CONSENT AGENDA

University of Nevada, Reno

2008-09 Faculty Senate

May 6, 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 April 16, 2009 Meeting Minutes


	Action/Enclosure

	2.
	Proposed Amendment to UNR Bylaw 
a. 1.1.5 Implementation of the bylaws
b. 2.4.3 g Faculty Senate Procedures
	Action/Enclosure

	3.
	The Administrative Manual Revisions: Vetted by the UAM Committee
Please note that additions are bolded and underlined 
Deletions are strikethroughs

	Action/Enclosure

	
	a. Environmental Health and Safety: New Section Created 

University of Nevada, Reno Safety Policy
Section 2,159 Revised March 2009 New Section # 5,500
Occupational Safety & Health Act: Section 2,162 Revised  March 2009, New Section # 5,501
Unsafe Conditions or Activities: Section  2,164 Revised March 2009, New Section # 5,502
Infection Control Plan: Section  2,165 Revised March 2009, New Section # 5,503
Environmental Policy: Section 5,410 Revised March 2009, New Section # 5,510
b. Temporary Administrative Governance: Section 50 Revised March 2009


	

	.
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



University of Nevada, Reno

April 16, 2009                                                       
               Meeting 9
1. Welcome, Introductions, & Roll Call:

Present: Eric Albers (HS), Dick Bjur (VPR), Gail Craviso (SOM), Kim O’Reilly for David Crowther (COE), Donnelyn Curtis (Libraries), Dean Dietrich (DEV), Bill Follette (Chair FS),  Quentin Owens for Stephani Foust (SS), Tom Harris (CABNR), Eric Herzik (CLA), Jen Hill (CLA), Stephen Jenkins (COS),  Maureen Kilkenny (CABNR), Gail Craviso for Tom Kozel (SOM), Bill Kuechler (COBA), Doina Kulick (SOM), Alex Kumjian (COS), Abigail Forrest for Normand Leblanc (SOM), Saundra Keyes for Bourne Morris (JO), Elliott Parker (Chair-Elect), Jane Patterson (A & F), Alex Kumjian for Hans-Peter Plag (COS), Janet Sanderson (President’s), Madeleine Sigman-Grant (COOP), Lori Bass for Leah Skladany (SOM), Bill Kuechler for Judy Strauss (COBA), Virginia Vogel (CLA), Brandon Stewart for Lucy Walker (President’s), Jill Wallace (IT), Bob Ostergard for Leonard Weinberg (CLA). 

 Absent: Manoranjan Misra (EN), Jodi Herzik (Provost’s), and Stephen Rock (Ex-Officio),

Guests: Marc Johnson (Provost’s), Milton Glick (President’s), David Sanders (AS Committee Chair), Pamela Haney (President’s) 

2. Visit With Regent Kevin Page:

Regent Page began his term as a regent in January of this year.  He attended UNLV where he received his MBA and worked in the banking industry for a number of years and now for the Pat Harvey Group.   He wanted to be a Regent because of his vested interest as an NSHE system alumni and believing his financial background would be beneficial in the current budget crisis.  He would like to see value added to NSHE degrees and believed many issues would be faced by the Board of Regents in the next year, including the budget reductions and the change with the Chancellor retiring and being replaced.   He encouraged individuals to continually communicate with and educate the legislators regarding the importance of higher education for the State of Nevada.  

Discussion ensued about potential budget cuts and possible outcomes. He responded by expressing that he did not have any insights and until the budget was closed, it was all speculation, however, he thought the Governor placed the NSHE budget in a tough position financially that he does not believe the legislature would allow.  This large cut would require detrimental decisions be made that he doesn’t believe the system would be forced to make.

3. Ombuds Office Update Pam Haney:
 The Office of the Ombudsman was the location employees and students could seek conflict resolution for issues they were having with others on campus.  The ombudsperson would attempt to find a resolution or give the individual a referral to the appropriate contact within the University, best qualified to assist in remedying the specific situation.  The office exists in the president’s division and reports made to the president include issues but not individuals or details.  As such, all visits were considered confidential.  Comments and recommendations, where appropriate, were made to request changes in university policy.  The Ombudsman Office 2008 annual report could be found at the following website:

http://www.unr.edu/ombudsman/2008AnnualReport.pdf  

Pamela was planning a, “Conversations about Conflict” workshop series.  One hour modules would be offered over the next year for groups up to 15 people.  She planned to make herself available to travel throughout the state for units requesting input.  

