follette said he has no problem with this, but he would like there to be a time limit so the revisions would not sit on the chancellor’s desk for too long. Follette would like to see the code changed so that the presidents’ of the institutions can no longer unilaterally propose bylaw changes, but that changes to the bylaws must be ratified by the each institution’s senate. 

The Board of Regents make-up would be very different this next year with four new appointments from the Governor. The new  regents would begin in January and there would be a steep learning curve. Jason Geddes was elected Vice Chair at the December meeting. 

The use of Check-box for bylaws revisions’ voting went off without a hitch. Michelle did a great job with the process.

Follette would be updating the blog every couple of weeks to keep faculty abreast of the budget issues. 

4. Visit with John Carothers, Vice President for Development and Alumni Relations:

Vice President for Development and Alumni Relations John Carothers reported on the Foundation

The foundation has three major functions: they raise money, manage money and spend money. 

The foundation’s job was to raise and manage money in three general categories. 

Un-restricted funds, that would be at the discretion of the foundation board how the funds were spent.

Restricted funds were restricted on what the funds could be spent and Permanent Restricted funds, such as endowments.

The foundation managed the money and spending on those funds. The market had affected the funds this year and when the gift value of the funds became greater than the market value of the funds, the foundation would send out request to donors. This request would ask if the donors wanted the foundation to continue spending, stop spending or stop spending and would they like to send a check. The Foundation is owned by the Board of Regents, all employees are university employees - the foundation has no employees. 

Carothers would like to see a comprehensive capital campaign.  

5. Visit with President Glick: 

President Glick reported that the state borrowed from the City Investment Fund, the money was to be repaid over the next 4 years. They used money from the Millennium Scholarship Fund which would not have a current impact. They would also be using some maintenance money which would amount to approximately $700,000 for UNR. This was the first sign of cooperation between the Governor and the Legislature. Glick thanked Elliott Parker for the paper that he wrote to address the size of the state government. The Chancellor has distributed the paper to the Board of Regents.  Glick said that if we had a public policy person who could outline public policy implications regarding the state of K-12 and higher education it would be helpful. Tom Harris was updating the economic impact of the university. There was discussion regarding the budget and if the institutions would be able to keep 100% of the tuition increases. No one is sure who the governor will appoint as new regents and Glick did not know if the Governor had names in mind. The council of chairs and the presidents sent forward a request to convene a commission to forward names to the Governor regarding BOR appointees, but there has not been any response. 

There were questions about the SAGE Commission and if the commission was effective. Glick said that to have an internal staff do what this commission did would be very expensive. There was concern that the commission would not understand the intricacies of a university.

6. Technology Committee Year-end Report: Howard Goldbaum, Chair

Howard Goldbaum spoke to the senate regarding the committee and the report. Goldbaum just became chair of the committee as Jim Curtis (former chair) had left the university to return to North Carolina Chapel Hill. Howard Goldbaum spoke to the senate regarding the committee and the report. Goldbaum just became chair of the committee as Jim Curtis (former chair) had left the university to return to North Carolina Chapel Hill. Goldbaum thanked the committee for their hard work and spoke about the report and recommendations. The report and recommendation can be found at this link: www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/08-09/index.html
The senate discussed the 4 year computer replacement policy and the lack of funding for the program. There was also discussion regarding recycling computer hardware so that we as a country are less likely to pollute the rest of the world. The primary charge of the committee was to award software funds to applicants who qualified. It appears that with the budget crisis, this program would go by the wayside. 

Recommendations:

· Continue meetings between the FSTC and campus IT managers with a view toward identifying issues and exchanging information; convey issues of concern to the Faculty Senate Executive Board; work toward identifying other organizational units, the leaders of which should be invited to meet with the committee
· Steps should be taken to assure that faculty are better informed of existing email policies, such as the possibility of requesting larger quotas, e.g. Gmail accounts that carry the @unr.edu extension are available, but not promoted as an alternative to standard email; 

· Provision of a secure FTP server or some other solution to provide for transfer and sharing of large files should be explored, and currently available means of accomplishing these goals should be better communicated to faculty;

· Email archiving solutions should be explored that will allow faculty to retain larger quotas that will be accessible on and off campus;

· The FSTC should consider further steps that would accomplish this charge.

· The Faculty Senate should support UNR IT in the goal of linking official grade reporting to WebCampus.  To do this would require that System Computing Services (SCS) make changes to the grade reporting system to enable this interaction.

· In order to facilitate this action the committee suggests that the Senate appoint an ad hoc committee composed of one person from the technology Committee, one person from the WebCampus staff, one person from SCS/NSHE, and one person from the Registrar’s office.

· The FSTC continues to strongly support this program.  However, at this point it is not known if the campus budget will provide funding to continue the program at all, let alone improve or expand it.  The committee urges the Faculty Senate to remain active in seeking funding to support the Campus Desktop Replacement Program.

· The committee would like to be assigned a regular liaison at a more operational level, as well as having Dr. Zink attend our meetings.