The Chair expressed positive feedback of what has been heard regarding the Ombuds office around campus and the importance of its purpose.  

4. Academic Standards Committee Report David Sanders:

 David Sanders continued to present the Academic Standard’s committee report where he left off the last meeting. 

Charge 2: Grade appeal policies and procedures.  

Two recommended changes have been submitted on the document entitled, “Grade Appeal Modifications to Final Report” 

Elliott Parker raised the point that we did not want micromanagement of teaching in the classroom and that there was no documentation of the grade appeals process.  Recommendations of what to do about these two issues would be discussed during the summer retreat of the new exec board, when creating committee charges.  

MOTION: Kumjian/Vogel. To approve recommendations regarding charge 2 as submitted, including the language in the document entitle, “Grade Appeal Modifications to Final Report”.

ACTION: Passed Unanimously

Charge 3: Academic Dishonesty.  

There was discussion if the name should be changed to Academic Integrity Process.  In vetting by the committee, the policy was written to dishonesty, therefore it should remain the same.  In the future, it could be one component of a larger academic integrity policy.  An Honor Code was drafted and exists, but it hasn’t been enacted or circulated to students.  Jill Wallace mentioned that some departments are using turnitin.com  An institutional license should be purchased and does not cost very much.  Another product called safe assign was located in WebCampus.  Jill Wallace noted there were some concerns of reliability of the program from testing that had been done.  It was recommended to be presented to the IT Managers because it was a resource availability issue.  Safe Assign was an institutional database where turnitin.com was national.  Issues of the author’s intellectual property have surfaced.   

MOTION: Kumjian/Vogel. To approve the recommendations for charge 3 as submitted

ACTION: Passed 1 opposed 2 abstentions

Charge 4: Time to completion  

No motion was required as there was no implementation needed for the remaining two recommendations.

Charge 5: Residency requirements for majors and minors.

The question was raised why we have transfer agreements with sister institutions if we would not accept their major or minor credits toward the required coursework in a degree program.  

MOTION: Herzik/Sigman-Grant. To table recommendations for charge 6.

ACTION: Passed 2 abstentions.  
5. Visit with Executive Vice President and Provost Marc Johnson: 

The budget issues created a rough environment when policy was being considered.  Revenue was needed and without increases proposed, the legislature was having a hard time to fill in the gaps with Human Resources, K-12 and Higher Education.  9% reduction would maintain the losses we have taken.  14% - 21% would require more budget cut decisions to be made.  Economic forecast from the Economic Forum would be released early in May.  

Teaching Resource Management proposals were being reviewed and 09-10 budgets were being created with those in mind.

Marc would circulate some information regarding Stimulus Fund opportunities.  There would be many potential opportunities for the university to be funded.

Strategic Plan- comments have been submitted and would be reviewed by a committee.  Focused discussion over a couple of days to get concentrated opinions discussed and a 3rd draft would be sent to President Glick.  He would determine if that was the version submitted to the Board of Regents.

What was in the Strategic Plan vs. the Institutional Master Plan?  Strategic Plan would include where you are now and where you want to go.  It would also include statements of roadmap quality that suggest where we would be going, for example program review or taking high strength programs and when we get money back we grow from our strengths.  Where the university has strong national reputation in certain areas, growth would be created from there.  

The Institutional Master Plan was split into 3 sections: Anticipated Degrees, Student Services and Research Plans in the next 6 years.   Discipline statements would be in the Institutional Master Plan.

WMST 453, an online course, received a national award and many awards in have been received in outreach and research. 

6. Visit with President Milton Glick:

Regent Cobb was collecting positive programmatic bullet points from each institution to distribute.

A naming gift for the Health Science/Education building would be announced next week.  $11.5 private money was secured to match the state funds.

University officials met with the legislature today.  They went over the capital improvement requests and there were no challenges to what the governor has presented.  Capital money was bonded, so the money did not compete with operating funds.  

The legislature planned to have the budget resolved early to mid May.  If Governor vetoes the budget, it would give them time to act by the end of the session.  We should know our financial situation in about 30 days.  Some programs and individuals would be affected.

Status of the waiver has not been discussed.  The Governor stated his intent to apply for the waiver, but had yet to turn in an application requesting the waiver.  It was not favorable for Nevada to get the waiver, because if the legislature found the money without a waiver, it would result in more money going to higher education, without funding stipulations a waiver would require.  The Stimulus Package was 1100 pages and there would be many interpretations of its content over the next two years.  

Salary reductions were projected at 2-3%.  The presidents were requesting that the legislators give the dollar amount available to the system and each institution could make strategic cuts that did not cut straight across the board. 

A decision was made by the Board of Regents to maintain the next year’s sabbatical allocations.  We would save money because of the number of 12 month sabbaticals.  The political argument was hard to fight, but the importance of sabbaticals for professional development and keeping the faculty active in the field was imperative.  New guidelines would be crafted prior to the next cycle.  

The first priority in budget cuts was student success, followed by research and then taking a look at the other areas of the university mission.  The more we have to cut, the less we can protect academic programs.  There was question as to whether or not furloughs could be done with respect to our current contracting system.  

There were huge problems with endowment accounts which would affect scholarships in many programs.  We have a policy not to cut into the core of the account, but many of the accounts are worth less today than when they were originally given.  Contact has been made with some of the donors to accommodate the loss or ask permission to eat into the core of their gift.   

National Guard CIP was not heard today.

Stories where we had trouble recruiting or retention have been requested by the Chancellor, but there have not been any submitted to date.  

Personnel review for President Glick was available on the Faculty Senate Website, at the following link: http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/BOR%206%20-%20Presidential%20Evaluation%20-%20President%20Glick.pdf
President Glick renewed his contract from another 4 years.  He appreciated the support from the faculty due to shared goals
7. Consent Agenda:

. 

MOTION: Sigman-Grant/Wallace. To approve the Consent Agenda as submitted

ACTION: Passed Unanimously

8. Chair’s Report: 

Institutional Strategic Planning Committee: The committee to review the draft of Strategic Plan was important because of the lack of information regarding how curricular review occurs.  A proposal was given earlier in the year, including the deans and provost, each college would have a faculty representative, plus 3 appointed administrative, the ex-officio and Chair of the faculty senate and student representation.   Administration was accepting of that information and Deans would be requesting nominations of faculty, a ballot would be made for each college so that committee could be appointed quickly.  Two meetings, were scheduled to be held, one at the end of April and the other early in May to review the plan.  The same committee would be the curricular review committee if needed due to budget cuts.  Strategic Plan data that Deans and Department Chairs were getting characterizing the academic and scholarship information for departments should be disseminated to each department’s faculty, allowing faculty to say data was wrong or incomplete and offer additional or different data and the source of the data.

Board of Regents Meeting: The technology fee increase was approved for iNtegrate and it was likely it would be a permanent fee. There had been no discussion to pull back funding from Integrate.  $10 million was returned to the State and there has been no discussion whether or not that funding would come back to NSHE.  Integrate has been an unfunded mandate and the University would be forced to hire a minimum of 8-12 highly paid individuals because of the special knowledge required to maintain the system.  

Mission statements: UNR’s was being created. It has been frustrating to watch regents not understand the mission differences between the institutions.  There had not been any discussion about whether or not there were common factors that should be in all or some mission statements

The issues regarding hiring concerns raised by Madeline Sigman-Grant at the March Faculty Senate meeting was taken out of context in the response from Tim McFarling.  The issue was raised with Bart Patterson who took the information to heart.  It was expressed that it was a 2-3 month process from position request until an individual was hired.  

Formation of Regent Wixom’s Efficiency Committee was discussed in December to address the Sage Commission information.  It did not get created in time to address that, but there are 2 pieces of legislation regarding effectiveness and efficiency.   It was urged that the Regents need to demonstrate what effects they want to see rather than just doing a cost study for it to be effective.

Emergency Board of Regents meeting was scheduled May 12th.  

SB279 was voted down in committee.  When the media request information and we do not give them meaningful data, this legislation could resurface in the next legislative session, therefore, the outside compensation report was important.  Discussions may occur about changing our reporting processes to better give data requested and ensure faculty are educated to create leave slips, letting them know that you are participating in outside compensation.