· The committee asks that the faculty software award process be continued and, if possible, funded at a higher level than it was this year.  Given the University’s financial situation provision of higher levels of funding will be difficult.  However, the FSTC feels that this program is a way to provide additional support to faculty in difficult times.  This could make a real difference if departmental resources are reduced.  The program is open to all academic and administrative faculty across the campus and worthwhile applications for support have been much more numerous than could be awarded with available funds.

There was discussion regarding waste that happened with Technology and Hans-Peter Plag would like to see a sustainability charge for the committee regarding computer replacement. There was also discussion regarding open source use. 

The major charge of this committee was to award software which was only about $11,000 to award this year. Each year the funding was less and next year, there would probably not be any funding

MOTION: Kumjian /Vogel. To accept the report as published.

ACTION: Passed unanimously

MOTION: Vogel/Curtis. To accept the recommendations of the committee.

ACTION: Passed unanimously. 

7. Consent Agenda:

Chair-elect Elliott Parker gave some background on the University Manual Process. The UNR Bylaws state that the University Manual Revisions must be approved by the senate. During his time at the university this has not happened, but we would like to reinstitute our prerogative to approve these changes. For these changes, the executive board has seen no problem with these changes. 

Dean Dietrich asked to have the minutes pulled from the consent agenda.

MOTION: Crowther/Hill. To approve the Consent Agenda

ACTION: Passed, 1 abstention

Minutes: The following corrections were requested: in Regent Cobb‘s section, change the sentence to read that he has been at his firm longer than the founding partners. Fix the spelling of faculty and their. Also change a 14% budget reduction to planning for a 14% budget reduction. Then change the 7 to an ampersand. 

MOTION: Vogel/Kilkenny. To approve the minutes as corrected

ACTION: Passed Unanimously

8. Committee Updates: 

· The Salary and Benefits Committee had met with benefits and they would like to pursue an awareness month for educating faculty on retirement benefits perhaps in February. 

· The AFPPP was also thinking of doing a brown bag to educate faculty. They would coordinate efforts with the Salary and Benefits Committee. 

· The Research Committee was still collecting data. All of their subcommittees had turned in their reports to the Provost. 

· Campus Affairs would be meeting again in February. The Emeritus Faculty Report should be completed by January. 

· Parking and Transportation committee was working on increasing bike racks on campus and air pumps. 

· Academic Standards would be reporting to the senate in February. 

· Bylaws and Code Committee had been discussing administrative units that do not have bylaws. 

9. New Business: 

If web pages that are linked from the UNR webpage do not have the current logo then the links to those pages would be broken.

Meeting Adjourned 5:03 pm




Deleted text is struck out and additions are in bold.

Guidelines for

Faculty Senate Executive Board Nominating Committee

(updated April 21, 2006 February 12, 2009)

Committee Charge

The committee's charge is to develop a slate of candidates for the new executive board.  
The Meeting
The former senate chair who serves as an ex-officio member of the senate and the executive board will act as chair for the committee. 

The chair-elect will charge the committee.  and will select a spokesperson for the committee.

The committee and chair-elect shall engage in a brief open discussion about the possible candidates.

The above should take about 15 minutes.  The chair-elect will leave the meeting.

The committee will develop a list of possible candidate for each vacant position (vice chair-elect, parliamentarian, 2 at-large).  Each ballot must include twice as many nominees as there are vacancies.  Because some senators may decline, it is important to include a preliminary slate of candidates that includes one or two extra candidates for each position and the names should appear in priority order.  NOTE:  Members of the Nominating Committee are eligible for candidacy, if otherwise eligible.
There are two at-large seats on the executive board.  The committee should not separate the two on their list of possible candidates. Tthat is, there won't be two ballots with two names each.  Instead, all the candidates for at-large will be included on one ballot.  The two candidates with the most votes will be appointed.

When considering the candidates for parliamentarian and at-large members, the committee should take into consideration that the new executive board should maintain a certain level of continuity.  Thus, besides the new chair and the immediate past chair, if at all possible, it would be good to have one additional member of the current executive board on the ballot.  Also, it is important that the board include at least one administrative faculty member. 

The committee submits the list of possible nominees to the Faculty Senate Manager who will contact the possible candidates to inquire about interest and availability.

Chair

The vice chair is the chair-elect is slated to become chair, so, unless the committee thinks the chair-elect is not qualified, there are no candidates.  By recommendation of the committee, the previous year's vice chair-elect is elected by acclamation.

Vice Chair-elect
The vice chair is the chair-elect is slated to be Chair in the second year. , so must have at least two years service remaining at the time of the May election.  Because the immediate past chair serves as an ex officio member of the executive board, the vice chair-elect should be mostly available during a third year regardless of whether s/he is continuing a term on the senate.