9. New Business: 

 Due to time constraints, we would agendize early failure notice to students and the definition of Gateway courses for next meeting.  Cais or WebCt can both be used to notify students of concern of failure.   How would this impact academic freedom in the classroom?  A committee was being created by Paul Neill to address this issue.  It was possible to have legal issues with not having a hard copy of documentation or because of oversight situations.

Alex Kumjian raised a statement regarding "Faculty Senate Committee Reporting".  Over the past week, constituents have raised concerns about whether the executive board should have the ability to change the recommendations prior to the entire Senate seeing them.  Bill responded that reporting procedures for committees has not changed in the years he has served on the Executive Boards or the Faculty Senate.  Draft reports were submitted to the Faculty Senate Executive Board.  Any recommendations or clarification requests presented to the committees were in fact recommendations and the committee did not have to accept or change them.  The full report was presented to the Senate for a vote.  If recommendations were approved, a Request for Action was presented to the President for his approval.  Bill extended a willingness to discuss committee process with whoever has issues.

Alex expressed issues in navigating the Faculty Senate Website and that 4 pdf documents for today’s meeting weren’t on the website.  It was explained that the documents were emailed to all of the Senators after a Mac users didn’t appear to be able to get into the documents.  The links for the items were within the agenda page.  He requested separate links for attachments on the website in the future.  

Doina Kulick asked if the Senate should put a unified voice of what higher education needs and educating them what we do.  Personal letters are recommended in lieu of a unified voice.

Meeting Adjourned 5:23 pm


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO UNR BYLAWS

Deletions in [brackets], additions in bold
Approved by the UBCC on 3 April 2009 

Submitted to the Executive Board on 27 April 2009 
1.1.5 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BYLAWS 
Procedures for implementing these Bylaws shall be published in the Administrative Manual, and these procedures shall not conflict with these Bylaws or any higher-level rules and regulations. In the event of any such conflict, the higher authority shall prevail. Any faculty member or group may propose additions, deletions, or revisions to the Manual. A Senate Bylaws Committee shall review the Administrative Manual at the request of the Faculty Senate. Changes to the Administrative Manual shall be in full force and effect upon approval by both the Faculty Senate and the President.

Any member of the faculty may notify the Faculty Senate, in writing and with strict confidentiality, of the implementation of any policy or procedure that allegedly contravenes the Code, these Bylaws, or the bylaws of a major unit or department, or of the alleged failure to implement such bylaws or the Code. Once notified, the Faculty Senate shall inform the administrator of the unit in which the alleged infringement has occurred. The administrator shall respond in writing within 30 college working days. If the administrator agrees to correct the matter, the Senate shall inform the notifying faculty member accordingly. If the administrator declines to correct the matter, the Senate shall establish procedures to review and resolve it in a timely fashion.  Such procedures shall include keeping the notifying faculty member informed of progress toward a resolution, and may include bringing the matter, together with the Senate’s recommendation, to the President for a resolution.

Rationale:  Alleged violations of bylaws or the Code may occur out of ignorance, oversight, misinterpretation, or willful disregard. Such violations, if committed, have no prescribed consequence. We propose that, at a minimum, the consequence be that official steps are taken to remedy any infringements or non-compliance brought to the Senate's attention, in a way that affords 1) confidentiality for the faculty member who adverts them and 2) an opportunity for the administrator to remedy them, and that in contested cases the Senate establish procedures to review the issue and, if necessary, make a recommendation to the President for a resolution.


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO UNR BYLAWS

Deletions in [brackets], additions in bold
As approved by the UBCC on 3/6/09

Submitted to the Executive Board on 3/15/09

2.4.3  POLICIES AND PROCEDURES OF THE FACULTY SENATE AND THE 

GRADUATE COUNCIL

g.  Amendments to the bylaws of each body shall be in effect upon: l) approval by a two-thirds majority of the voting [the] members of that body and 2) approval by the President. If the President does not disapprove in writing within 45 college working days of the date amendments are received, this shall constitute approval.

Rationale: Since both bodies' bylaws are currently in effect, we propose addressing amendments instead of "The bylaws." We also clarify that a two-thirds majority of the voting members is required for approval. To encourage expedition of presidential approval or rejection, the 45-day clause has been added.



UAM Revisions:

http://www.unr.edu/facultysenate/meetings/08-09/index.html
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