Given the primary responsibilities of the chair, it's preferable that candidates for vice chair-elect have a strong academic background.  However, it's not a necessity, as long as the executive board membership is academically strong.  They Candidates should possess at least a minimum of demonstrated skills and abilities to: work with a wide range of constituencies and personalities; represent the views of the faculty at large; support senate actions; and negotiate.  The senate chair is a facilitator and spokesperson.  The executive board, senators, and faculty at-large guide and advise the chair.  Candidates should have record of significant service on university and/or system committees, and must be able to devote a minimum of .50 FTE during their chairship.

Parliamentarian

The parliamentarian serves a term of one year.  Preferably, candidates should have a working knowledge of parliamentary procedure and Robert's Rules of Order.

At-Large Members

The two at-large members serve a term of one year.  Preferably, one at-large member should be an academic faculty member and one should be an administrative faculty member.

Ex Officio

No election is necessary, as the immediate past chair and the Faculty Senate Manager both serves in this capacity.


Proposed Senate Committee Policy:

Other than the nominating committee and the executive board, which are detailed in the senate bylaws, all senate committees exist at the pleasure of the senate.  The executive board may recommend creation, elimination, or alteration of any committee, subject to a vote of approval by the senate.  Senate committees may be either standing (i.e., there is an expectation that they will continue) or ad-hoc. 

Senate committees are charged annually by the senate upon recommendation by the executive board.  The executive board may recommend both standing charges and specific charges.

Committees may be on either a calendar-year (Jan-Dec) or an academic-year (August-May) schedule, as follows:

Calendar Year Term:  BCC - Bylaws and Code Committee

TC - Technology Committee

SBC – Salary & Benefits Committee

Academic Year Term:
ASC - Academic Standards Committee

CAC - Campus Affairs Committee




AFP3 - Administrative Faculty Personnel Policy and Procedures

For these senate committees, the executive board shall have sole responsibility, on behalf of the senate, for appointment of committee members and chairs.   The membership of both the nominating committee and the executive board, however, shall be subject to a vote of the full senate.

Committee members are appointed annually, and are notified by the senate office annually regarding their appointment.  Members shall normally serve three consecutive one-year appointments, that are renewed as long as they remain in good standing and are able to contribute to the work of the committee.   The executive board may choose not to reappoint any committee member, or may choose to appoint any member to a fourth or fifth term if they deem it necessary.  No member should be appointed to more than five consecutive years.

Committee members may be recommended by any member of the senate, outgoing committee chairs, deans or other equivalent administrators, or the faculty committee preference survey.  The executive board shall try as much as possible to choose a representative group of faculty with experience and interest in matters related to the charges.

At the time a committee’s new annual charges are approved by the senate, the executive board shall appoint a committee chair to a one-year term.  The committee chair does not have to be a previous member of the committee, though it would usually be preferable.  The committee chair shall then contact existing committee members and new nominations from the executive board in order to ensure they are all still willing and able to contribute to the work of the committee.  The executive board then appoints the members of the committee, and the senate office notifies them.  The committee chair is then responsible for scheduling meetings, planning committee work, delegating tasks to committee members, ensuring that the charges are addressed, and presenting the final report to the executive board and the senate.

In addition, the executive board may appoint a senator to serve as liaison to the committee, and regularly report to the executive board and the senate, as necessary.  The executive board may also appoint senators to serve as liaisons to other committees outside the senate.

At the conclusion of each year, the faculty senate chair shall provide information on their service for every committee member in good standing, for purposes of annual evaluation.  This shall be sent to the faculty member and his or her department chair.   

Technology Committee Proposed Charges (2009 Calendar Year)

Purpose:  Conduct studies and make recommendations on issues and policies relating to access, hardware, and software.  Facilitate communication between faculty and other technology committees on campus.

Membership to the Technology Committee is apportioned by major unit and the members are appointed by the Dean or Vice-President of these units.
Standing Charges

1.  Present a written report to the Faculty Senate, as scheduled with the Executive Board, regarding (a) actions on the committee’s charges; and (b) a review of committee charges over the prior three years, and the implementation of past committee recommendations approved by the Senate.  Provide a brief monthly oral summary of activities to the Senate through the Senate Liaison.

2.  Work with the Senate Manager to maintain committee documents using Sharepoint software.  

3.  Upon request by the Executive Board, review any proposals affecting campus technology, and report recommendations to the Executive Board within six weeks after receipt of any request for review.

4.  Serve as a sounding board, as requested, for the Vice President for Information Technology, and facilitate communication, as appropriate, with the Faculty Senate.  

5.  If funds are available, conduct the software application process.  Submit the call for 2009-10 applications in spring 2009, and review and prioritize software applications for awards in the fall. The Senate Office will organize approved applications, notify applicants of the disposition of their requests, place the order(s), and distribute the software.
Additional Charges

6.  Make recommendations on the future status, organization, structure, and charges of the committee.  Is it necessary, is it effective, and how could it be improved?

7.  Make recommendations to improve the efficiency and sustainable impact of the replacement and disposal of the university’s technological equipment.    

8.  Are universities turning to open-source software for administrative software needs?   Research the technologies used by our peer and aspirant universities.  Could open-source software save the university money?
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